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Abstract 

The world is currently facing an increasingly grave climate crisis and finding solutions 

will be a significant challenge to the modern world. The production and consumption of 

meat and its effect on the climate is becoming ever clearer and a growing body of 

research is pointing to the environmental benefits of policies aimed at reducing meat 

consumption. There is, however, little political action taking place to reduce meat 

consumption. This study explores this reluctance to consider policies to reduce meat 

consumption in the Norwegian context. The study found various arguments presented 

by Norwegian political parties to explain this lack of action. An emphasis has been 

placed on the production side measures for a number of reasons linked to consumer 

choice, a fear of public backlash and a reliance on technological advancements to 

achieve reductions. Motivations for this reluctance range from are emphasized by 

agricultural policy that emphasizes continued competitiveness in the Norwegian 

agricultural sector. 
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1 Introduction  

1.1 Presenting the Problem 

The world is currently facing an increasingly grave climate crisis and solving it will be a 

significant challenge for the world. We know that the global atmosphere is growing in 

temperature and has increased dramatically since the industrial revolution. This has led 

to drastic changes to our environmental, social and economic security. The global 

climate problem has become a growing global challenge and much action is taking 

place to combat anthropogenic climate change, however, we are yet to make headway to 

drastically reduce climate change. The Paris Agreement of COP 21 gave a resounding 

step forward in our aims and focuses for the near future aiming to limit global 

temperature rise to 2 degrees Celsius above pre-industrial levels (UNFCCC, 2015). It 

was a landmark decision in favour of acting on climate change and unifying the world 

to prevent further environmental damage. However, the agreement only lays out goals 

for the coming years and nations, now, have to make their own strides to achieve these 

goals so that humans as one can continue to prosper on this planet. Nations differ in 

their goals but a general consensus is to reduce the use of natural resources and turn 

towards renewable sources of energy, as well as developing new technologies to limit 

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions.  

New technologies do provide opportunities to limiting GHG emissions, however, there 

must also be a focus on behavioural change so that society can work together to prevent 

further environmental damage (Dietz, Ostrom and Stern, 2003; Dietz et al., 2009). A 

global stagnation of carbon emissions has taken place over the past few years, due in 

part to reduced coal usage, increased energy efficiency and great strides in renewable 

energies (Jackson et al., 2017). However, that short decrease in emissions appears to be 

back on the rise through 2017 and going forward (Le Quéré et al., 2018). Greater 

environmental policy decisions need to be made to adapt modern society so that we can 

limit climate change. The Paris Agreement is based upon a “pledge and review” 

approach, and now individual nations are expected to take their own steps in achieving 

their part of the agreement (Bang, 2016). 
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An area that has received a growing focus in the climate debate is the role of food 

production and consumption, in particular, the production of meat and dairy products 

(Gerber et al., 2013; Goodland & Anhang, 2006; Hedenus, Wirsenius and Johansson, 

2014). The production of food to support the global population will inevitably produce 

GHG emissions. However, the growing demand for meat is leading to greater GHG 

emissions (Boland et al., 2013). Meat consumption has seen a drastic rise in the Western 

World since the Second World War, driven mainly by economic development and 

urbanisation (Sans and Combris, 2015). This is being further exacerbated by growing 

economic freedom in developing countries, placing greater pressure on the environment 

and causing excessive GHG emissions (Steinfeld et al., 2006). Meat production and 

consumption has a wide range of environmentally conflicting aspects due to higher 

GHG emissions (Gerber et al., 2013), land use (Stehfest et al., 2009), biodiversity loss 

(Machovina, Feeley and Ripple, 2015), resource depletion and pollution (Steinfeld et 

al., 2006). The growing demand for meat is exacerbating these problems and transition 

to a more environmentally friendly society necessitates a change in our food production 

systems. 

1.1.1 Norway’s Climate Change Agenda 

Since Brundtland’s 1987 report, Our Common Future, sustainable development has 

seen a growth in international attention. Norway plays a key role in developing climate 

friendly measures nationally, as well as funding and supporting developing nations in 

their climate goals through schemes such as REDD and Norway’s International Climate 

and Forest Initiative. Norway made its first national agreement on climate change in 

2008 following the Stoltenberg government’s report to the Storting in 2007 on climate 

efforts (Norwegian Ministry of the Environment, 2007). The agreement set the 

foundation for Norway’s efforts in reducing climate change, setting out basic principles 

to make up Norway’s climate policy. In this agreement, Norway established that it 

would attempt to achieve carbon neutrality by 2030 on condition that other developed 

nations also make ambitious commitments to reduce their emissions. In 2012, the 

Norwegian government developed on its original 2008 agreement, establishing new 

goals and new measures to achieve these, with the 2012 agreement on climate policy 

(Norwegian Ministry of the Environment, 2012; Stortinget, 2012). The goals of the 

2012 agreement aim at reducing emissions through various methods, focusing on 
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increased research, technological advancements, transitioning to renewable energies and 

improving public transport (Stortinget, 2012). 

1.1.2 The Role of Meat in Emissions 

One area that has, so far, received limited focus is the global industry of meat and 

animal products. It played only a very small role at COP21, even though, globally, the 

meat industry is estimated to produce as much GHG emissions as the transport industry 

(Gerber et al., 2013). This lack of interest has continued post-COP21 with very little 

attention placed on this area of climate change. Animal agriculture is estimated to 

produce 14.5% of the global GHG emissions (Gerber et al., 2013), and with a growing 

wealthy population meat consumption is expected to continue to grow by roughly 70% 

by 2050 (van Huis 2017; Gerber et al. 2013). Policies aimed at reducing meat 

consumption, therefore, provide a proven opportunity to combat climate change now 

and limit GHG emissions for the future. Studies vary greatly in their estimation of the 

GHG emissions from animal agriculture but are conclusive that the industry is 

damaging to environmental, health and social sustainability (Steinfeld et al., 2006; 

Gerber et al., 2013; Goodland and Anhang, 2009; Tilman and Clark, 2014). 

The Western diet relies heavily on animal products with a growing number of 

developing countries now increasing their meat consumption in line with growing 

economic security (Tilman et al., 2002; Boland et al., 2013). Increased meat 

consumption as a result of greater economic freedom has become a cultural imperative 

as a right for free choice and expression of wealth (Carolan, 2011). This process if 

further explained by Popkin (2002), as the nutrition transition. As societies grow 

economically and demographically, they transition from a diet high in cereals and fibre 

to one with greater levels of animal products, sugar and saturated fats. To cope with this 

growing consumption, the animal agriculture industry has continued to expand to 

increase productivity (Steinfeld & Gerber, 2010), placing greater challenges on the 

environment and society (Steinfeld et al., 2006). Due to meat production’s resource 

intensity, it is necessary to find solutions to prevent growing environmental damage. 

Technological and efficiency developments have the capability of reducing the 

environmental cost of the livestock sector (Blandford, Gaasland and Vårdal, 2014), 

however, studies are beginning to suggest that a transition to a more plant based diet 
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may provide greater climate change mitigation (Audsley et al., 2009; Stehfest et al., 

2009; MacMillan and Durant, 2009; Nordgren, 2012; Hedenus, Wirsenius & Johansson, 

2014). 

1.1.3 The Picture in Norway 

As pointed out above, the livestock industry contributes roughly 14.5% of total global 

GHG emissions. A slightly different picture is evident, however, in Norway. The 

Ministry of Agriculture and Food’s 2016 report, Landbruk og Klimaendringer, has 

pointed out that Norwegian agriculture accounts for 4.4 MtCO2e (CO2 equivalent, 

including C4 and N) (8%) of Norway’s climate gas emissions in 2013. This is supported 

by a more recent 2015 measure of 8.3% by Statistisk Sentralbyrå (SSB, 2016). The 

Ministry of Agriculture and Food’s report points to a reduction of 13% since 1990 

(2016, p. 10), Statistisk Sentralbyrå present a lesser difference of 5.3% reduction since 

1990 (SSB, 2016). However, the Ministry of Agriculture and Food’s report (2016, p.  

68), estimates a higher emissions amount of 6.3 MtCO2e (12%) when you include 

agricultural emissions that are accounted for by other sectors (i.e. tractors are accounted 

for in the transport sector). 90% of the agricultural sector’s emissions in Norway come 

from the livestock industry (Grønlund & Harstad, 2014). This higher estimate takes into 

account other measures which were not included in the 8% measure. These added 

measures are aspects of the agricultural industry but are not represented in the 

international accounting terms of the agricultural sector (van Oort and Andrew, 2016, p. 

3).  

These emissions measures are production-based measures and therefore lack 

international emissions that are caused by Norwegian consumption. The decrease in 

agricultural emissions seen since 1990 has been a cause of technological and efficiency 

developments, specifically in the efficiency of cattle rearing through increased feed 

concentrates. The Ministry of Agriculture and Food (2016, p. 10) realize that this 

reduction from the agricultural sector has relied on increased imports of food from other 

countries, leading to carbon leakage. These measures are lacking in that they do not 

include all aspects of the agricultural process. For example, meal concentrates that are 

imported make up roughly 41% of the food for Norwegian husbandry 

(Landbruksdirektoratet, 2016). Other emissions related to this are also absent from total 
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emissions from agriculture, such as deforestation in nations producing meal, fertilizer 

used and transport to Norway. This is often an issue in measuring emissions from 

agriculture. The open market system that is in place makes it difficult to measure each 

country’s emissions in terms of consumption. Norway imports food from other 

countries leading to emissions in the production country which is excluded from 

Norway’s total emissions. This paints a picture that the Norwegian food industry is far 

less environmentally damaging than if measurements were made at the consumption 

end. 

The Norwegian emissions from animal agricultural are lower than global measures 

because of different approaches to meat and dairy production, common among Western 

European nations (van Oort and Andrew, 2016). Although the livestock industry of 

Norway contributes less GHG emissions than the energy and transport industries, 10.8% 

of total emissions (based on Grønlund and Harstad’s (2014) estimate of 90% of 

agricultural emissions) is a significant share of the national GHG emissions, a share that 

could be taken advantage of in attempting to reach Norway’s climate pledges. Meat 

consumption reduction also presents itself as a fast acting response to limiting GHG 

emissions. Unlike the energy and transport industries, reducing our meat consumption 

does not rely on technological or efficiency advancements, since it is based solely on 

public consumption habits. This is backed up by Sutton et al. (2013), who argue that 

technological advancements alone will not be sufficient in reducing the environmental 

impact of the food supply chain. 

We also have to consider the efficiency of food production in Norway, when an 

emphasis is placed on the production and consumption of meat instead of plant based 

foods. Currently, one third of Norway’s agricultural land is used to produce grain, 

potatoes, fruit and vegetables, whilst 2/3 is used for production of roughage 

(Helsedirektoratet, 2017a, p. 22). Only a small amount of the grain production is used 

for human consumption in Norway, roughly 10-30% (amounts vary on a yearly basis), 

whilst the rest goes to animal feed (Helsedirektoratet, 2017a, p. 22). This has 

implications for not only emissions but also access to food and health issues. 

Reducing consumption of meat, therefore, presents itself as a clear means to reduce our 

GHG emissions from the agricultural sector. Why, then, has there been a reluctance by 

policy makers to achieve these reductions through adapting consumer behavior? 
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Consumption patterns need to change along with advancing technology to combat 

global emissions. If emissions are reducing in Norway but increasing elsewhere, 

through imports of animal feed and meat, because of Norwegian consumption habits, 

the true problem is not being dealt with. Environmental NGOs have been the main 

actors in promoting plant based (or reduced meat) diets as means to reducing 

anthropogenic climate gas emissions. However, greater involvement and funding from 

the government could see this goal achieved at a faster rate. Westhoek et al. (2014) 

provide estimates of a hypothetical meat, dairy and egg consumption reduction by half 

in the European Union, which would lead to a 40% reduction in nitrogen emissions, 25-

40% reduction in GHG emissions and 23% less use of cropland. This shows great 

promise for the effect that a consumption based approach to reducing the environmental 

costs of the meat industry would have on emissions. 

1.1.4 Consumption Policy 

The food industry relies specifically on the choice of the consumer and therefore the 

animal agriculture industry relies on how consumers choose their food. Diet and food 

consumption patterns are currently at unsustainable levels with meat consumption 

expected to grow with a growing middle-class (Boland et al., 2013). Food consumption, 

then, is one of the main consumer causes of climate change. International (Wellesley, 

Happer and Froggatt, 2015; Hedenus, Wirsenius & Johannson, 2014) and national 

research (Kallbekken, Lahn and Torvanger, 2017; Mittenzwei, 2015; van Oort and 

Andrew, 2016), both advise a reduction in meat consumption to meet emission goals, 

however, there has been a lack of action from policy makers to heed this advice. To 

achieve a climate neutral future, emissions need to be reduced from all angles, with 

meat reduction playing a key role. Policy needs to not only be focused on the energy 

and transport industries but aim to reduce emissions from all sectors.  

A 2015 report by Chatham House, discussing pathways to lower meat consumption as a 

means to reduce emissions investigates how consumers could change their consumption 

patterns and how they felt this might be possible. Their report points out that 

government intervention is necessary to adapt consumer behaviour, as there are little to 

no economic benefits for producers to reduce production (Wellesley, Happer and 

Froggatt, 2015). They conducted focus groups to better understand consumers’ opinions 
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on adopting diets with less meat and increased plant based products. They found that 

consumers were willing to adopt those diets, however, they expected government 

leadership as many consumers lack the information and access to adopt such a diet. The 

report states that information campaigns are the first of many steps to alter public 

understanding of the role of the meat industry on climate change, but further steps are 

necessary to see genuine change in the public’s behaviour. Other studies have also 

shown that behavioural change at the individual level have made clear and rapid effects 

to carbon emissions (Dietz, Ostrom and Stern, 2003; Dietz et al., 2009). To realize their 

climate goals, governments are interested in figuring out socially accepted and 

economically viable ways of encouraging the public to adopt environmentally focused 

lifestyles (WWF-UK, 2009). As we can see, governments are attempting to achieve 

emissions reductions in the agricultural sector and studies are showing that reducing our 

meat consumption will provide concrete emissions reductions. There is also evidence of 

a growing willingness to reduce meat consumption by the public, then why have steps 

to achieve this not been made? 

As the awareness of the environmental damage of this industry grows, followers of 

plant based diets for environmental concerns are increasing as well as individuals 

already following such a diet re-framing their original motivations (Fox and Ward, 

2008). We know that we are facing one of our greatest challenges but little is being 

done. We also know the issues that the animal agriculture industry is causing to our 

environment, and it presents itself as a clear solution to at least part of our climate crisis. 

The opportunity is there for us to take hold of the problem that faces us and we need 

new policies to make that necessary change. If this climate change cause lies in the 

hands of the public, then it is also an opportunity for the public to actively change their 

personal impact on the climate. If we began to reduce our intake of meat and animal 

products we could see a clear change in our GHG emissions. The question, therefore, 

that has motivated this thesis is, why are the government, as our leaders, not pushing us 

towards a reduced meat future? And what challenges are preventing us from achieving 

these solutions? 

Within the Norwegian context, a growing acceptance of the plant-based movement and 

increased interest in reducing meat consumption in Norway (Bugge, 2015) presents a 

possible policy answer to increasing pro-environmental behaviours. Different 
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Norwegian food outlets have placed a greater focus on plant-based meat replacements, 

with increased selection in supermarkets (Sagmoen, 2016b), as well as meat 

replacements now available in most major fast food restaurants in Norway and a vegan 

hotdog being released in Narvesen (Sagmoen, 2016a), one of Norway’s major kiosk 

outlets. Increased sales of plant-based meat replacements show that a proportion of the 

population is willing to reduce their meat consumption. This growing acceptance to 

reduce meat consumption by the Norwegian population presents itself as an opportunity 

to make the most of reducing emissions if the correct policy measures are put in place. 

Without political support for a transition to a lower meat diet, a change in behaviour to 

reduce meat consumption is unlikely to take place in the public (Wellesley, Happer and 

Froggatt, 2015).  

There is a growing awareness of the relationship between production and consumption 

practices and climate change, with an increasing amount of research focused on the 

position of meat within this dichotomy. Norwegian political white papers and research 

are pointing out the environmental costs of the animal agriculture sector. They propose 

the propensity of both production and consumption based approaches as key to reducing 

agricultural emissions (Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 2016; Mittenzwei, 2015). 

This is in line with research completed internationally (Tubiello et al., 2014; DEFRA, 

2013; Foresight, 2011), however, policy makers appear to be reluctant to address this 

issue (Westhoek et al., 2011). If research is pointing us in the direction of reducing meat 

production and consumption, the question lies, why are policy makers not attempting to 

reduce emissions through these measures. A growing body of research is aiming to 

investigate policy practices to attempt to reduce emissions via consumption (Westhoek 

et al., 2011; de Boer, Schosler and Aiking, 2014). Adapting consumer behaviour is a 

slow process influenced by culture and tradition, and attempting to alter consumers’ 

behaviour is a challenge at the policy level. Political involvement takes away consumer 

will and can be seen as impeaching on their rights. However, if global meat 

consumption is to increase like studies predict, action needs to be taken. This is 

extremely alarming when we consider that the meat industry’s environmental cost must 

be cut in half just to not exceed current environmental damage (Steinfeld et al., 2006, p. 

iii).  
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Technological and efficiency advancements are unlikely to achieve the reductions 

necessary to provide enough meat for our growing population. Policy therefore should 

be aiming to reduce emissions from all angles, efficiency, technology and consumption 

(Westhoek et al., 2011; Rogers 2009; Assadourian, 2010; Smart, 2010; Hedenus, 

Wirsenius & Johansson, 2014). If consumers are to be a part of the solution, policy 

makers should be working to create policies that help consumers make the ‘right’ 

choices. Approaches to make this happen will vary from government to government, 

but action is necessary if we as a global population are to work towards an 

environmentally-friendly, low emission society. In the context of Norway, it is of course 

necessary to consider the lack of arable land and growing food presents itself as a 

problem to provide enough nutrition for the nation, particularly when Norway is 

attempting to reduce its reliance on import. Policies in the Norwegian context need to 

attempt to reduce these emissions whilst also producing enough nutrition to its public. 

1.2 Rationale for Research Topic 

The topic of this study is necessary to research due to the opportunity that limiting meat 

consumption could provide in reducing environmental damage through GHG emissions, 

as well as biodiversity loss and pollution. As stated earlier, the agricultural sector is 

responsible for at least 8% of GHG emissions in Norway, with that estimate increasing 

up to 12% if a consumption based estimate was taken into account. Consumption of 

meat in Norway has increased by 8% over the last decade (Helsedirektoratet, 2017b). 

To achieve Norway’s climate goals, it is necessary to achieve emissions reductions in 

all sectors, so it essential to understand how parties will approach these issues. In terms 

of reducing emissions from the meat industry, research has shown that a reduction in 

consumption would have extremely beneficial effects on emissions, therefore, political 

parties should explain where they stand on this issue and if they are reluctant to consider 

reducing consumption, they should explain why and how they justify this considering 

the growing climate change crisis. 

Norway has, in recent years, been defined as one of the most environmentally friendly 

nations in the world. They have made clear steps in many different sectors to achieve a 

reduced emissions society. Oslo, the nation’s capital, has been nominated for the 2019 

European Commission’s European Green Capital award for its measures to combat 
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emissions. The Norwegian public have also shown that they are willing to take 

measures to live more sustainable lifestyles (Niva et al., 2014), with many accepting to 

take personal measures to reduce their own emissions footprint. I have chosen to 

investigate the Norwegian context specifically for these reasons. If Norway are at the 

forefront of the green transition, then why are they not attempting to achieve emissions 

reductions in all sectors? It is also worth noting that if Norway is not willing to achieve 

emissions reductions through reduced meat consumption, who will? The high level of 

meat consumption has a drastic effect on the environment, and with a population that is 

willing to make personal changes to achieve emissions reductions, Norway is an 

interesting context to investigate this issue. 

Political parties’ aims and achievements determine how a country is run, through their 

creation of policies. Understanding their motivations and justifications, therefore, can 

help to figure out how and why their policies might be put in place. Parties, to a certain 

extent, answer to the population, their goals are an extension of what the public want, 

however, environmental and emissions reduction policies are often unwanted by the 

public. Environmental policies are often restrictive in nature, either financially or by 

regulation. These unwanted policies can often stem from international restrictions and 

goals set by intergovernmental panels. Many of the environmental policies already 

being actioned in Norway have received public backlash (i.e. traffic tolls, reduced 

parking, fuel prices). If these measures are taken without public consideration, then we 

must consider why other measures, specifically meat consumption reduction in this 

study, are not addressed as well. Production levels tend to rely on consumption choices 

as their driving force, so if reducing emissions from meat and dairy is a goal, then 

consumer behaviour should be the focus of policy. Therefore, to envision the possibility 

of Norway achieving reduced emissions from the meat industry, it is necessary to 

understand the political perspectives on this issue and how they justify their views. 

Policies are created and managed by ministries, however, their focus and goals are 

affected by the political parties’ attention to specific issues, and thus it is necessary to 

understand the parties’ perspectives on the issue of meat and climate change. 

Understanding their reluctance to consider meat consumption reduction to limit GHG 

emissions could shine a light on how the issue could be handled in the future. 
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1.3 Research questions 

As we have seen, there is a growing body of research pointing out the environmentally 

malign aspects of the production and consumption of meat. Policies in Norway do not 

focus on the consumption aspect of this sector and place an emphasis on production side 

measures. Research is beginning to argue that a consumption based approach may 

provide a greater effect to reduce agricultural emissions. We know little on why 

Norwegian policy makers are reluctant to approach meat production and its emissions 

from a consumption approach. Therefore, this study aims to explore this reluctance by 

the Norwegian political parties, if this reluctance is justified in Norway and what 

motivates it. Therefore my central research question is: 

Why are political parties reluctant to combat GHG emissions of the agricultural sector 

through policies that reduce meat consumption? 

This central question is answered by investigating the two following questions:  

How is this reluctance justified and is it justified in the Norwegian context? 

What factors motivate this reluctance? 

This secondary line of questioning makes up the two key aspects of the “reluctance” 

that is being explored. Justifications are broken down into two levels. The first level 

being the arguments the political parties offer for not considering policies aimed at 

reducing meat consumption. The second layer of justification is the approaches they to 

attempt to instead of a consumer approach to reduce emissions from this sector. The 

motivations are what influence these justifications and are positioned as the backbone 

for the justifications. These underlying concepts that make up the motivations lead to 

the justifications. 

Reducing emissions from the meat industry is an achievable and necessary component 

of sustainability, therefore, a lack of action in this regard should be justified. The 

justifications should be consistent with the Norwegian context and the available 

mechanisms we currently have to reducing emissions. I will aim to understand how 

these arguments are justified by the political parties and analyse whether these 

justifications are, indeed, justified in Norway. To critically discuss whether these 
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arguments are justified I will compare them against empirical studies. To completely 

answer this question of contextual justification is not the main aim of this study and 

would necessitate a larger empirical study to investigate those claims. However, I will 

attempt to contextualize the arguments that are provided and discuss whether these are 

justified if there is enough peer-reviewed empirical evidence to support or contradict 

those claims. 

The final research question aims to understand what motivates the lack of action in this 

sector. In this regard, I will aim to understand the political and societal motivations that 

prevent political party involvement in this debate. Arguments that the parties present 

will be understood and discussed as a part of, and not separate from, a party’s political 

ideology, specifically how these arguments can be understood in the grander scheme of 

climate change politics. 

1.4 Thesis structure 

In the next chapter, I will outline my main theoretical approach for this thesis. I 

approach this topic from a socialist theoretical perspective and explain that this 

theoretical frame was chosen in response to the lack of accomplishment that has taken 

place on climate change through neo-liberal policy frameworks, at the global and 

national level. Then, I detail my procedure, from the beginning by going through the 

political party programs for 2017-2021, followed by completing interviews with 

representatives from the political parties that hold seats in parliament. I go on to explain 

why I chose to interview party representatives working with agricultural and climate 

change agendas for their respective parties to show where their party stood on the issue 

of meat consumption in regards to the environment. 

The function of Chapter 3 is to present the empirical data that emanated from my 

interviews, exhibiting the individual party’s perspective on climate change and 

agriculture, where they stand on the meat and climate change issue, what they plan to do 

in this field and why. I present the interview data in a relatively “raw form” along with a 

more general overview of the parties’ environmental and climate change agenda from 

their party programs. This is done to provide a greater understanding of the respective 

party’s motivations towards this specific issue as well as a more overarching 
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understanding of the party’s perspective on climate change. This provides a context for 

their perspective on meat consumption within the greater climate change debate. This 

will be followed in Chapter 4 by a breakdown of the data in to the various arguments 

that the parties presented for not developing policy on meat consumption. In this 

chapter I will analyze how specific arguments are shared between parties and how 

certain argument cluster together. The approaches the parties present will then be 

explored and I will discuss how and if these approaches are justified in Norway. 

In Chapter 5, I will discuss certain factors that influence the parties and what 

motivations prevent them from approaching a reduction in consumption. This will be 

followed by a conclusion, in Chapter 6, outlining what has been learnt from this thesis 

and what we can take from those lessons moving forward. 
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2 Methodology 

In this section, I will firstly outline my theoretical framework that has guided me 

throughout this research project. I have approached this topic through a predominantly 

critical lens towards Norwegian environmental policy on a whole and then more 

specifically towards their approach to the animal agricultural sector. I will first present 

the lack of political action on climate change that has taken place over the past few 

decades and discuss how climate change has been a challenge for policy makers. This 

will be followed by a critical look at the neoliberal approach to climate change, which 

has been the preferred approach in Norwegian policy. Finally, I will look at how 

Norwegian politics have emphasized increased competition over the climate change 

agenda in regards to meat production and consumption. 

Following a discussion on my theoretical framework, I will go on to outline the 

practical methodology of this project, explaining how I contacted my informants, how 

the interviews developed and outline challenges that arose through the course of the 

project. 

My stance throughout this research project has stayed consistent and I find it necessary 

for me to explain that I support promoting a more plant-based diet. I do not believe we 

and our leaders are doing enough to achieve the necessary reductions in emissions and 

we must, as a collective, work to change how we conduct ourselves on this earth. The 

animal agriculture sector has received far less attention than many of the other polluting 

sectors, and I see it as a great opportunity for us to reduce our environmental burden. 

Approaching this topic from this perspective has both positive and negative effects. In 

my opinion, approaching this topic from a critical standpoint, however, is necessary. 

Not enough has been achieved in terms of limiting emissions, so, being critical to 

justifications presented by our politicians is an essential aspect of realizing our goals. 

2.1 Theoretical framework 

Ever since the notable Brundtland commissions report, Our Common Future, in 1987, 

we have known globally that we must act to reduce our impact on the environment and 

our ever-growing GHG emissions. Since then, the global leaders have met and 
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discussed aims and set out plans to achieve those emission reductions, however, little 

has been achieved. Global GHG emissions continue to increase well passed the 

sustainable levels and reaching our most recent goals, set out in the Paris Agreement 

(2016), are becoming more unlikely day by day. According to Weintrobe (2012), our 

leaders should be called in to question. They are not looking out for us and we are not 

cared for in our survival. The problem with climate change is its complexity. Climate 

change does not affect us in the short term nor are we spatially aware of its effects. The 

developed nations of the North, who have been the greatest emitters of GHG emissions, 

are often the last to feel the effects of a warming climate.  

A separation of our actions and their consequences leads to climate change being a 

significantly difficult topic to communicate to the masses. When we can’t see cause and 

effect of our day to day behaviours it is difficult to make a change that is more 

environmentally friendly. Climate change can also be argued as a product of our 

modern capitalist society. We have grown accustomed to our daily consumption 

practices and achieving a drastic change in these areas requires a larger scale 

restructuring of how we interact with our world (Klein 2014). This is where our leaders 

should come in, they have the power to provide those structural changes as well as 

inform us about what is and is not sustainable. So far, our leaders have not achieved this 

task of conveying the importance of climate change and how our individual practices 

add to this issue. 

In 1992, former chairman of the Union of Concerned Scientists, Dr. Henry Kendall, 

implored the global population and national leaders to act on climate change, in the 

paper “World Scientists’ Warning to Humanity”. The warning asked the global leaders 

to take immediate action to prevent the “ever-increasing environmental degradation that 

threatens the global life support systems on this planet”. The paper outlined the how 

human activities are affecting the atmosphere, water resources, oceans, soil, forests and 

living species of this planet. Due to the continued climate change intertia that has taken 

place over the last few decades, a second paper, titled “World Scientists’ Warning to 

Humanity: A Second Notice” (Ripple et al. 2017), was published, again pleading global 

leaders to act on climate change. According to the paper, with the exception of the 

stabilizing the o-zone layer, since the 1992 paper, we have made insufficient progress in 

solving the environmental challenges, and more alarmingly, they are getting far worse 
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(1026). Political efforts in dealing with climate change through negotiating and 

implementing global treaties are progressing far slower than what the majority of 

climate scientists deem necessary (Bernauer, 2013). So little is being done that 

GermanWatch state in their Climate Change Performance Index that ranks 1
st
 to 3

rd
 are 

left empty because “no country  has  done  enough  to  prevent  the  dangerous impacts 

of climate change.” (Burck, Marten & Bals, 2016, p. 5). 

The political system appears to have struggled to mitigate climate change. Climate 

change is a very different beast to localized environmental problems and political 

processes are now challenged to achieve reductions. As Giddens (2009, p. 2) argues, 

“global warming is a problem unlike any other … both because of its scale and because 

it is mainly about the future”. Climate change is both temporally and spatially far 

greater than traditional environmental issues, which can make it a difficult process to 

politicize. Costs to implement transitions to a more environmental system are short term 

and costly, whereas the perceived benefits, i.e. avoiding drastic climate change, are long 

term. Not only is climate change temporally vast, but many of the negative effects of it 

are most likely to hit the poor countries of the South first. Portraying this to the public 

represents a problem. When considering the costs and benefits of attempting measures 

to limit climate change, it is not attractive to leaders and civil society at large. The long 

term benefits/repercussions of limiting/increasing climate change are difficult to 

rationalize, since the consequences of our actions might not affect us directly. This can 

lead to transitioning climate change into an international issue, rather than a national 

one. Approaching climate change as an international issue is beneficial to Norway, both, 

for its reduced vulnerability to climate change (ND-GAIN, 2016) and its economic 

interests in fossil fuel. Fisher (2006, p. 489) suggests that countries that rely on energy 

resources, such as Norway, will tend to adopt policies that support the continuation of 

those sectors regardless of their ideological position on climate change. 

Climate change presents itself as a challenge for politicians and in response, political 

parties can approach new issues, such as this, through various strategies. Firstly, they 

can ignore the issue, however, with great public concern, this must be replaced by three 

strategies. They can either oppose the need for any political involvement in solutions, 

propose solutions that are compatible with their established political agenda or, finally, 

adapt their existing policies to solve this new problem (Båtstrand, 2015). According to 
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Giddens (2009), parties are likely to approach solutions through their own ideological 

frameworks. This will lead to a focus on market based approaches by neoliberal parties 

in contrast to the state focused approach from socialist parties. According to Knutsen 

(1997), incorporating new issues into the parties’ traditional ideologies presents itself as 

a challenge. This has led to adopting moderate green policies, avoiding taking up a 

strong position on the issue, which leads to a universal, majority position shared across 

the parties. Carter (2006) argues that smaller parties will tend to push the environmental 

issues, which is evident from the Green and Socialist-Left parties in the Norwegian 

context. It is then left to the larger parties to respond to this challenge, through 

converging with the challenge and adopting similar policy, diverging from the challenge 

and adopting an opposing policy or dismissing the issue (Meguid, 2005). 

The neo-liberal market based approach has been a common aspect of global and 

Norwegian political approaches to climate change. According to Klein (2014), 

capitalism and neoliberalism have set us up for failure; their sole aim is to achieve 

economic development through reduced regulation. Environmental sustainability does 

not fit in to that system, since financial gains have been based upon the use and abuse of 

the environment and its resources. She argues that we have not yet made headway in 

lowering emissions because those measures “fundamentally conflict with deregulated 

capitalism” (Klein, 2014, p. 18). We are stuck in this position because the actions that 

would provide the greatest chance of preventing the worst of climate change are 

threatening to an elite minority that “has a stranglehold over our economy, our political 

process, and most of our major media outlets” (Klein, 2014, p. 18). Klein points to the 

very different achievements that have taken place over the last few decades – the 

climate process and the corporate globalization process. The corporate globalization 

process has developed step by step allowing multinational corporations to produce 

products as cheap as possible, sell them with fewer regulations and pay as little tax as 

possible. Allowing this process to take place, would lead to economic growth which 

would eventually trickle down. The climate process on the other hand, has faltered time 

after time. From protocols that are not followed and signatures that mean little. 

There is a fundamental battle taking place at the heart of this whole debate. Grow the 

economy and kill the environment or save the environment and kill the socio-economic 

system that is part of every aspect of our lives. The climate needs a reduction in 
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humanity’s use of resources, whilst our economic model demands further growth to 

avoid collapse. This is where some academics believe is the issue. Our daily lives of 

buy-use-waste has been brought about by the capitalist economic model, leading to ever 

greater pressures placed on the environment. Changing consumer behaviour is not a 

simple task, which is made more difficult by an economic system that benefits from this 

and works to continue this behaviour. Neo-liberal politics is also supported by this 

system of economy, with reduced state involvement in public consumption practices.  

The dominant approach in dealing with the climate crisis is a neoliberal guided green 

capitalism. This method is emphasized by natural capital measures by putting a price on 

nature. Pollution permits and carbon markets are becoming commonplace as a means to 

deal with the growing emissions and environmental degradation. Promoters of this 

approach see environmental goods will be better protected if they are treated as 

economic goods thereby coupling growth with conservationism with economic growth 

and efficiency (Bakker, 2004). Neoliberalism fosters development, which in the case of 

the climate crisis aims at development and innovation to provide growth whilst 

providing solutions. In this essence, it attempts to take into account what capitalism 

failed to do. The profit aspect that drives capitalism does not account for nature and the 

environment as it is cheaper to pollute than reduce emissions and using the resources 

now is more profitable than protecting them for the future (Scales, 2017). Green 

capitalism, then, attempts to alleviate the shortcomings of capitalism by placing an 

economic value on the environment, therefore, encouraging producers and industries to 

use nature in more efficient ways. This allows for limited adaptation to cultural, social, 

political and economic systems, in essence making life more environmental without 

changing society at large. It is essentially these aspects that make green capitalism 

attractive to consumer society, however, it is also one of its common criticisms. 

This approach to the environmental crisis is evident from Norway’s environmental 

policy over the past few decades and is especially related to the agricultural domain. 

Norwegian environmental policy has placed a great deal of focus on the technological 

and innovation approaches to providing solutions to the environmental crisis (Kasa, 

2016). This allows Norway to stay competitive at the same time as reducing GHG 

emissions. Vittersø and Kjærnes (2015) argue that this approach is evident in the 

Norwegian agricultural policy over the past few decades. Starting firstly in the early 
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1990s, Norwegian authorities were afraid of changes in trade regulations set out by the 

World Trade Organisation and the fact that Norway were leading up to a referendum on 

joining the European Union, which would have lowered tariffs on imported products, 

competing with Norwegian Agriculture. A White Paper on Norwegian Agriculture set 

out two goals to prevent a weakening of the sector. Firstly to promote sustainable 

production and consumption of agricultural products and, secondly, to strengthen 

Norwegian agriculture’s competiveness through lowering costs and increasing added 

value (Vittersø, Kjærnes and Austgulen, 2015, p. 280). Reducing the price of grain and 

feed concentrates was a measure to increase the meat industry’s competitiveness, whilst 

the branding of Norwegian products as “Godt Norsk” was implemented to strengthen 

loyalty by positioning Norwegian food products as safe and environmentally friendly. 

These policies have become evident through the increased production and consumption 

of poultry and pork, whilst there has also been a significant shift from grazing and 

locally sourced feed concentrates to imported grain feed.  

An issue with a production focus like this is the inherent capitalist growth mentality, 

which can lead to a displacement of costs. This type of process can displace costs from 

the producers on to others by way of externalizing social, environmental, health and 

subsidy costs. In regards to the Norwegian agricultural policy outlined above, the 

reduction in price of animal feed displaces a cost on to the environment by way of 

increased GHG emissions and land use. It also displaces health care costs on to society 

by way of increased consumption of meat which has been shown to increase non-

communicable diseases (Etemadi et al., 2017). Subsidy costs are also apparent in this 

situation through production quotas. The problem, therefore, is that costs are not taken 

account of throughout production nor do they appear in market exchanges (Scales, 

2017). The price the consumer pays for a product does not reflect the full price of said 

product. One method to accommodate this problem is to implement a Pigouvian tax on 

said product. This provides a means to accommodate those external costs by 

internalizing them, be them environmental, health or social, so that the consumer pays 

the “real” price. This system is also lacking, however, as it disproportionally affects 

poorer consumers. A consumer tax on production and imports versus reduced subsidies 

to producers has been modelled on the Norwegian meat industry. This study found that 

both measures would provide a decrease in emissions from the sector (Mittenzwei, 

2015). 
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The consumption of meat is, much like many other products in all aspects of life, 

dependent on the development of capital. Meat consumption in developed nations has 

followed a trajectory of increased economic freedom, with similar scenarios expected to 

take place in the developing global nations (Boland et al., 2013). With increased 

economic freedom, comes greater consumption availabilities and as economies have 

grown, so too has the consumption of meat. Looking at this through a capitalistic lens, 

as an individual earns more money they have greater choice over what they can 

consume. Meat is, to a certain extent, a luxury product. Nations that have weak or low 

economic freedom tend to consume less meat and animal products, this increases as 

more of the population move in to the “middle class”. The “ever wanting” aspects of 

capitalism are inherent in the global increase in meat consumption. More people now 

have the access to it so why should they not increase their consumption. The current 

system of capitalism is based on continual growth, with any limitations placed on this 

seen as stagnation or even destruction. How might we reduce meat consumption, or 

even consumption as a whole, to a sustainable level whilst being governed by this 

economic model? 

Various studies have pointed to the efficacy of a consumption based approach to 

reducing agricultural emissions (Kiff, Wilkes & Tennigkeit, 2016; Westhoek et al., 

2014; Åström et al., 2013; Mittenzwei, 2015). The challenge, thus, is how this process 

of reducing emissions can be achieved. In what ways can we and should we reduce our 

meat consumption to sustainable levels. Consumption based approaches have been 

adopted in other environmental policies, both internationally and Norway. In Norway, 

the implementation of an environmental cost placed on plastic shopping bags, as well as 

a plastic bottle recycling system (Pant), whereby customers pay for the plastic bottle 

when they purchase a drink, which is refunded when the bottle is returned to recycle 

station. Environmental policy in other sectors has also been aimed at pushing consumers 

to more environmentally friendly products. An example of this is the adoption of 

electric cars, which has been supported by limited road tax, no import tax or Value 

Added Tax on purchases of electric cars. It is clear that consumption based approaches 

have the propensity to achieve emissions reductions, however, implementing policy 

aimed at something so personal as meat consumption may not be so warmly accepted. 

Should this issue, then, be left to civil society to figure out or is the government a key 

player here?  
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2.2 Data Retrieval 

The main method for gathering data was conducted via semi-structured interviews. 

Interviews were completed with political party advisors, the Ministry of Food and 

Agriculture and representatives from environmental NGOs. This method aimed to get to 

the heart of the question understanding the political parties’ perspectives on the issue of 

meat consumption and climate change. Political party programs were used to 

supplement the interview data as well as providing questions for the interview process. 

Due to challenges in completing interviews with all parties, data obtained from the party 

programs has been used lieu of interview data for three parties. To provide some 

supplementary data on this issue, data was also collected through mini-interviews with 

members of the public attending the Oslo Vegetarian Festival in 2017. This was 

conducted to provide greater insight when approaching the political participants. 

2.2.1 Party Programs 

The political party programs were used prior to completing interviews with my 

informants. The aim of using the party programs was to provide a greater understanding 

of each party’s goals and aims during the 2017-2021 political period. This was used 

primarily to provide information on where each party aims to work as well as providing 

questions that could be discussed further during the interview process. In the cases of 

the Centre, Liberal and Christian Democratic parties, the party programs were used to 

provide rough justifications in substitute for interview data. 

2.2.2 Informants 

Elite interviews were chosen in this study because of their ability to provide reliable and 

valid data on the complexities of political research and policy (Beamer, 2002, p. 86). 

Elite interviews are well addressed to target individuals involved in the political process 

(Dexter, 1970). They can also provide first hand backgrounds and motivations as the 

elites serve as experts in their respective fields (Moyser, 2006, p. 85). Following the 

four steps of elite interviewing set out by Beamer (2002), I firstly identified the 

constructs of interest and developed the instruments to understand them. My constructs 

of interest were the political perspectives on the meat and climate dilemma, if they were 

planning to address the consumer aspect in this field, if they were not then why and if 
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they were then how. To develop the instruments to understand those constructs, I 

developed interview questions. Party programs and the mini-interviews were used to 

formulate interview questions. The party programs provided insight in to where the 

parties currently stood in regards to climate change and agricultural policy. The mini-

interviews were used to a lesser degree, providing some anecdotal information on issues 

surrounding a plant-based diet.  

The second step was to develop sampling measures to maximize the validity of my 

study. According to Beamer (2002, p. 88), it is key to establish the ideal candidates for 

interviews within your given “construct of interest” to ensure that interviews provide 

the most valid and reliable data. To achieve this, I chose to complete interviews with 

informants who were working with either climate change policy or agriculture and in 

some cases both. This would ensure that interview data would be the most reliable. The 

third step was to complete interviews and collect corroborative data. This was 

completed by first approaching political party members and political advisors via e-mail 

and telephone. At this point in time, following Moyser (2006, p. 86), preparation for 

interviews was essential. When approaching informants, I provided evidence that I was, 

to a certain degree, an expert in this field. Without a capacity to demonstrate this may 

have led to a lack of trust and rapport with my informants leading to missed data 

gathering opportunities. The final step was to analyze the data. 

The nature of the interviews followed a semi-structured process. I had prepared 

questions and topics that I wanted to discuss with my informants prior to the interviews. 

In certain cases, I provided my informants with these question topics in preparation for 

the interviews if they wished. This would allow them to mentally prepare for the 

interviews as well as provide an opportunity for me to show evidence that I was 

adequately prepared for the interview. On two occasions I was asked by interviewees to 

provide my perspective in regards to certain issues, which gave me the chance to build 

rapport with my informants. In these instances I felt that I should project an informed, 

neutral standpoint to gain respect from my interviewees, aiming to improve the quality 

of interview data. Throughout the interview process, I made sure that the interviews did 

not sway too far away from my research questions to take advantage of the limited time 

they had to offer. I did allow for my informants to talk at lengths on certain issues, 

which provided a larger image of the political motivations for policies in this sector. 
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Allowing this greater freedom for informants also provided me with data that I had not 

previously considered prior to the interviews.  

To answer the research questions proposed in this study, I had originally aimed to 

complete interviews with politicians. Over time, I realized that this would prove to be 

challenging, as is commonplace when attempting elite interviews (Moyser, 2006, p. 85). 

In substitution of the public facing politicians, I turned towards the political advisors to 

source my data. In selecting public facing politicians I had aimed to use their status to 

establish validity when presenting my data, however, the subsequent selection of 

political advisors may provide greater insight to answer the research questions. My 

informants work specifically in the sector I am studying within their respective parties 

and can offer unique information as “insiders”. Due to the timing of my research 

surrounding the 2017 General Election, arranging interviews with my informants also 

lead to complications, therefore, some interviews were completed via e-mail and 

telephone, whilst the majority took place in person. Participants were sent questions 

which they replied to and any follow up questions were answered when necessary. 

Telephone interviews followed a similar structure as the face to face interviews, with 

semi structured questions allowing the interviewees to go in to depth where necessary. I 

was also unable to complete interviews with the Liberal, Christian Democratic and the 

Centre parties. Attempts to achieve interviews with these parties were completed, 

however, due to a lack of time they were not achievable. For these parties, I have only 

been able to use their respective party programs to understand their aims in regards to 

this debate. 

Interviews were also completed with organisations that are also involved in the debate. 

Environmental organisations as well as the Ministry of Food and Agriculture were also 

interviewed to provide a greater understanding of the parties’ work and goals in this 

sector. The data from these interviews are used as supplementary to the political 

interviews, giving a broader understanding of the total landscape. The environmental 

organisations work exclusively on this area and offer me a clearer picture of what has 

happened over the last few years and where they see parties going in the future. The 

organisations have also worked with the various political parties over the years and can 

explain where and how they have been able to collaborate in the policy process, as well 
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as offering a more practical view of why they believe parties are not doing enough and 

where they should be aiming to work. 

2.2.3 Data analysis 

Interview data was analysed through a cluster analysis, following Fonseca (2012). 

Cluster analysis has the ability to identify and cluster similar objects into groups. 

Interview data was coded for various themes which were broken down into the groups 

“argument against” or “arguments for another approach”. The “arguments against” 

group is defined as justifications for not approaching a reduced consumption method, 

whilst “arguments for another approach” are defined as the methods offered instead of a 

reduced consumption method. 

2.3 Methodological challenges 

Throughout this research project certain issues have presented themselves, some which 

could not be remedied and others were practically achieved by other means. When this 

project began, the 2017 General election was approaching and getting access to 

interview sources proved challenging. For this reason the interviews took place over a 

longer period of 4 months instead of the planned 2 months. This may present itself as an 

issue as political aims could have changed over the course of time from the first 

interview to the write-up stage. Attempts to prevent this were to relay all information 

that was used, from the interviews and party programs, back to the sources so that any 

amendments or redactions could be made. As stated above, I was unable to complete 

interviews with the Centre, Liberal and Christian Democratic parties. This will cause 

some issues in regards to the validity of my results, however, through the use of the 

party programs we can see where these parties emphasize their interests in the climate 

change and meat debate. 

In regards to the interviews, there were also times that sources were unable to complete 

a 1-to-1 interview and so interviews were completed via e-mail. This presents a 

problem, as e-mail interviews allow sources to formulate their answers in a specific 

manner, and certain information may have been missed out. Attempts to remedy this 
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were to have follow up questions via e-mail to dig deeper into the information so that 

data was not missed. 

I also must consider the implications of the fact that I only completed interviews with 

one interviewee for each party. This may reduce the reliability of the “party’s view”, as 

they may not necessarily be representative of the whole party. This does not control for 

divergent views within parties and I must ponder the implications that this issue has on 

the study’s findings. Throughout the interview process, questions were aimed 

specifically at the party’s aims and policies, attempting to take the individual out of the 

question. This was done to limit this implication and aimed to achieve the most 

representative view of the party. 

Another methodological challenge that may present itself as an issue is the native 

languages of myself and my interviewees. I am a native English speaker, with an 

intermediate level of Norwegian language skills. Throughout the study, this did not 

present itself as an issue practically, however, some publications, either academic or 

governmental, may have been missed. This could be due to a lack of using the correct 

language to search and find publications. This may have also been an issue through the 

interview process. Interviews were completed in English with all informants being 

Norwegian nationals. This may have led informants to providing answers that would 

have been formulated differently in their native language, leaving data gaps. 

In sum, there are various methodological implications that may have arisen in this 

study, however, the data from this study can go a long way to better understand 

Norwegian political parties’ perspectives on the issue of meat production/consumption 

and climate change. The data can also tell us why there has not been an emphasis on the 

consumption aspect of this issue in Norway what motivations underlie this lack of 

emphasis considering the growing research promoting a reduction in meat 

production/consumption for environmental sustainability. 
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3 The Actors 

This section will aim to give a brief overview of the political parties that currently have 

seat(s) in parliament, presenting the issues and goals they have outlined in their party 

programs, followed by the interview data, explaining the various arguments and 

justifications that parties proposed for being reluctant to consider meat consumption 

reduction in climate change policies. The party programs were used to provide 

background information as well as shaping the interviews which are also presented in 

this section. The fundamental aim of the party programs is to establish what the party 

wants to achieve, however, they lack justifications and motivations. As I pointed out 

earlier, in lieu of interview data for the Centre, Liberal and Christian Democratic 

parties, I have used their respective party programs to loosely look at what their aims 

are for this political term. 

The interview data is presented in a somewhat “raw form”. This is done to provide a 

more overarching perspective on the respective parties’ agendas on both climate change 

and meat production. To answer the research questions it is necessary to not just answer 

them at the surface but to understand the parties’ underlying motivations on the larger 

climate change subject. This “raw form” provides a greater context for meat 

production/consumption within the greater scheme of climate change and agricultural 

policies. This is also a reason for presenting data from the party programs. They are not 

necessarily adequate to the answer the research questions of this study, however, 

understanding the parties’ general political position on agriculture and climate change 

does paint a picture of what their goals are in these fields and ultimately why they are 

aimed in a particular direction. An example might be that a party has pointed out in its 

program that they believe animal agriculture in Norway to be environmentally friendly. 

Although this does not completely outline why they might not choose to push for meat 

reduction, it does give an idea behind part of their decision to do so. The party programs 

also provide insight that was further discussed in the interviews to get a greater 

understanding of how and why that party has arrived at that position. As I will discuss 

later on, certain arguments were shared across different parties, however, their 

individual reasons for reaching that point of view differ, so it is necessary to present the 

data in its raw form allowing these aspects to be understood in their separate forms. 
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Following the political parties, I will present the perspectives of the secondary actors on 

this issue. The aim of interviewing the secondary actors on this debate were to establish 

a greater understanding of the aims of all actors involved. The environmental and 

animal rights agencies work to a great deal on this issue, both with politicians and the 

society at large. They are and have been working with this issue for some time and can 

provide an educated view, outside of the political stance, on the issue. They provide 

another picture that may not become apparent if only the political parties were 

investigated. The Ministry of Food and Agriculture was also interviewed, as it is a key 

actor in the creation and implementation of policies in the agricultural sector. Their 

position on this debate is necessary to understand to see where their current aims lie as 

well as what they are looking to work on in the future. Political parties play a key role in 

policy creation and the public vote for their policies during an election, however, 

climate change goals are often established at an international level and do not always 

necessitate public involvement. Considering this, the ministries may provide an insight 

in to policies that are being created without political party involvement. 

3.1 Government 

3.1.1 The Conservative Party (Høyre) 

The Conservative party have been in power since winning in the 2013 election through 

a minority coalition with the Progress party, supported by the Christian Democrats and 

the Liberal Party. They define themselves as a conservative party of progress with a 

focus on individual rights and economic liberalism through reduced taxes and limited 

political involvement in economics. Their 2017-2021 party program points out their 

main policies, with a focus being placed on a restructuring of business through a green 

shift. The green shift will aim to secure a more environmentally friendly and sustainable 

wealth creation (Høyre, 2017, p. 4). Their party program shows that sustainability is a 

key part of Høyre’s policies, pointing out that we must look after the globe that we 

received from our forefathers and pass it on to our descendants in as a good a state as 

we received it (ibid., p. 7). They propose the green shift as the means to do this as it 

provides the opportunities to develop new technologies and create new jobs whilst 

looking after the environment and keeping to the Paris Agreement. 
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The Conservative party are aiming to realise Norway’s goal of reducing emissions by 

40% by 2030 and propose some policies to achieve this. A key policy for the 

Conservative party is to quickly phase in zero and low emissions solutions, focusing on 

creating an emissions free transport sector as well as reducing emissions in other 

sectors. A guiding principle for their climate change policies are that it should be more 

expensive to pollute, cheaper to be environmentally friendly and rewarding to develop 

new climate change solutions (ibid., p. 60). In the agricultural sector, the Conservative’s 

aim to strengthen efforts to reduce emissions and that the sector will be an important 

factor in the green shift (ibid., p. 60). They claim that they want agriculture to produce 

food through the most effective and sustainable means, that produce the lowest possible 

climate gas emissions. Agricultural emissions must be reduced to achieve Norway’s 

climate goals and that emissions do not grow in line with increased food production. 

In regards to reducing emissions, the Conservatives aim at limiting emissions at the 

production level, and do not discuss reducing production or consumption of animal 

products. In their program, they set 3 main aims to reduce emissions in the agricultural 

sector, focusing on technological advancements. The first is to work with businesses to 

effectively increase production of biogas and bio-fertiliser. The second points to using 

taxes, customs and subsidies to stimulate business to reduce energy consumption and 

emissions. There final aim is to stimulate research on environmentally friendly 

alternatives in food production and husbandry. 

According to Tony Tiller, political advisor to the Conservative party, the party is aware 

that agricultural emissions must be reduced: 

In the long term, the agricultural sector must expect to contribute towards 

reduced emissions like other economic activity. We have no policies or 

plans that aim to limit people’s choice of what they put on the dinner table 

but we promote a healthy and balanced diet. 

I think everybody’s aware that food production is a significant contributor 

to climate emissions globally. We strive to include agriculture and fisheries 

in our climate policies and expect these sectors to contribute towards the 

ambition of a low-emission society in the long term 

This will be attempted by placing a focus on technology and efficiency which will be 

achieved via market mechanisms: 
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Technological innovation and more climate efficient production is 

necessary in order to reduce emissions on the scale that we need. 

We aim to use market mechanisms and positive incentives to make food 

production greener, for example by supporting investment in piloting new 

carbon reducing technologies 

Working in new ways and implementing new technologies are probably 

the two main factors in reducing emissions from agriculture. 

We base our policies on the principle that that the polluter pays for the 

pollution. In practice that means we want make it more expensive to take 

“climate negative”-action, and cheaper to something “climate friendly”. 

Consumer based approaches are not something the Conservative party are interested in 

developing, however, the party do promote a healthy diet with reduced red meat intake: 

Meat and dairy is a key part of the diet in our country. It is not our policy 

to limit the choice of what people put on the dinner table 

Of course consumption can play a part, however, this must come around as 

a result of individual choice. Our government promotes a healthy diet 

where fruits, greens, grains and fish are the main components and it is 

advised to reduce the intake of red meat. 

He also pointed to the challenges of the agricultural sector in the Norwegian 

context and how this might affect measures to reduce emissions from the sector: 

It is a difficult balancing act between pricing pollution (i.e. emissions) and 

the fact that Norwegian agriculture to a certain extent depends on 

government subsidies in order to be competitive 

As a sovereign nation we must make sure we are able sustain our 

population to a certain degree based on our own agricultural output in a 

crisis-situation. Farming is also important to sustain a geographically 

diverse population in our country. 

Finally, Tiller argues that the Conservative party see innovation and efficiency as key 

measures to reducing emissions: 

Technological innovation and more climate efficient production is 

necessary in order to reduce emissions on the scale that we need. 

In total, the Conservatives state that they are keen to act on Norway’s climate 

agreements and are willing to work to reduce national emissions where they can. Their 

general aims in reducing emissions from the agricultural sector are a focus on 
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technological advancement, increased efficiency, reduced energy consumption in 

agriculture and increased research on environmentally friendly food production. The 

topic of reducing meat consumption is not a focus of the party as they insist it is up to 

the consumer to decide what they want, following their individual choice ideology. 

They place an emphasis on technological innovation and efficiency as a means to 

reduce emissions and see it as necessary to reduce emissions on the scale that is needed. 

Although these aims are key in reducing emissions, they may also contradict their effort 

to reduce emissions. If the party wish to increase Norwegian production through 

efficiency and helping farmers reduce the cost of production to increase their 

international competitiveness, they appear to contradict their efforts to reduce 

emissions. Increased efficiency may provide a means to reduce emissions but if this is 

paralleled by increased production, the aim to reduce emissions for the sector as a whole 

is counterintuitive. 

Meat consumption and adapting consumer behaviour is not a focus of the party. There 

are signs, however, that the party are interested in reducing consumption of meat. Tiller, 

points out the party’s promotion of a healthy balanced diet, with a reduction of red meat 

intake and increased consumption of grains and fish as key to that diet. This approach 

may affect meat consumption and therefore achieve reduced emissions from meat 

production. This has been discussed by researchers as one means of approaching the 

topic of reducing meat consumption without needing excessive ideological changes 

from the public and therefore less effort to educate the population on the environmental 

costs of meat production. They also point out in their program that they want to 

stimulate research in to environmentally friendly alternatives in food production and 

husbandry. They are vague with this point and do not discuss what alternatives they 

mean, however, Tiller clarifies that the party sees the potential of the Norwegian coast 

for obtaining other sources of protein. This has the potential to provide the public with 

less environmentally damaging protein sources and may affect meat consumption 

levels. However, as the party has pointed out, changing consumer behaviour is not 

necessarily an aim of the Conservatives, and providing more environmentally friendly 

sources of protein will not necessarily lead to reduced meat consumption. Alternative 

climate friendly protein sources are already available and that has not yet led consumers 

to choose those alternatives thus far. 
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3.1.2 The Progress Party (Fremskrittspartiet) 

The Progress party are part of the in-office central-right coalition having won its first 

election with the Conservatives in 2013. They grew out of the 1972 referendum, where 

Norway voted no to membership of the European Economic Community, which led to a 

divide in the nation and the creation of Anders Langes parti til sterk nedsettelse av 

skatter og avgifter og offentlige inngrep (Anders Lange’s Party for a Drastic Reduction 

in Taxes, Fees and Public Intervention). This was the early foundations of the now 

Progress Party (Widfeldt, 2015, p. 83). The Progress party characterize themselves as a 

liberal peoples party that are based on the Norwegian constitution, Norwegian and 

Western traditions and heritage with a Christian worldview and humanist values 

(Fremskrittspartiet, 2017). They have also been classified by academics as a neoliberal 

populist party (Jupskås, 2015, p. 26; Mudde, 2007, p. 47). For the 2017 election, their 

key matters to deal with were taxes, transport, health and elderly care and immigration, 

with a focus on reducing taxes and limiting immigration. 

In relation to agriculture, the Progress party are aiming to stimulate production of safe 

and high quality Norwegian food (Fremskrittspartiet, 2017, p. 17), with a focus on 

increasing competition and reducing political involvement. Their party program points 

out that they will achieve this through modernizing the agricultural frameworks so that 

farmers, themselves, can develop and adapt their business as they wish, by de-

politicizing and increasing economic freedom (ibid., p. 17). The Progress party has long 

had a focus of globalizing the market, therefore have aims of reducing import 

restrictions to strengthen Norwegian competitiveness in food production. The strong 

political involvement and quota system, according to the Progress party, hinder 

Norwegian production and hinder a market based on consumer power (ibid., p. 18), 

therefore, decentralizing the agricultural sector must take place to achieve this. 

When it comes to agriculture and specifically meat and dairy production in the climate 

debate, the Progress party are reluctant to take steps to limit emissions. Their party 

program points out that they believe that too little is understood about the natural 

climate processes, therefore, only precautionary measures should be taken before they 

take strides in a specific direction (ibid., p. 29). They argue, then, that measures taken 

should have additional positive effects beyond climate. One of the main add on effects 

they allude to is increasing Norway’s international competitiveness. This can be 
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achieved through research and development of environmentally friendly technologies 

that aim to strengthen Norwegian industries. 

Bjørn Siem Knudsen, political advisor to the Progress party, argued that agriculture in 

Norway is more environmentally friendly than in other nations and that we should not 

be so forward to question the current situation: 

Agriculture in Norway is one of the most climate friendly in the world, 

because if you compare it to many other countries in the world, agriculture 

can be much more climate hostile. So in comparison we do not think it is 

too much a severe situation in terms of agriculture in Norway. 

Many other countries in Europe produce meat that is more climate hostile, 

so we have a quite green and low carbon meat production in a comparative 

context it is not that climate hostile 

Some politicians are very, quite forward to be hostile towards Norwegian 

agriculture, but we do not completely agree with that kind of statement. 

He went on to say that the party are concerned about the role of meat production, 

however, they are motivated to produce more food in line with the growing 

international population: 

In the years that have past there has been a huge debate concerning the 

meat production and whether it is promotes pollution. But the most 

important thing is that we are getting more people and we need more food. 

And one aim is to produce more meat. 

Statements put forward like “we don’t eat meat on Monday” – we disagree 

with that kind of statement – point 1 – people can eat what they want – 

point 2 – we are getting more people in the world, a billion Chinese, a 

billion Indians, and we have to produce food 

Knudsen argued that there is still some uncertainty on the role of human action 

in climate change and posited that the Progress party aim to increase knowledge 

and then apply technology to reduce emissions, with limited regulations: 

Since 2007 it has been a huge debate of what is the human cause of global 

warming, so to answer your question we always wish better information 

better research welcome and to take it into consideration when we reform 

policy. 

…better infrastructure and more technology and scientific work to make 

sure that food production is as climate friendly as possible. 
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It is very important to wish climate technology welcome in to any kind of 

production, especially food production. Better infrastructure and more 

technology and scientific work to make sure that food production is as 

climate friendly as possible. 

…we have to make sure that we wish research and technology welcome to 

make the agricultural production more climate friendly as possible but with 

as few restrictions as possible. The most important for us is food 

production and business freedom for the farmer. 

In all aspects of Progress party politics, argues Knudsen, the producer and consumers 

must have freedom to conduct themselves with as little government involvement as 

possible: 

FrP works to create freedom for the people. It is the wrong idea for 

politicians to come into their living rooms and kitchens and ask what are 

you gonna eat? 

…for us it is important that people are aware of what they eat, and first and 

foremost, responsibility over their own health and we can discuss whether 

it is the state that should inform people, because you know that if you eat 

red meat or you know you eat fatty food your entire life, it is not healthy. 

But we kind of let the knowledge primarily go to the people as well 

because it is their own health 

Knudsen believes a transition to a lower meat consumption diet is a political challenge 

and is not certain on how this might be achieved: 

To answer your question, yes maybe it is important to have more focus on 

the production of vegetables, we can agree on that. But what to do from 

there, that is the challenge, the political challenge. 

Finally, he argues that the Progress party do not want to pressure consumers: 

It is important to focus on meat production and meat consumption and 

promote countries to produce meat in a better way, but to force people to 

not eat meat for example on Mondays or on Tuesdays or do not have meat 

on superbowls, to coerce people to not eat meat, that is maybe not the 

solution. 

…the most important thing is that we use the right tools not coercion to 

make people to meet the climate challenge.  
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In summation, the Progress party want to “create freedom for the people.” Their 

perspective is that it is not the job of the politicians to decide how consumers and 

producers behave. They do not see Norwegian production methods as climate hostile, 

nor do they wish to influence consumers’ behaviour. They have given various reasons 

why, but mainly they want to take politics out of the equation and allow consumers to 

make their own decisions. The party places a focus on how innovation and technology 

can improve the sector to make it more environmentally friendly. According to 

Knudsen, placing a greater focus on the production of vegetables is important and 

promoting more environmentally friendly meat production, however, actively work to 

change consumer behaviour is not a policy that the party is interested in working 

towards. 

3.1.3 The Liberal Party (Venstre) 

The Liberal party is, as their name points out, a liberal and social liberal, centrist 

political party, that is the longest running political party in Norway. The party was 

dominant throughout the first third of the 20
th

 century, with a decrease in votes taking 

place after the Second World War. In the most recent 2017 elections, the Liberals won 8 

seats in parliament a small decrease of 0.8% of votes from the 2014 election. Their 

2017-2021 party program exemplifies their focus on sustainable and environmental 

policies, with 7 out of the 21 chapters being specifically aimed at sustainability, 

environment and green issues (Venstre, 2017, p. 5). They state in their program their 3 

main environmental goals: to secure biological diversity, to fight pollution and 

environmental hazards, acquire and disseminate more knowledge about the environment 

(ibid., p. 22). Their principle climate politics include a focus on making it more costly to 

pollute whilst making it more rewarding to choose green (ibid., p. 31). 

The Liberals also point to adapting the sales act, making health and environmental 

considerations key in communications from the various food information offices 

(Opplysningskontorene for matvarer) (ibid., p. 35). This will also be supported by 

greater environmental labeling on products, removing VAT on fruit and vegetable 

products making it easier to be an environmentally friendly consumer (ibid., p. 35). In 

terms of agriculture, the Liberals present various means to make food production more 

sustainable. An overarching agricultural goal is to reduce climate gas emissions and 
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increase binding of climate gas emissions in the earth (ibid., p. 71). They also wish to 

increase research in climate smart solutions in agriculture and to create a fund with tax 

benefits to stimulate climate friendly agriculture (ibid., p. 71). The Liberal party also 

discuss the role of meat production and climate gas emissions, stating they want to place 

more emphasis on the types of meat that the nation chooses to consume so that 

emissions can be reduced (ibid., p. 71). 

 

3.2 Opposition 

3.2.1 The Labour Party (Arbeiderpartiet) 

The Labour Party are one of the largest political parties in Norway, taking the most 

votes in the 2017 election with 49 seats and 27.4% of the vote. This was a small decline 

of 6 seats and 3.4% of the votes from the 2013 election. They did not however take the 

majority, due to the Conservative-Progress coalition. Labour has lost out on an election 

win although receiving the greatest share of votes for the last two elections in Norway 

having previously been the incumbent party since 2005. Over the last 8 years there has 

been a voter shift to the Conservative-Progress parties, with Labour having dropped 

their share of the votes for the last 3 elections. The Labour Party are currently struggling 

to achieve a greater share of the votes and this plays a role in their policies.  

The Labour Party of Norway state that they aim to make Norway a sustainable nation 

for the future. The focus of the party’s climate goals is to reduce emissions from the 

transport and oil sectors, with a goal of eventually achieving reductions in all industries 

when possible. Labour Party’s sustainability policies are focused on the industries that 

are producing the most emissions, oil and gas, manufacturing and road traffic. They 

focus on these areas as they have a greater possibility of reduction. The Labour Party 

program discusses their tax and concession plans, stating that they will strengthen the 

use of climate and environmental taxes so that polluters pay (Arbeiderpartiet, 2017, p. 

7). They also emphasize the key role that consumers play in reducing emissions and that 

the Competition Act (konkurranseloven) can be changed to incentivize more sustainable 

consumption (ibid., p. 45). 
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Agriculture for the Labour Party is not yet a focus in terms of sustainability policy. 

Their party program shows that they aim to develop Norwegian food production using 

the tools that they state have worked well for Norway so far. Strong import restrictions, 

concessions and price regulation are their tools to grow the Norwegian agricultural 

system, with the aim of achieving an autarkic food system based on Norwegian 

resources (ibid., p. 58). They do point out in their party program, they do aim to reduce 

emissions from Norwegian agriculture (ibid., p. 58) but do not explain how this will be 

achieved. 

According to Anne Therese Gullberg, political advisor to the Labour party, their climate 

policy is aimed at providing the greatest amount of emissions reductions in the shortest 

time. This will be achieved by emphasizing those sectors where these reductions are 

most easily achieved: 

Where is the largest potential to reduce emissions? That is where we want 

to work. 

Norway’s energy industry is already very sustainable and a transition to 

electric cars showed great promise. 

She goes on to say that the Labour party want to emphasize the role of technological 

advancements. This will provide emissions reductions whilst also ensuring that Norway 

can remain competitive in the future: 

The Labour party want to develop technologies that allow us to move into 

the future while being environmental… we need to be competitive in the 

future. 

Developing technologies will allow Norway to be competitive in the future 

Gullberg is also wary of applying policy without developing adequate measurements of 

emissions in agriculture: 

We are not completely sure on the amount of emissions from agriculture. 

There needs to be better measurements for the agricultural sector before 

attempting policy to reduce emissions 

As pointed out in the party’s program, Labour are in favour of continuing Norway’s 

more traditional and less industrialised farming system and want to continue to support 

small scale farmers: 
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We are against the industrialization of farming… we want to support small 

farms. 

In response to whether policies to reduce meat consumption would be approached, 

Gullberg states that only a small portion of the population vote for environmental 

parties, so we cannot force the nation to follow policies they did not vote for. The party 

is not in favour of influencing consumer behaviour to reduce their meat consumption 

since it is not something the majority voted for: 

Roughly only 6% vote for Green parties, so we cannot force the majority 

of voters to follow Green policies 

Labour are not open to meat reduction and it is not fair to push green 

policies on to the public if they did not vote for them. 

We cannot stop people from eating meat, the same as we cannot stop 

people from having children for sustainability. 

The Labour Party are not aiming to reduce emissions in the agriculture sector at the 

minute, focusing more on securing employment for small scale farmers. Their 

reluctance to reduce emissions from the animal husbandry industry is three-fold. Firstly, 

animal agriculture and agriculture in general, are currently only small producers of 

emissions in the Norwegian context. Therefore, they are currently placing a focus on the 

industries that are producing the greatest share of emissions as the greatest reduction is 

possible in those industries. Secondly, they argue that since emissions measures are not 

yet adequate in agriculture, action to reduce emissions should not be taken until this is 

remedied. If measures are developed and measures show that it is necessary to reduce 

emissions, then policies will be developed for agriculture. Finally, Gullberg argues that 

the Norwegian public are not yet willing to change their consumption patterns in 

relation to food. Over time this may develop, as we are already seeing a greater 

willingness to reduce meat consumption in the cities but it will take time for the greater 

population to accept these behaviour changes. 

3.2.2 The Green Party (Miljøpartiet de Grønne) 

The Green party have developed since its establishment in 1988, with a large increase in 

voters since 2005 (tv2, 2013), receiving their first parliamentary seat in 2013. The 

Green party has a political focus on creating a society that co-exists with nature in 
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ecological balance (Miljøpartiet de Grønne, 2017, p. 3). Their party wishes to establish 

a comprehensive political system for now and the future, based on the 3 principles: 

solidarity with humans, solidarity with the future generations and solidarity with 

animals and nature (ibid., p. 3). Their program outlines how they will develop a system 

of welfare and life quality framed within the limits of the ecosystem and with 

consideration to humans, future generations and nature. The Green party, through their 

party program, show how Norway can mobilise in all sectors to achieve a true green 

shift (ibid., p. 4). As with all green or environmental parties, their focus is on shifting 

society to a lifestyle that does not damage the environment. They aim to reduce 

emissions from all sectors of society with an aim of ending Norway’s oil and gas 

industry in 15 years and as a minimum, achieving Norway’s climate goals of being 

climate neutral by 2030. 

The party is built on the principles of living with nature, preventing damage as much as 

possible, with their political focus always attempting to take into account the effect on 

humans and nature. Due to this underlying thesis, their policies to reduce emissions tend 

to be farther reaching than those of the other political parties. The party’s agricultural 

emissions policies reflect this effort to reduce emissions, with an overarching theme of 

reducing emissions in all areas of the sector. One of the Green party’s main policies 

runs in line with most of the other liberal-left parties, with an aim to increase the 

autarkical food system. Developing a food production system that is self-sufficient, 

based on Norwegian resources (ibid., p. 40). This would be supported by grant subsidies 

on Norwegian environmentally-friendly production and taxes and customs applied to 

imported products.  

The party place a greater focus on the role of production and consumption of animal 

products than other parties. Their approach aims at reducing emissions at both the 

production and the consumption level, with a greater focus placed on adapting 

consumer behavior and reducing consumption, so that production will inevitably drop in 

response. To realise this, goods taxes and subsidies will be key. The Green party plan to 

implement taxes on environmentally damaging consumption and production and reduce 

taxes of environmentally friendly alternatives (ibid., p. 26). An example they provide is 

removing value added taxes on fruit, vegetables and organic products (ibid., p. 26). This 

would be supported by making it more rewarding for farmers to produce vegetables 
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(ibid., p. 40). Their aim is to affect both producers and consumers, giving producers the 

opportunity to grow more environmentally friendly products, while making it easier for 

consumers to make eco-friendly choices in daily life.  

The Green party also point to the Information Office for Egg and Meat 

(Opplysningskontoret for Egg og Kjøtt) as a means to reduce consumption of animal 

products. They would aim to discontinue funding to the Information Office to reduce 

advertisements and information campaigns that aim to increase sales of animal 

products. A reduction in advertisements for animal products will also be supported by 

obligatory environmental marking on meat products (ibid., p. 25), providing the 

consumer with clearer information on the environmental costs of their choices. A 

change from feed concentrates to grass and pasture based meat production is also key to 

reducing the environmental footprint of the agricultural sector. They want to make it 

more expensive to use meal concentrates than Norwegian based roughage (ibid., p. 40) 

and pasture.  

The party argued that agricultural emissions are very much reliant on consumers and 

that MDG aim to push for reduced meat consumption to achieve emissions reductions:  

Agriculture is one of the four main emissions sectors and one of the two 

which normal Norwegians are able to directly influence with their 

behaviour- the other being transport. 

The current program of Miljøpartiet De Grønne includes clear statements 

on reducing meat consumption, in contrast to most of the other parties 

According to the party, the current situation is unsustainable and that the state have been 

very involved over the past years to increase production, however, achieving a 

transition to more sustainable food production and consumption can be achieved: 

The Norwegian state has had a goal of stimulating production and 

consumption of Norwegian agricultural products for many years, and the 

agricultural sector, which is for a large part focused on meat and dairy 

production, has strong political influence and public support. 

Today the majority of arable land is used for meat and dairy production. 

There are credible scenarios where Norway can produce enough non-meat 

products to feed the population even without food imports  
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Therefore, reducing emissions from the agricultural sector is likely necessary to achieve 

Norway’s 2030 emissions goals and this would be achieved through taxing, labelling 

and regulating marketing: 

Interestingly, official projections from the Norwegian Environment 

Agency indicate that major reductions are expected from all other sectors 

except agriculture. Considering how little progress has been made 

achieving significant reductions in any sector to date, it could be argued 

that reduction in meat and dairy-related emissions will be essential to reach 

the 2030 goals. 

We propose to do this through increasing MVA (goods tax) on meat 

products, introducing environmental labelling for meat products, limiting 

advertising and shutting down the ‘The Information Office for Eggs and 

Meat’. 

They went on to say that achieving these reductions will be a challenge, and will 

necessitate political and civil collaboration: 

While there is an increasing awareness of the environmental, health and 

animal welfare benefits associated with reduced meat consumption, there 

are indications that measures to reduce meat consumption would be 

controversial. 

It is certainly achievable, but necessitates political action and public 

dialogue. 

The Green party, is one of the few parties with aims of reducing meat consumption to 

reduce agricultural emissions. They argue that they are aware the role that consumers 

can play to reduce emissions. They see meat and dairy emissions as a key element in 

achieving Norway’s 2030 goals and aim to achieve reductions through various 

consumer based approaches. They do understand that this is no easy feat and 

necessitates good communication and collaboration between the public and politicians. 

The party are vocal in their aims of adapting the public to make more environmentally 

friendly choices in all sectors with an aim to challenge the capitalist economic model, 

which they see as the driving force behind environmental degradation and emissions, to 

a system that takes nature into account.  

3.2.3 The Centre Party (Senterpartiet) 
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The Centre party is an agrarian centrist political party whose focus policies reside in the 

debate regarding the meat industry and climate change. Their party, historically, has 

placed a focus on the agricultural sector and represents the interests of the farming 

community in Norway’s politics. They were established in 1920 by the Norsk 

Landsmandsforbund (Norwegian Farmer’s Federation), with a focus on developing their 

agricultural interests in the political realm.  

Their 2017-2021 party program proposes the interests that the party has to be 

established over the next period of parliament. They state that the Centre party want 

Norway to take its part in resolving the environmental and climate issues facing the 

world, with a focus on using renewable natural resources as a foundation for the 

economy. They have historically, and continue to be, strongly opposed to centralization 

and membership of the EU, aiming for a self-sufficient Norway based on local 

resources. Their party program presents that Norway’s production, in all sectors, should 

be as environmentally and climate friendly as possible (Senterpartiet, 2017, p. 8), with a 

development in business and technology in a sustainable direction. 

In relation to agriculture, the Centre party has placed a goal of providing safe and secure 

food, with increased production countrywide (ibid., p. 22). The Centre party point to 

meat production as a vital aspect of Norwegian food production and that a focus on 

grass and pasture raised cattle provides a more sustainable production method (ibid., p. 

22). Strengthening Norwegian meat production on pasture and Norwegian resources 

will limit the amount of imported feed concentrates, however, they also aim to increase 

land use in Norway for production of feed concentrates (ibid., p. 24). Their party 

program also points out an overarching aim of reducing CO2 emissions from 

agriculture, however, they do not present any methods to do so. They do go on to state 

that in line with the Paris Agreement, food security is of high priority and that climate 

policies should not threaten increased production (ibid., p. 28).  

3.2.4 The Socialist-Left Party (Sosialistisk Venstre) 

The Socialist- Left (SL) party is a left wing political party with a democratic and eco- 

socialist ideology and were the 5
th

 largest political group in the 2017 elections with 6% 

of the vote, a small increase since their 4.1% of the vote in the 2013 election. The party 

were formed in 1973 as a coalition between the Socialist People’s Party, Communist 
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Party and Democratic Socialists. Throughout their existence they have continued to be 

Eurosceptic with a focus on environmentalism, socialism and feminism.  

The party’s 2017-2021 program points out their focus on environmentalism. They state 

that they will work to hand over the world in better shape than they received it in and 

will fight to end emissions, provide clean air, protection of nature and stand against 

polluting the land and sea (Sosialistisk Venstrepartiet, 2017, p. 23). They argue that 

only zero emissions is good enough and that emissions need to be drastically reduced in 

all sectors (ibid., p. 23). Taxes will play a large part in SL’s environmental politics, 

making it more rewarding to choose environmentally friendly products and develop new 

technologies to achieve this (ibid., p. 24).  

In regards to agriculture, the SL party aim to strengthen Norway’s capacity to produce 

enough food for the population, with an aim on producing sustainable, environmentally 

friendly food as well as increasing the amount of organic produce (ibid., p. 88). Their 

main goal to achieve this is to make Norway more self-sufficient in terms of its food 

production preventing Norwegian farmers from being out competed by the international 

market. To reduce emissions, they have pointed to various measures. One of those is to 

increase financial support and research into climate friendly technology that can be 

introduced into the farms to reduce emissions (ibid., p. 88). Their policies focusing on 

the emissions caused by meat production are more developed than some of the other 

parties. In-line with increasing Norway’s self-sufficiency, they aim to reduce import of 

meal concentrates for the meat industry, aiming to increase both Norwegian roughage as 

well as increasing pasture raised beef and lamb (ibid., p.88). Along with the Green 

party, SV are one of the few parties that discuss actively reducing consumption of meat 

in Norway. Two measures are pointed out to achieve this. Firstly, prohibiting the sale of 

meat at a loss and secondly, increase public knowledge of the environmental costs of 

producing meat (ibid., p. 31). 

Trine Østereng, political advisor to the Socialist-Left party, argued that the party believe 

that farming should follow a more traditional system with a focus on small producers, 

increasing production whilst reducing reliance on imports: 

We have always been a party for the small producers of food, all over the 

country. We want food to be produced in every county, and use the soil 
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where it is. Now we see that the amount of soy based meat production in 

Norway is increasing and we want to reverse that into making it more, it 

should be cheaper to use the grass than the soy. 

We want to change the incentives, so that it is easier for the small units to 

produce food and to continue to exist. But the government we have today, 

have a policy that makes it easier for the larger units. 

…so we think we should produce more of our own food and be less reliant 

on other countries in order to produce our own food and climate change is 

a part of that because it makes us more vulnerable. 

So we have said that we should have food production policy that makes us 

more safe if a storm will come, then we should use the land we have which 

could be used for food production and we should also have, for instance, 

places to keep grain. 

She went on to say that, in line with their self-sufficiency focus, the party wish that 

grain produced in Norway should be used for both meat production as well as human 

consumption: 

With grain based meat, we have to consider that some of the grain could be 

used for human food and it would be more effective that way. So I think a 

bit of both. We want to use more of the grain for meat production but also 

have campaigns and consider other types of policy to reduce meat 

consumption because we know that we have to reduce our consumption. 

The party believe that meat reduction should be reduced and, according to Trine, this 

can be achieved using the mechanisms that are currently used for increasing meat 

consumption: 

…the cooperatives can have the mechanisms they have today in order to 

control the market. But we also think it is important to reduce the meat 

consumption and the price on meat should be the real price – it should not 

be allowed to dump the prices on meat 

I think that everybody agrees that we should reduce the meat consumption 

and everybody agrees the cooperatives are important, but when you have to 

weigh those two. So we are hoping that the cooperatives will cooperate 

with us to finding a solution that is more modern and environmentally 

friendly. 

So we want to reduce meat consumption, we want to stop pushing meat in 

the commercials like we do today, but we have to find another way to do it. 
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I don’t know where the party stands but I’m thinking maybe a solution can 

be that they mainly focus on grain, fruit and vegetables, dairy products and 

they can in certain instances have commercials for meat when they have 

over production. 

In sum, the Socialist-Left party have concrete aims to reduce emissions in all sectors 

including the agricultural sector. They wish to increase Norwegian self-sufficiency by 

increasing production based on Norwegian resources and reducing imports. The party is 

one of the few parties that has discussed the role of meat in achieving reductions in 

agricultural emissions and believe that it is necessary to reduce the nation’s 

consumption. This could be achieved using the mechanisms that are in place today, such 

as the cooperatives and the Opplysningskontorene (Information Offices), to reduce 

marketing of meat products and consider increased attention to grains, fruits and 

vegetables. 

3.2.5 The Red Party (Rødt) 

The Red party are a far-left political party, established in 2007. Their website points out 

the 4 key areas they aim to work on, working life, solidarity, environmentalism and 

feminism (Rødt, 2017a). The Red party blame capitalism’s continuing demand for 

increased profit and consumption for destroying the environment and the people need to 

develop a green economic model and reduce the oil industry to prevent further damage 

(Rødt, 2017b). In their 2017-2021 party program they posit that natural resources have 

been consumed for short term profit without consideration of future generations and 

their livelihoods, however, we still have time to create a new society that takes into 

consideration nature whilst providing high life quality for humans (Rødt, 2017c, p. 52). 

Their environmental and climate policies are broken down into 13 key areas with a 

focus on following the UN guidelines to reduce emissions, increasing renewable 

energies and reducing Norway’s oil industry (ibid., p. 51). Their agricultural policies are 

broken down into 8 key areas with a focus on increasing Norway’s self-sufficiency and 

taking the right steps to reduce the environmental costs of all land use (ibid., p. 61). 

Self-sufficiency is key topic for the Red party aiming to increase Norway’s own 

production to ensure food security and to limit emissions leakage to other nations (ibid., 

p. 62). The Red party further detail that whilst increasing self-sufficiency in Norway, 

agricultural politics must focus on modern, effective and environmentally friendly 
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agriculture (ibid., p. 62). This can be achieved through establishing new technology and 

education within the agricultural sector. According to the Red party, land use must also 

play a role in increasing efficiency while reducing emissions. Pasture raised animals 

should be raised mainly in the Northern regions, where it is more difficult to grow grain 

and vegetables. Then a focus on growing grain, vegetables and fruit should be 

implemented in the South of the country, taking advantage of the limited land that is 

available for this (ibid., p. 62). An important part of climate solutions is to make sure 

that food production and use of land are done in the most sustainable method (p. 63). 

The Red part also discuss regulating soy concentrates into Norway, specifically from 

Brazil, which are often linked to deforestation (ibid., p. 62). The Red party do not 

discuss in their party program any measures to reduce emissions from the meat industry 

in regards to consumption. Any policies focused on reducing consumption of meat 

products as a means to reduce emissions are not considered. They do, however, discuss 

a redistribution of funds within the various food information offices 

(opplysningskonterene) (ibid., p. 63). This will be done to place a larger emphasis on a 

diet that is more environmentally friendly. 

Elin Volder Rutle, political advisor for the Red party, argued that they are against the 

industrialization of the agricultural sector in Norway and want to adapt how the 

financial systems work in the sector which are making it more profitable to produce 

meat: 

We are not in favour of a very industrial agriculture and especially not for 

the animal production. We say that we prefer the family owned agriculture 

we want to focus to change, for example, the policies and the financial 

system for agriculture in Norway that is making it more profitable to 

produce pork and chicken today than to produce everything else. 

I think traditionally people ate a lot less meat than today and that had all to 

do with money not to do about health. Now people can afford the choice. 

And also the subsidies is directed so much of the meat is a lot cheaper than 

it should have been and for example fish is much more expensive than it 

should have been. 

She goes on to point out that Norway has limited arable land and it is necessary to adapt 

the agricultural system to best make use of the Norwegian landscape: 
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A lot of the land is not useful for vegetables or cereals as well. It is 

problematic to cultivate a lot of those things in many areas where you can 

cultivate pasture. And you also in good agriculture you have to have 

rotation. So I believe that we should use the land that we can use to 

produce human food but the quantity of that in Norway isn’t very high. 

…we want to use the land that is where you can produce cereals to that and 

the areas of Norway that isn’t especially possible you should use for 

animal production. 

Self-sufficiency is also a key goal for the party, taking advantage of Norwegian 

resources and reducing the country’s reliance on imports for both feed concentrates for 

the meat industry and meat itself: 

We are extremely clear that we want the Norwegian food production to be 

based on Norwegian resources and that you can’t say that meat produced 

on imported soy is a part of self-sufficiency. 

…that we want to produce the meat that we produce on our own resources 

which means that we have to reduce the quantity of meat that we produce 

in Norway. 

…we want to reduce the amount of soya and other meal concentrates and 

increase the amount of pasture and pasture forage. That is of course good 

for the wellbeing of the animal and it is a good way of using the resources 

that we actually have in Norway. 

We want to have stricter regulations on imports which will affect the 

amount of meat. Because in fact we do import meat in Norway. 

Rutle, debates the production of beef and sees Norwegian beef production as more 

environmentally friendly because of its combi-cow system: 

beef is very often presented as the really bad thing regarding climate and 

food. There is something right there, but Norwegian beef production is 

mainly a combined production of meat and milk and the climate footprint 

there is much better than the climate footprint on the separate system 

In regards to a consumer approach, Rutle states that the party are unlikely to prioritise 

this type of approach and propose that other measures to reduce emissions in agriculture 

have been a greater focus for the Red party: 
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I believe that rødt is not going to be a central actor in that (pushing for 

reduced consumption) … since it isn’t a priority in our program, it won’t 

be in our political action as a party. 

Climate change is a main aim but in the agriculture sector, it hasn’t been 

mainly on questions about meat. Much more focused on using biogas from 

manures, and in that way of reducing emissions. 

Finally, Rutle believes that any changes to the system must include the farmers and that 

consumers should not be blamed for their choices: 

But I believe that to make a change that is going to last I think it is stupid 

to make those changes above the heads of the farmers and not include them 

in making those changes. In this field as in other fields, an alliance of 

people who have concerns for this 

The other side is that we believe that it is more important to work to 

change the political policies than to try to change people’s ethics. Because 

climate is very often reduced to a personal question and then you let the 

big polluters off… 

That is in all sort of environmental issues we want to change the debate 

and to make the debate against the big politics and the big money and not 

about how can you in your life use all your resources to be 

environmentally friendly in a society that isn’t. We have to change the 

society to be more environmentally friendly. 

In conclusion the Red party are reluctant to consider reducing meat consumption for 

various reasons. They place a greater focus on Norwegian self-sufficiency through 

reduced feed imports and increased pasture raised cattle and sheep, a step away from 

chicken and pork which relies heavily on feed imports, reducing the power held within 

the main food chains and also reducing or changing the information offices which they 

see as key in moving the public towards a healthier, more environmentally friendly diet. 

They also point to Norway’s lack of arable land to produce plant-based foods and see 

meat production as a necessary aspect of producing enough food whilst also increasing 

self-sufficiency. In-house disagreements within the party, may hamper reducing meat 

consumption, however a focus on using the information offices to promote a healthy 

diet, along with reduced meat production, may lead to reduced consumption. 

3.2.6 The Christian Democratic Party (Kristelig Folkepartiet) 
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The Cristian Democratic (CD) party’s main goals in the 2017-2021 election were family 

and education, with a focus on both good quality kindergartens and financial support to 

parents of young children and better quality education. Their climate aims are based on 

creating a sustainable society that creates values to provide people with a good and safe 

life without destroying our common livelihood (Kristelig Folkepartiet, 2017, p. 87). 

They place a focus on over consumption as a key aspect in creating the climate threat 

and that this must be adapted to create a sustainable society. They argue that Norway 

has an extremely high consumption level that leads to large emissions, and that a 

reduction in environmental damage from production and consumption must be reduced 

(ibid., p. 90). This is followed by a consideration of the pollution of earth, water and air 

because of climate emissions and incorrect management of waste places a threat on the 

current and future generations’ food security (ibid., p. 90). An aim, therefore, is placed 

on reducing pollution, hinder pollutants place in nature and create better systems to deal 

with waste.  

The CD party place a small focus on agriculture in the party program. They 

acknowledge that agriculture is part of the national emissions and attempts to reduce 

emissions in all sectors, including agriculture, must be achieved. Their party program 

points to the role of methane and nitrogen release in the agricultural sector and this is 

where measures should be focused to reduce emissions. To reduce nitrogen emissions, 

they point to fertilization, digging and soil cultivation as key measures (ibid., p. 95). 

They then point to the production of biofuel from manure can reduce emissions in 

methane. Meal concentrates are also discussed with an aim of strategizing increased 

meal concentrates in meat production based on Norwegian resources (ibid., p. 106). The 

CD party also have an overarching goal of reducing emissions through taxing, making it 

more costly to pollute and more rewarding to make environmentally friendly choices in 

daily life. In regards to consumption, the CD party wants to establish a system of 

environmental labelling on products (ibid., p. 123). In terms of meat consumption 

practices, the CD party does not discuss this topic in their party program. It is unclear 

whether the environmental taxing and labelling system will be conducted in the food 

sector. 

3.3 Secondary Actors 
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The political parties are not the only actors involved in this issue, with organisations, 

ministries, businesses and the public all playing active roles. This section will look at 

the various other actors that are involved in this sector. Firstly, looking into 

environmental organisations: Framtiden i våre hender (Fivh) and Spire. Both of which 

play important roles in the dispersal of information regarding sustainability, the 

environment and meat production. The second actors being investigated are the 

governmental ministries of food and agriculture and climate and environment. They 

play key roles in the development and implementation of policies regarding 

sustainability, the environment, agriculture, land use and the relationship these two 

areas of sustainability and food production have on each other. As actors within this 

field, they have the ability to influence perspectives and behaviour as well as the action 

that is taken at the governmental level. The organisations and ministries were asked 

similar questions to those of the political parties, aiming to understand why the parties 

have been reluctant to consider reducing meat consumption as a means to reduce 

climate gas emissions, the relationships these organisations have with the political 

parties and how the different actors collaborate to achieve mutual goals. The ministries 

play key roles in developing policies in this field, and considering their perspective and 

their aims gives us a better understanding of why parties might take their specific 

stances on the issue. The environmental add to the wealth of the research by both 

providing a more defiant voice on where they believe the political parties should be 

working as well as much of their work taking place in the public realm affecting public 

opinion and understanding on this topic. 

3.3.1 Environmental Organisations 

Environmental organisations are key actors in this debate, tending to be involved in 

challenging consumer behaviour as well as working to push parties to create more 

environmentally friendly policies. In Norway, reducing meat consumption has been 

promoted by environmental organisations, such as FIVH, as a means to live more 

environmentally friendly lifestyles. FIVH are Norway’s largest environmental and 

solidarity organization. Their main goals are global justice, ecological balance and an 

end to global poverty. The organization work with both the government and businesses 

to facilitate green and ethical choices whilst also increasing awareness in the public on 

sustainability issues. SPIRE (Sprout) is an environmental and development organization 
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working for sustainable development, social justice and equal and sustainable 

distribution of the world’s natural resources. They were established as a youth branch of 

the Development Fund aiming to inspire youth to take action for a sustainable world 

and influence Norwegian and international politicians. 

Liv Thoring, senior advisor for the climate and environmental department of FIVH, 

argued that a multi-pronged attack is necessary to reduce enough emissions. 

Technological advancement, such as electrification of machinery and conversion of 

manure into biofuel will play a role in reducing emissions, however, “livestock itself 

contributes most of the greenhouse gases through its gasping of methane gas, which is a 

22 times more effective contributor to the greenhouse effect than carbon dioxide”. 

Currently, we lack the ability to prevent these emissions and therefore an overall 

reduction in the livestock population is necessary to achieve the required emissions cuts.  

Thoring posits various different reasons for why political parties are reluctant to 

consider reducing meat production and consumption. Firstly, farmers are important 

voters for the parties. Currently, incentives are placed on producing meat and less so on 

producing other types of food. This focus on producing meat also relies on the 

importation of feed concentrates. A model focused on making it more profitable for 

Norwegian farmers to produce their own feed, will lead to livestock production going 

down, whilst farmers receiving more for each kilogram of meat they produce. “The 

problem is not that Norwegian farmers earn too much. The problem is that they produce 

too much and too cheap meat because the state supports this type of production.” A 

second theme that Thoring provides is the general fear by politicians to ask the public to 

make big changes in their daily life, if it means preventing them from doing what they 

want to do – “It is easier to encourage people to drive cars with lower emissions, as long 

as one can still drive. But asking people to make relatively big changes in their eating 

habits is difficult”. Thoring does however believe that many political parties understand 

the issue, but it takes a long time to increase this understanding in the public sphere. 

“Many political decisions are needed to change agricultural policy and people’s eating 

habits.” This is an issue that keeps arising within this debate. The public are waiting for 

the politicians to get the ball rolling so that we can start to follow a more climate 

conscious diet, but the politicians are not willing to get the ball rolling unless the public 

want them to. What can be done when both sides are waiting for the other to begin? 
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This is where you might expect the organisations to play a role, as they often distribute 

information on the topic and ways to help people adapt their consumption, however, this 

has brought about little fruition, as not enough of the public are asking for the changes 

necessary. 

Spire have not been as outspoken on reducing meat consumption as FIVH, however, 

they do place a focus on a sustainable food system being established in Norway. They 

“see food production as one of the major contributors to climate change and pollution, 

both from the production and the clearing of forests and destruction of ecosystems 

through industrial farming”, however they are uncertain on the role of animals. “There 

are many good arguments for why ruminants are good to keep in Norway, and [it is] not 

always agreed upon the fact that animal husbandry is a major source of GHG 

emissions”. They do believe that it is possible in Norway to achieve a reduction in the 

consumption of animal products, and there “is a current trend” that is taking place, 

however, they go on to clarify that “we think it’s important to remember that Norway 

has a landscape that makes it difficult to only produce vegetables and that animal 

husbandry based on grazing is not something we want to get rid of completely.” 

Spire support the idea of reducing meat consumption in Norway and understand that it 

is a difficult challenge to achieve in the Norwegian context. Certain measures, they 

believe, can be put in place by the political system to achieve this, however, they argue 

that “eating and producing meat stands very strong in Norway”. The political parties are 

reluctant to promote eating a diet with reduced meat consumption, however, SPIRE 

state that they “are seeing an increase in support for reducing animal products in diets 

by political parties”. They see the reluctance as still being dependent on the public, and 

the political parties will follow the “trends of the general public” and the trend to reduce 

meat is not as widespread as one would wish. They “still see an increase in total meat 

consumption in Norway, and most Norwegians still thinks of the idea of reducing meat 

consumption as unthinkable.” SPIRE believe that the main issue behind the reluctance 

is connected to the popularity among voters – “they know it’s not something a lot of 

people are concerned with, and don’t want to lose popularity”. If we consider this, when 

will this cycle of inertia be broken. The political parties as well as much of the 

population believe that changes need to be made to reduce the nation’s emissions. 

However, there needs to be a driving force behind it, such as the “many political 
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decisions” that Thoring from FIVH pointed out. Reducing meat consumption appears, 

in essence, to be a simple, straightforward way of achieving reduced emissions. The 

complexities of the issue are however deep-rooted in cultural and personal choices. If 

the public are unwilling to make the change to follow a more climate-friendly diet, 

should it not be up to the political parties to attempt to adapt this consumer behavior. On 

the other hand, as both the parties and the organisations have pointed out, the political 

parties are subject to the public’s vote and are unwilling to force that change on the 

many. This catch-22 scenario looks unlikely to change. Who will be the driving force to 

change the public’s awareness of the issue if even the environmental organisations do 

not see the Norwegian public making those changes? SPIRE are interested in not just 

adapting the current system of production of meat but changing the system as a whole, 

introducing new technologies for a new production system rather than attempting to fix 

problems of the current system. This, in essence, is quite a drastic measure, however, 

many of the parties do consider adopting a production system based on Norwegian 

resources with a focus on pasture raised animals. This, according to SPIRE, would 

reduce emissions for meat production in Norway, “both because it would lower the 

emissions from transport, and also because we would have fewer animals”. 

3.3.2 Ministry of Food and Agriculture 

The ministries play an active role in this debate through policy creation and their stance 

on this issue will affect the outcome of those policies. The policies they create are also 

influenced by the party agendas, and understanding the ministries’ perspective shines a 

brighter light on parliamentary goals moving forward. Both of these Ministries are key 

actors in the debate surrounding meat and climate change, therefore, understanding their 

perspective and goals are necessary to understand what is being done, what is not being 

done and why those decisions have been made. The Ministry of Food and Agriculture 

manage the creation and implementation of policies focused on food and land use, 

whilst the Ministry of Climate and Environment is responsible for the international and 

national policy development within the climate change field. 

The Ministry of Food and Agriculture point to the importance of meat production in the 

Norwegian context, stating it is an important part of “agriculture, food production, rural 

employment, landscaping and tourism”. They are clear that agriculture does indeed 
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cause emissions and have estimated the emissions to roughly 8 percent of Norway’s 

total emissions of GHGs. They therefore aim to “make sure that we do what we can to 

produce as environmentally and climate friendly as we can.” The ministry has created 

five key action areas that they wish to follow in an aim to reduce emissions from the 

sector. They propose - 

1. Reforming agricultural policy in a more climate friendly direction 

2. Add greater importance to climate considerations in agricultural policy 

3. Develop a plan of concrete measures and instruments for reducing climate 

emissions from agriculture 

4. Facilitate increased production of biogas based on livestock manure and waste 

resources in agriculture 

5. Establish an effective system of climate advisory at farm level to contribute to 

the dissemination of knowledge about climate change measures as quickly as 

possible 

The goals they have set out are very much focused on the production side of agriculture 

and place less focus on the consumer. They argue that “the consumers are very climate 

conscious and we mean it is important not to restrict the consumers, but rather inform 

them to take enlightened choices”. Under the Conservative government, there is clearly 

a focus on free market policies giving freedom to consumers to make their own choices, 

whilst attempting to reducing emissions on the production side. The Ministry points to 

the power of consumers on making their own decisions and affecting production by 

pointing out the “fall in consumption of chicken because of the use of narasin (a 

parasite-fighting feed additive) in chicken feed some years ago”. They are clear that 

they do not plan to alter consumer behavior and are allowing the consumer to be free in 

their decision to follow a more environmentally friendly diet. 
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4 Analysis 

In the previous section, I have outlined the arguments proposed by the various parties 

for why they are not considering the consumer aspect of the meat industry to reduce 

agricultural emissions. The aim of this chapter is to break down the “raw” data that was 

presented in the previous chapter and go into further detail. The interview data was 

broken down and analysed, which lead to the extrapolation of the following eight 

arguments and three approaches. This was achieved through a cluster analysis of the 

interview data. Interview data was broken down and coded for being either an argument 

against reduced meat consumption or as an ulterior approach. This split the arguments 

up into a group of eight arguments against reducing consumption and three approaches 

that were proposed as means to reduce emissions without directly reducing 

consumption. The arguments and approaches are highlighted in Fig. 1, with three 

approaches in the shaded section. The arguments I present can be seen as two levels of a 

reluctance with an emphasis on why the parties are reluctant and then what they are 

aiming to achieve instead of a consumer approach. Although the two sets of arguments 

are similar, they represent two levels of reluctance, firstly, the justifications are 

presented as argument against a consumer approach. The second group approaches are 

presented as justifications since they provide a different means to reduce emissions in 

the agricultural sector. 

Certain arguments were evident to be more commonplace and arguments that clustered 

together will also be analysed further in this chapter.  As pointed out above, the party 

programs have been used as a guide to understand where parties are aiming to work in 

regards to agriculture and climate change, however, these do not provide an adequate 

picture of specifics nor does it explain why certain decisions have or have not been 

made. However, in the cases of the Centre, Liberal and Christian Democratic parties, I 

have used party programs to provide limited data since interviews were not completed. 

4.1 Justifications 
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Table 1: Political party justifications 
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Centre      ●  ● ●  ● 

Christian 

Democrats 
     ●     ● 
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Liberal        ● ●   

Socialist Left    ●    ●   ● 

Red   ● ● ●   ●  ● ● 

Green           ● 

 

4.1.1 Losing voters 

This theme appeared only once throughout the interviews, however, in a democratic 

political system, popularity of a policy among voters is very important. Labour party’s 

lack of accomplishment in general elections over the last 8 years may have made them 

wary of pushing policies that will not be widely accepted by their voter base. This was 

part of the reason that Gullberg gave for a reluctance to consider reducing meat 
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consumption. Reducing meat consumption in Norway appears to be quite a challenge 

and voters in Norway are unlikely to accept changing their diets so drastically. This is 

supported by both environmental and sustainability organisations, Spire and FIVH. 

They suggest that the Norwegian public will not be willing to reduce their consumption 

habits enough to reduce emissions. Gullberg maintained that since the Green party of 

Norway only receive roughly 6% of the national vote, environmental policies that they 

push for should not be forced upon the much larger voter base. The idea of reducing 

meat consumption is not widely accepted by the Norwegian public and therefore they 

should not be forced to reduce their consumption when they have not voted for policies 

to do so. 

 Wellesley, Froggatt and Happer (2015) argue that there is a general overestimation by 

governments that public backlash will occur from transitions to a reduced meat diet. 

Parties have stated that this is a key issue in dealing with reducing emissions. They are 

afraid that they will lose voters through policies focused on reducing meat consumption 

leading to a cycle of inertia. Political parties are afraid of repercussions from 

interventions leading to a reluctance to take action, however, public awareness of the 

issue is low leading to a lack of public mobilization. Without any intervention, it is 

unlikely that enough action will take place to reduce emissions. This problem is 

supported by the environmental organisations. Both, FIVH and Spire, pointed out that 

initial interventions should be focused on increasing awareness of the issue and 

stronger, paternalistic interventions should follow. Without the initial information 

campaigns, the public would be less likely to accept stricter regulations put in place. 

This is also supported by (Wellesley, Happer and Froggatt, 2015) in their report 

investigating public response to meat consumption interventions. This lack of awareness 

by the public can also be considered from another perspective. If the government is not 

acting or doing anything to reduce emissions from the meat industry then the public 

may end up thinking that meat’s impact on the environment is not worth considering. 

This cycle of inertia needs to be broken to take steps to reduce these emissions. This 

may be why the issue of losing voters is not universal across all parties. The Green party 

and the Socialist-Left party both state that they want to reduce emissions from 

agriculture by adjusting consumer behavior, whilst Conservative party advisor, Tony 

Tiller, stated that “everybody is aware that food production is a significant contributor 

to climate emissions globally” so little work needs to be done. However, there is little 
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action that has taken place in this regard and meat consumption has not decreased. Or 

maybe Tony Tiller is correct and the public do understand the environmental costs of 

food production, then we must question why the public’s consumption choices have not 

developed to be more environmentally friendly. If “everybody is aware” but the 

situation is not improving, then how will we achieve emissions reductions. 

4.1.2 Lack of science 

The validity of the science surrounding this area was also called into question. Both the 

Progress party and the Labour party argued that there is a lack of science on the topic, 

and that this needs to be remedied before policies can be considered on how best to 

approach this sector. The parties argued that it is either still not conclusive that meat 

production is as environmentally damaging as is believed or that measurements are not 

yet adequate enough to aim policy at reducing emissions in that field. This argument has 

been presented by both the Labour party and the Progress party, although their focus 

differs slightly. The Labour party argues that since we are not completely sure of the 

current amount of emissions from agricultural, it is necessary to complete further 

research until measurements are conclusive. Once this is done and we can be sure of the 

emissions totals, only then will the Labour party be interested in approaching measures 

to reduce emissions from this industry.  

Gullberg explained that since measurements of agricultural emissions are still lacking in 

clarity, more research should be focused on that field before any action plan is adopted 

to reduce measures. When we discussed the 8% emissions estimate provided by SSB 

(2016), Gullberg stated that many of the measurements are not completely accurate and 

creating policies on these measures could be detrimental, however, Labour Party’s 

policies would start to look at agricultural emissions once these measures were more 

concrete. It is justifiable to approach policies that are grounded in evidence, however, 

much research is pointing out that animal agriculture is more environmentally 

damaging. Although the exact emissions numbers may not be clear, we do know that it 

is worse than production of plant based foods. 

The Progress party argue that the earth’s climate shifts and changes over time and we 

still know too little about what causes these changes. Therefore, they believe it is 

important to be cautious and only establish precautionary principles instead of 
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channeling efforts in a specific direction (Fremskrittspartiet, 2017, p. 29). They argue 

that too little research is being completed on natural climate processes and they want to 

stimulate more open research in the field. Knudsen, political advisor for the Progress 

party, points out that they “are always in favour to have more knowledge” and “always 

wish better information and better research welcome and to take it into consideration” 

when they reform policy. The party exhibits a certain degree of speculation when 

considering the effects of climate change and also the causes of it. This likely affects 

how they plan on moving forward, since they are unwilling to put pressure on industries 

to reduce their emissions. 

4.1.3 Emissions are lower in agriculture in Norway 

This theme reappeared in a number of interviews throughout this research, with my 

sources arguing, firstly, that emissions from agriculture in Norway make up only a 

small share of the total national emissions at 8% (Norwegian Environmental Agency, 

2017), and secondly, that agricultural emissions in Norway are lower compared to other 

nations. The Labour party argued that since emissions in agriculture in Norway are so 

low, it is more important to approach the sectors that will provide the most reductions in 

emissions in the shortest amount of time. Gullberg, political advisor to Labour, made 

the argument that a greater reduction can be achieved in those sectors that emit the 

most, therefore reducing emissions from the agricultural sector are not a high priority at 

this time. An example of this she gives is the transport sector. Gullberg pointed to the 

fact that “Norway’s energy industry is already very sustainable and a transition to 

electric cars showed great promise” in the Norwegian context, and that it could be easily 

achieved. In 2015, renewable energy in the form of hydro and wind power made up 

97.5% of total energy production (SSB, 2016). Gullberg argued that this would provide 

a greater reduction in emissions than other sectors, such as the agricultural industry, 

because it was achievable and would provide drastic reductions. 

The argument that Norway’s agricultural sector is more environmentally friendly in 

comparison to other nations was also presented. The Progress party’s Bjørn Siem 

Knudsen argued that “agriculture in Norway is one of the most climate friendly in the 

world” and “Many other countries in Europe produce meat that is more climate hostile, 

so we have a quite green and low carbon meat production. In a comparative context it is 
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not that climate hostile”. This argument was supported by Rutle (Red party), stating that 

beef is often portrayed as very hostile to the climate but “Norwegian beef production is 

mainly a combined production of meat and milk and the climate footprint there is much 

better than the climate footprint on the separate system”.  

Norwegian meat production is indeed more environmentally friendly than those of other 

European nations, and since 1990 there has been a steady decline in emissions from 

agriculture in total (Norwegian Environmental Agency, 2017). Various efficiency and 

technological advancements have made it possible for these reductions, however, 

consumption levels have increased over that same time frame. This approach has clearly 

proven beneficial in terms of emissions; however, there are various other factors that 

will have also influenced this. A likely aspect is the transition from pasture raised cattle 

based on Norwegian resources to an increase in feed concentrate imports, leading to a 

carbon leakage. This, along with the general increase of poultry and pork production, 

which causes fewer emissions than beef and lamb production. 

The emission reductions and the proposed goal of being carbon neutral by 2030 show 

that Norway is proactive in their approach to reducing emissions, but it begs the 

question of whether those 2030 goals will be achievable through production side 

reductions. Yes, as Knudsen has pointed out, emissions from Norwegian meat 

production are comparatively lower than other nations, but if meat consumption was 

reduced to the level advised by the health authorities, the nation’s emissions from 

agriculture could drop significantly. 

4.1.4 Farmers are important 

Norway’s climate can be harsh, with arable land being limited to roughly 3% of the 

total land mass. Historically, Norway has been a maritime and farming nation, with 

households often providing their own produce, incorporating a small number of animals 

around the family home. The country has an idealistic view of traditional small based 

farmers, with rearing animals, fishing and growing grain part of the cultural history. The 

farming traditions of the country run strong and in many regions, agriculture and food 

production, are key economic and employment strongholds. Farmers, therefore, are a 

key voter base for many political parties, specifically those that work for agricultural 

development and support such as the Centre party, a traditional agriculturalist party, and 
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the Labour party. Considering the much discussed topic of Norwegian self-sufficiency, 

it is necessary for political parties to have farmers on their side and to provide 

development and economic opportunities to farmers all over the country. There various 

parties have proposed different means to support farmers with the right-leaning 

conservative parties pushing for more economic freedom to farmers to provide those 

development opportunities, whilst the left-leaning parties have focused on strong import 

restrictions and a focus on small scale farms, more traditional of Norwegian agriculture. 

The Labour party are not willing to force changes on to farmers or consumers if they 

have voted for Labour’s current policy goals. As stated earlier, Gullberg believes it 

unfair to push for environmental policies as extreme as the Green party’s if the public 

has not voted for them. The Red party appear to follow a similar reasoning in regards to 

farmers. They see reducing emissions without considering the farmers as inefficient and 

that approaches must be made in collaboration with the farmers. Any changes that are to 

be made to agriculture cannot be done without consideration of the farmers and they 

must be involved with that process. She argues that an alliance of the people with 

concerns for this issue, such as farmers and the unions, need to work together to achieve 

change. 

The Conservatives also point to supporting farmers. Tony Tiller, advisor to the 

Conservatives argues that “farming is also important to sustain a geographically diverse 

population in our country”. Farming is a key occupation in many of the more remote 

areas of Norway. Pushing for reduced meat consumption may lead to economic pressure 

on farmers that rely heavily on meat production. The agricultural sector in Norway is 

quite different to that of many other nations, with a strongly subsidised and state 

controlled system of distribution. They produce the food and if they are not willing to 

reduce meat production then they could vote for other parties, however, given the 

subsidy system in Norway, the government could work to make it more profitable for 

farmers to grow more sustainable food sources. Meat production in the more remote 

areas of Norway, where arable land is more limited, could continue but a focus on more 

plant-based foods could be achieved in areas of arable land. 

Rutle, of the Red party, also points out the necessity to include the farmers in any plans 

to adapt the agricultural system. She argues that like any of sector, change must be 

approached through an alliance of the people concerned on the issue. Farmers must play 
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an important role in any changes to the sector. The Socialist-Left party also point to the 

importance of farmers in Norway. Østereng proposes that the Socialist-Left party want 

to support smaller farm units and continue the traditional farming system in Norway. 

She posits that the current government have a tendency to support larger farming units 

due to its reduced regulation but the Socialist-Left want to keep power in the smaller 

production units. 

4.1.5 Consumer choice 

Meat consumption is a large part of daily Norwegian life for many citizens, and certain 

parties envision that a governmental intervention to reduce meat consumption will lead 

to backlash and disapproval from the public. As discussed throughout this thesis, parties 

have all stated that they are very much driven to reduce emissions from the agricultural 

industry and have to certain degrees offered logistics to approach these reductions. 

Much of these approaches, however, have tended to focus on the production side of the 

sector and consumption side measures are not largely considered. According to Tony 

Tiller, political advisor to the Conservative party, they do not wish to change consumer 

behaviour as consumer choice should be given freedom. He argues that “meat and dairy 

is key part of the diet in our country” and it is not the policy of the Conservatives to 

“limit the choice of what people put on the dinner table”. To the conservatives, 

individual choice is a key ideology and the only political involvement they are 

interested in is promoting a healthy and balanced diet. 

The Progress party are also working for greater economic and choice freedom, both for 

the farmers and consumers, and their goals follow in suit with those of the Conservative 

party. According to this idea, the Progress party is reluctant to influence any consumer 

behaviour and, much like the Conservative party, their political advisor Knudsen argues 

that the choice to reduce meat consumption is solely up to the individual. He does point 

out that it is important to consider meat production and consumption but “to force 

people to not eat meat for example on Mondays or on Tuesdays or do not have meat on 

superbowls, to coerce people to not eat meat, that is maybe not the solution.” 

The Conservative and Progress party do not wish to coerce the consumers to not eating 

meat and assert that it should be down to the individual to decide for themselves 

whether or not they wish to reduce their meat consumption. This is very much in line 
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with their conservative politics, with a focus on reduced political involvement in the 

business and consumer realms. This approach somewhat places an emphasis on 

consumers to achieve reductions themselves, through sustainable citizenship. This can 

have both a positive effect but it can lead to a displacement of blame on to consumers 

for not choosing more environmentally friendly products. 

The Labour party are also not currently interested in adapting consumer behaviour to 

reduce meat consumption. As pointed out earlier, political advisor Anne Therese 

Gullberg argued that it is not fair to push “green policies on to the public if they did not 

vote for them”. Only a small population vote for the Green party and their stronger 

environmental values, therefore people should not have to follow those policies. 

Gullberg has stated that the Labour party are of course interested in reducing emissions 

from all sectors, however, a reduction in agricultural emissions has not been a large 

focus for the 2017 campaign. Aims to reduce emissions from agriculture will be 

attempted after more research has been completed on how this can be achieved, but 

does not see a reduction in meat consumption as a possible measure to achieve this. She 

argued that there are many measures that would lead to greater sustainability but 

sometimes these options are not rationale or applicable. She points out that we cannot 

“stop people from eating meat, the same as we cannot stop people from having children 

for sustainability”. 

The Red party have also pointed to consumers playing their own part in this debate. 

Rutle, has pointed out that “consumers are a power when they are organised” and can be 

key players in reducing emissions from meat production. She goes on to say that from a 

political standpoint, they should not be blamed as individuals and blame should be 

pointed to the big polluters. She argues that it is more important to build structures in 

civil society that allow for change rather than focusing on changing people on the 

individual scale. Rutle argues that the Red party want to create the societal and 

structural changes first and this will provide consumers with the tools to make those 

environmentally friendly decisions. Therefore, consumers have the power to make that 

change to a greener lifestyle, only after the society as a whole has changed. 

The Green party are one of two parties that have proposed to work to reduce 

consumption of meat but they also understand that there are challenges connected with 

this. They argue that consumption based approaches can be controversial which was 
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recently the case when similar measures were introduced in Germany. They argued that 

it is achievable but it necessitates political action and public dialogue. 

The Norwegian public are very much in favour of achieving Norway’s climate goals 

and many understand that they can contribute at the individual level (Niva et al., 2014). 

The idea that the Labour party are not willing to push for consumer change in meat 

consumption because only a small percentage of the public voted for the Green party is 

not a sufficient response. There are many complex reasons why the Green party do not 

achieve the same amount of votes as the more dominant parties, however, that does not 

mean that the public do not wish to achieve a sustainable society. The public want to see 

change that makes society more climate friendly (Tangeland and Vittersø, 2016), 

therefore it is up to the parties to take steps to make that achievable, by making 

production more sustainable as well as supporting the public to make informed 

sustainable decisions in their daily lives. The Labour party are also taking measures to 

achieve emission reductions in other sectors, which may or may not be completely 

accepted by the public at large. Why, then, are they afraid to push for emission 

reductions in the consumption of meat? 

4.1.6 Food security 

Food security is a topic that is becoming more common among agricultural policies 

throughout the world, with a focus on producing and storing enough food for the 

growing population. In Norway, this theme has been presented as a means to continue 

food sovereignty in the nation, with the aim of reducing reliance on importing foods and 

making sure that enough food is produced nationally. This theme to a certain degree is 

related to the Norwegian Self-sufficiency argument discussed earlier, however, this is a 

broader theme, as parties fighting for self-sufficiency and those working for greater 

competition and reduced import regulations both refer to food security as a reason 

behind not reducing the production of meat and animal products. 

The right-leaning parties that have presented more economic freedom and competition 

to businesses and, more specifically, farmers, have argued that food security is a topic 

that must be considered when discussing food production. The Conservative and the 

Progress party both offered slightly different reasons behind considering food security, 

with the Conservatives arguing that food production must provide enough agricultural 
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products to sustain the population. Tony Tiller argued that since Norway is a sovereign 

nation, it is necessary to make sure “we are able sustain our population to a certain 

degree based on our own agricultural output in a crisis-situation”. The Progress party 

argue along a similar vein, but point to the need for increased production because of a 

growing global population. Knudsen points to the growing populations in Asia, “we are 

getting more people in the world, billion Chinese, billion Indians, and we have to 

produce food”. One way to do that, he argues, is to produce more meat. 

The Centre party also point to the growing population and increasing threat to food 

security. They claim that they will work for stronger Norwegian food production, whilst 

attempting to make that food production more climate effective (Senterpartiet, 2017, p. 

28). They point to the Paris Agreement as a guideline for these measures. They argue 

that the Paris Agreement establishes that food security is of highest priority and climate 

measures must be established in a way that they do not threaten food production 

(Senterpartiet, 2017, p. 28). 

The population, internationally, is indeed growing and it is necessary to provide more 

food to that growing population. Therefore, food security is a strong theme to support 

increased production of food products. On the other hand, though, we must consider the 

efficiency of food production if we are to meet the needs of that growing population. 

Meat provides a great deal of nutrition, specifically through high calorific content, 

protein as well as a range of micro-nutrients to the diet. Meat production, however, is an 

inefficient means of food production when we compare it to the production of other 

high protein, micro-nutrient rich foods. The input costs, economic and environmental, 

for producing meat far outweigh the costs of producing plant based products that could 

emulate the nutritional value of meat products. A recent study showed that to produce 

1kg of protein from red meat required 18 times more land than producing 1 kg of 

protein from kidney beans (Sabaté et al., 2014, p. 2070). That number includes the 

amount of land for raising the animals and for growing animal feed. Without even 

considering the water, fuel, fertilizer, pesticide or waste amounts (all of which favour 

the plant based protein), the land that is used to produce 1kg of protein from red meat 

could be used to produce far greater amounts of plant based proteins. Greater amounts 

of food would provide greater food security, so an emphasis on producing and 

consuming more plant based proteins would have a large positive effect on both 
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environmental and food security issues. This is, of course, not completely universal and 

food production is more complex than just looking at the best scenario numbers. 

Norway has limited arable land and therefore the scenario in that study is not 

completely applicable in Norway. A reasonable scenario in Norway, however, would be 

to follow the goals of the Socialist Left party. That would be to focus animal agriculture 

on pasture based rearing and using the land available to grow plant based products to be 

consumed by humans.  

4.1.7 Competition 

This, Gullberg stated, is key to Labour Party’s policies – incremental reductions through 

technological advancements that make the biggest difference. She pointed out that the 

philosophy behind this was to make sure that Norway can reduce its emissions whilst 

still being competitive in the future. She argued that the Green Party want to take a step 

back in time, reducing consumption and production, focusing on simple living, which, 

in Gullberg’s view, will prevent Norway being a competitive player in the future global 

economy. This emphasis on continuing Norway’s competitiveness was also presented 

by both the Conservatives and the Progress party. Both of these parties linked the 

growing food security debate to this emphasis as well as their existing ideological basis 

of increasing competitiveness through reduced regulations. 

4.1.8 Limited arable land 

The climate and landscape of Norway provides a challenge to producing plant based 

foods and the lack of arable land in the country is touched upon in quite a few of the 

political programs and interviews. The Red party believe that all land should be used to 

the best of its ability, so in the Norwegian context, pasture should be taken advantage of 

since Norway has an abundance. Political advisor for the Red party, Elin Volder Rutle, 

argued “a lot of the land is not useful for vegetables or cereals… it is problematic to 

cultivate a lot of those things in many areas where you can cultivate pasture”. However, 

the Red party is open to redistributing the land that is used for producing animal feed to 

plant food that can be directly consumed by humans. Rutle points out that the party 

“want to use the land where you can produce cereals to that (human food) and the areas 

of Norway that isn’t especially possibly, you should use for animal production”. If this 
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was the case, this could lead to less animals being reared and, therefore, possibly less 

consumption and less emissions. 

The Centre party also considers this in their party program, pointing out the key 

function of arable land for producing grain in Norway, to feed both humans and non-

human animals (Senterpartiet, 2017, p. 23). The Centre party, however, want to increase 

feed concentrate production based on Norwegian resources to reduce reliance on 

imports of feed (ibid., p. 24). Currently, much of the arable land available in Norway is 

already being used to grow feed for animals, so an increase will lead to reduction in 

production of human food. Again, a focused is placed on producing more meat, not 

considering that much land used to grow feed for cattle could be redistributed to 

produce human food. 

The Socialist-Left party also pointed to the efficiency of using Norway’s arable land to 

produce grains for animal feed as a key policy area. Trine Østereng argues that “we 

have to consider that some of the grain could be used for human food and it would be 

more effective that way.” There is a significant difference between the calories that we 

could take advantage of if more human food was produced on these lands. The Liberal 

party also point to the different agricultural areas. In their party program, they argue that 

they want food production to be based in those areas where it is best suited, since the 

agricultural land is limited (Venstre, 2017, p. 70). 

4.2 Approaches 

These justifications were broken down as separate from the previous 8 arguments as 

they present themselves as other approaches to reducing meat consumption rather than 

arguments why they will not reduce consumption. An emphasis on technological and 

other measures to reduce emissions predominantly was proposed by the right-leaning 

parties. They were, however, also touched upon by the majority of parties as a means to 

reduce emissions. The Norwegian self-sufficiency argument was a larger focus of the 

left-leaning parties, with an emphasis on small scale farms, with an aim of using 

Norwegian resources most efficiently, by emphasizing pasture raised cattle and 

increasing grain and vegetable production on the land that could support it. 
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4.2.1 Technological advancements 

Technological advancements are common place in efforts to reduce emissions, and 

present a quality means to achieving those reductions, whilst not adapting modern life 

in a drastic way. Driving an electric car instead of a diesel car is an example of how 

technological advancements have supported the process of reducing emissions from the 

transport industry whilst not drastically changing the terms of usage. Technological 

advancements have also taken place in agriculture such as transitioning to electrically 

powered machinery, biotechnology and air and soil sensors. They can provide a means 

to reduce emissions whilst not reducing or even adding to the efficiency of agriculture. 

Both the Progress party and the Conservative party point to a reliance on technological 

advancement with Bjørn Siem Knudsen, political advisor for the Progress party, arguing 

that they will look to “better infrastructure and more technology” to make Norwegian 

food production more climate friendly. Tony Tiller, political advisor for the 

Conservative party, goes a step further, arguing “technological innovation and more 

climate efficient production is necessary in order to reduce emissions on the scale that 

we need”.  

The technological approach was also proposed by left-leaning parties as an approach to 

reducing emissions reductions. Gullberg (Labour) pointed out the future benefits of a 

technological approach as providing environmental benefits whilst keeping Norway 

competitive in the future. The Centre and Liberal parties also touch on this in their party 

programs, pointing to developments in business and climate smart technology to 

provide emissions reductions in agriculture. 

Both the Progress party and the Conservatives ideologies emphasize less political 

involvement in consumer behavior. They aim to provide consumer freedom, so they 

focus on technological and production side emission reductions, with the least effect on 

consumer behavior. The Labour party, however, are a not as inclined to offer complete 

freedom for businesses and consumers as the Progress and Conservative parties. They, 

nevertheless, are also looking to reduce emissions in agriculture by relying on 

technological advancements, according to political advisor, Anne Therese Gullberg. She 

argued that policies like those of the Green party, opposing over consumption and 

reverting to a more simple way of life, will lead to Norway losing its competitive edge. 
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Gullberg sees a reversion to minimal consumption as challenging to the Norwegian 

economy, so technological advancements are necessary. 

4.2.2 Other measures can be achieved 

Technological advancements as discussed above were an argument presented for ways 

to reduce emissions without adapting consumer behavior, but also other measures were 

proposed to reduce emissions on the production side. These aim to reduce emissions by 

changing the way the agricultural system works, from the use of fertilizer and pesticides 

to the way farmers can deal with waste from the industry. Efficiency and technological 

developments have played key roles in the emissions reductions that have already taken 

place in the Norwegian agricultural sector. The use of combi-cows in Norway is 

referenced as one of the great environmental and efficiency developments that have 

taken place in Norwegian agricultural in recent history. Combi-cows are cows that 

produce both dairy and meat products, by providing dairy whilst the cow is fertile and 

eventually being slaughtered for meat products. In Norway, roughly 70% of beef comes 

from combi-cows (Nortura, nd.). This system is technically more productive and 

environmentally friendly than the more traditional separate system, as these cows 

provide more total amounts of food with the lesser input than rearing 2 separate cows 

for their separate products. 

As with the technological advancements, many parties proposed other measures to 

reduce emissions without attempting to influence consumer behaviour. Some parties 

argue that it is of greater importance to affect the way food is produced and that 

measures are more achievable on the production side. The Red party is looking to 

reduce emissions from agriculture by influencing by-products and input products in the 

production side. Rutle, political advisor to the Red party, argued that climate change in 

the agricultural sector is of great importance but the party has been more focused on 

how they can reduce emissions at the farm level. Examples of approaches she proposed 

are how biogas can be used from manure, reusing waste to substitute the use of 

fertilizers. She also pointed out the benefits of reducing wetland drainage and improving 

the quality of fodder from pasture to specifically reduce emissions from animals. Rutle 

concluded that there are many ways to achieve emissions without pushing people to eat 
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less meat. These approaches were also presented by the Christian Democratic party in 

the party program. 

The Progress party, on the other hand, focused on how reductions can be achieved in 

agriculture and land use on the whole. Knudsen, political advisor, pointed to the 

Progress parties aims to develop forest production as a means to reduce climate damage 

by developing infrastructure. 

Much like the technological advancements discussed in the previous section, other 

measures are important factors to consider for political parties to reduce emissions from 

animal agriculture. These are clearly necessary in the fight to reduce emissions from 

agriculture, however, will these measures be enough to reduce emissions to a 

sustainable level? In both these cases, other measures are offered as means to reduce 

emissions without affecting consumption levels. Both the Red party and the Progress 

party do not want to affect consumer behaviour for different reasons, with the Progress 

party arguing that freedom should be given to consumers to decide what they want to 

eat, after all, we cannot tell people “do not have meat on Superbowls”. The Red party 

on the other hand see approaching production side methods as the fair way to reduce 

emissions. Rutle argues that climate change is often too focused on the individual rather 

than the big polluters and unfairly blames the consumer.  

The Conservative party have also pointed to taking measures to rewarding 

environmentally conscious food production. Tony Tiller argued that the Conservatives 

base their policies on the principle “that the polluter pays for the pollution”. In effect 

they want to make it more expensive to take climate negative action, driving businesses 

to achieve emissions cuts to achieve the cheaper, climate friendly ways of production. 

He argues that this will be achieved through market mechanisms, for example “by 

supporting investment in piloting new carbon reducing technologies”. Focusing on the 

polluters is, of course, a necessary means to reducing emissions and applying 

restrictions and fees offers an appealing method to achieve this. 

4.2.3 Norwegian self-sufficiency 

The self-sufficiency argument has appeared a number of times throughout the party 

programs and interviews, with a focused being placed on restricting imports via 
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increased tariffs whilst increasing food production based on Norwegian resources. It is 

predominantly the green-red parties that are focused on increasing Norwegian self-

sufficiency, however, so too are the agriculturalist Centre party and the Christian 

Democrats, whilst the right-leaning parties are pushing for less regulation and 

government interference to increasing competition. The premise behind this theme for 

these parties is because Norway lacks considerable amounts of arable land, therefore if 

Norway is to become as self-sufficient as possible, it is necessary to take advantage of 

the large amount of grazing land in the country, but also increasing animal feed based 

on Norwegian resources. The Centre party, the Red party and the Socialist-Left party all 

point to reducing imports of feed concentrates in animal agriculture and placing a 

greater focus on the importance of pasture raised animals in Norway. Rutle (Red party) 

argued that the party want to “reduce the amount of soya and other meal concentrates 

and increase the amount of pasture and pasture forage” explaining that it is both good 

for animal welfare and a “good way of using the resources that we actually have in 

Norway”. She also pointed to the importance of reducing soy imports for feed, arguing 

that this system of production was neither sustainable nor self-sufficient. Østereng 

(Socialist-Left) presented a very similar argument, stating that “the amount of soy based 

meat production in Norway is increasing and we want to reverse that”. The Socialist-

Left party wants to make it cheaper to use grass rather than soy concentrates and the 

Norwegian agricultural sector should be “based on natural resources and not on the soy 

from other countries land.” 

The Centre party also argues for increasing Norwegian food production based on 

Norwegian resources with an aim of reducing feed price and increasing the Norwegian 

share of feed concentrates (Senterpartiet, 2017, p. 24). They argue that meat production 

is vital means of food production but an emphasis should be placed on pasture raised 

cattle as it provides a more sustainable method of production (Senterpartiet, 2017, p. 

22). This self-sufficiency approach was also proposed by the Christian Democratic 

party, however, they promoted the use of feed concentrates based on Norwegian 

resources instead of a pasture based system. The Green party takes this approach a step 

further whilst also including an emphasis on reducing meat consumption. They argue 

that meat and dairy production takes up too much Norwegian land and there are 

“credible scenarios where Norway can produce enough non-meat products to feed the 

population even without food imports”. 
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To a lesser degree, the Conservative party also argued that food production in Norway 

must provide enough food, considering Norway is sovereign nation. Tony Tiller argued 

that “we must make sure we are able to sustain our population to a certain degree based 

on our own agricultural output”. 

4.3 Argument clusters 

Over the course of the analysis, it became clear that certain arguments clustered 

together around a similar issue and that they shared across parties. As I have pointed 

out, I found that there were two levels of reluctance on this issue, the first being direct 

reluctance that argued there are various reasons why that approach would not work. The 

second aspect, is that the parties believe there are other approaches to reduce emissions. 

In certain cases, the prior arguments fit well into the approaches that the parties present, 

for example the limited arable land argument. This justification fits well into applying 

an approach that aims to improve Norwegian self-sufficiency by using the land in 

different parts of the nation that is best suited to the various production methods. These 

were common arguments for the left-leaning parties. On the other hand, the right-

leaning Conservative and Progress parties presented arguments that positioned Norway 

as a leader of clean and environmentally friendly meat production, arguing that 

technological advancements will provide adequate emissions reductions in the sector. 

These parties also promoted consumer freedom, arguing that it is not the role of politics 

to decide what the public can or cannot eat. 

The parties present Norwegian self-sufficiency as a means to increase productivity in 

the nation whilst dealing with the limited arable land. Norway has limited land for 

growing plant based foods for humans and this approach aims to make use of the vast 

pasture land available in the country. Although an emphasis was placed on pasture 

raised animals, the Christian Democrats also considered used feed concentrates but 

based on Norwegian resources instead of imports. The Green party on the other hand 

present the self-sufficiency argument within a framework of reducing meat 

consumption. In their view, meat production would be based on pasture, which would 

inevitably reduce production levels and the arable land could then be used to produce 

food for humans. This approach was also touched upon by Rutle (Red party), stating an 
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approach that makes use of pasture rather than feed concentrates, would likely lead to a 

reduction in the total amount of meat produced. 

Increasing Norwegian self-sufficiency is a worthwhile goal both for the environment as 

well as supporting food security in the nation. If this aim is accompanied by a transition 

from grain-fed meat production to one based on pasture, as the Red, Socialist-Left and 

Green parties proposed, this could lead to a greater chance of achieving concrete 

emission reductions in food production. An ideal situation would be to use the available 

arable land to produce plant-based foods for human consumption and take advantage of 

the extensive grassland for pasture. Rutle (Red party) argued that if this approach was 

achieved this would likely lead to a smaller amount of meat being produced, due to the 

slower growth rates of ruminants based on pasture and the heightened cost of producing 

meat in this way. This could lead to a number of outcomes, both positive and negative 

for the environment. The positive outcome from the reduced production of meat and 

increased price could lead to an overall reduced consumption of animal products, and 

increased plant based food consumption. The negative outcome would likely be that 

consumption continues at the same rate but with limited production, a reliance on the 

import of meat could take place, which could arguably be worse than continuing the 

industry as it is. Considering these two outcomes, it is unlikely that reduced 

consumption will be accepted from a purely production based approach. 

The Conservative and Progress parties placed an emphasis on the issue of food security 

and positioning Norwegian agriculture as a better alternative to other nations in terms of 

emissions. They argued that to deal with the issue of food security and since Norwegian 

meat production is more environmentally friendly than other countries’, continued meat 

production is necessary. These parties also pointed to the consumer freedom argument. 

In line with their non-regulative politics they do not want to be involved in what the 

public choose to do. The food security angle was also clustered towards the self-

sufficiency argument, with an emphasis on increasing Norway’s food security by 

reducing reliance on imports. Østereng (Socialist-Left party) argued that we must make 

sure we are not reliant on other nations to prevent vulnerability. 

The most common argument presented across the parties was the emphasis on 

technological developments. This was presented as an approach to reduce emissions 

without the need to consider the consumption aspect. The Conservative and Progress 
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parties presented this argument as necessary in any measures to reduce emissions in the 

agricultural sector. This approach clusters with the consumer choice justification, which 

had a strong focus from the Conservative and Progress parties, as it fits well into their 

existing ideologies of reducing emissions whilst not impinging on consumers. This 

approach was also clustered around the competition justification, as evidenced in the 

Labour parties emphasis on technological approaches to continue Norway’s 

competiveness in the future whilst also reigning in on emissions. This approach, to a 

certain degree, is clustered around all the justifications presented by the parties. This 

approach is also very similar to the other measures approach, both attempting to focus 

on the production side to reduce emissions. In general, the parties are reluctant to 

consider a consumption based approach and have presented a number of justifications 

for this, however, they must also work towards reducing emissions, so it is necessary to 

focus on these production side measures. 

4.4 Are they justified? 

Many arguments were presented during the interview process, with some overlapping 

between parties and political ideologies, whilst some only appeared for individual 

parties. As pointed out earlier, I have split the justifications for not considering a 

consumption based approach in two. The first justifications are what prevent parties 

from approaching a consumer based approach. The second layer justifications are 

presented as alternative approaches to reducing emissions from the production of meat. 

This section will explore the latter and consider whether these arguments are justified in 

the Norwegian context. The Norwegian agricultural sector differs in many factors to 

other nations, and it is necessary to take into account these complexities when 

understanding this context. 

The first approach that I will discuss is the technological and other measures approach. 

Both of these measures were prominent throughout all of the interviews and are 

presented by many of the parties as key measures to achieve emissions reductions from 

meat production. The technological advancement argument is justified to a certain 

degree. Since 1990, Norway has seen a decrease in agricultural emissions by 5.7% 

(Norwegian Environmental Agency, 2017), at the same time, there has been an increase 

in meat consumption. It is evident that technological and efficiency advancements do 
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work, and can provide concrete reductions in emissions. As was discussed in the 

previous section, these measures fit well within most existing political ideologies. They 

allow consumer freedom promoted by the right leaning parties and also allow for a 

focus on the principle of making the polluter pay. The production side approach also fits 

well into a neoliberal political system. We have, as of yet, not made concrete steps to 

achieve the emissions goals that we have set ourselves. Whether those goals are 

achievable in a neoliberal system is contested by many (Speth 2008; Klein 2014; Smart 

2010), but considering the state of accomplishment achieved so far in preventing the 

climate crisis, the free market system is not performing well enough. 

To continue the trend of reducing emissions, technological advancements will be a 

necessary component in achieving Norway’s emissions goals, however, a multi-pronged 

approach could likely see greater emissions reductions. Technological advancements 

can only achieve so much reduction (de Bakker and Dagevos, 2011, p. 878), 

considering the natural aspect of food production, so an inclusion of consumption side 

reductions could provide greater reductions in emissions (Roberts, 2009, p. 209; 

Assadourian, 2010, p. 7). Technological advancements are also dependent on time, and 

innovation may not take place at a fast enough rate to achieve emissions reductions in 

time. This is a natural field and transition to a more plant based diets might provide 

faster results than reducing emissions through technology. Research has also pointed 

out that relying solely on technological and efficiency advancements will not provide 

adequate reductions in emissions (Smart, 2010, p. 210), so if Norway’s emission goals 

are to be achieved, measures need to be taken at all sides of the sector. The cost 

effectiveness of both approaches is also necessary to consider. Both measures would 

take time and resources to implement and research is needed to investigate which of 

these measures is most efficient in the long term. 

Although production side measures will provide reductions in emissions we must 

consider the consumption levels of meat, which are both unhealthy and unsustainable. If 

meat consumption continues to grow, then technological approaches are unlikely to 

continue decreasing. The Department of Health advises processed and red meat 

consumption should be kept to under 500 grams a week (roughly 750 gram raw product 

weight), advice which is not yet followed by the total population. The Department of 

Health’s 2017 report Utvikling i Norsk kosthold (Development of Norwegian Diet), 
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points out that Norway consumed an average of 80.7kg of meat per person in 2016 

(including personal border shopping) (Helsedirektoratet, 2017b: 18), equalling roughly 

1.5kg of meat a week per person. Red meat made up 51kg per person in 2016, roughly 

980 grams per week (Helsedirektoratet, 2017b: 17). This data shows that Norwegians 

on average are eating far more red meat than is advised by the Department of Health 

therefore, without further political involvement, consumption over the dietary 

guidelines could likely continue, causing diverse health and environmental issues. 

The second approached proposed, primarily, by the Socialist-Left and Red party is the 

argument of increasing Norwegian self-sufficiency. To increase self-sufficiency, these 

parties propose reducing imports of feed concentrates in the sector and making use of 

Norway’s vast pasture. The general thesis for this argument is that considering the 

limited arable land, meat production is a key aspect of increasing self-sufficiency. 

Currently, Norwegian meat production is not self-sufficient. It relies heavily on the 

import of feed concentrates such as soy from South America. Feed concentrates are 

argued to be the most efficient means for rearing animals, as it increases the growth rate 

and overall size of the animals due to higher protein concentrations whilst also reducing 

emissions per cow (Herrero et al., 2013). In essence, the use of feed concentrates is 

beneficial to reducing emissions in animal agriculture, however, this focus on efficiency 

and productivity presents its own complications. It allows for meat to be produced at a 

faster rate and for much cheaper, which can influence consumption which then again 

increases production. In the Norwegian context this is very much evident. The 

Omsetningsrådet (Sales Council) govern and alter the prices of agricultural products 

throughout the year. One method of reducing waste is to reduce the price of products 

when there is overproduction. The increased production levels accustomed to feed 

concentrated meat production are accounted for by increased consumption through 

reduced prices.  

Within this concentrated feed system, there is a greater reliance on imports of said feed, 

which can have vast environmental issues. The self-sufficiency argument aims to 

reverse this problem, by focusing on animals raised on pasture as well as feed that is 

produced in Norway, reducing much of these “extra” environmental costs. Rutle also 

points out “we want to produce the meat that we produce on our own resources which 

means that we have to reduce the quantity of meat that we produce in Norway”. This 
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system presents a solid step towards a more environmentally friendly production of 

meat, whilst also reducing the total amount of meat produced in Norway. One critique 

of this approach, however, is the consumer angle. If this approach reduces the total 

amount of meat on the market, prices will likely increase and availability will decrease. 

To make sure this system does work, strong import regulations will be necessary to 

limit the amount of cheaper meat from other nations. To prevent public outcry over 

these changes in the market, it is necessary to increase public understanding of the issue 

through information campaigns, and it appears challenging to achieve this approach 

without promoting diets with reduced meat to the public. 

The overall argument proposes that if Norway is to become as self-sufficient as 

possible, then it is necessary to take advantage of the landscape which is suited to 

rearing animals for meat. Both pasture and arable grain land are used to produce feed, 

reducing the area of land available to produce plant-based food directly for human 

consumption. The calorie conversion rate for using grain for animals to produce meat is 

far lower than allowing that grain to be consumed by humans. According to Mittenzwei 

and Grønlund (2016), if we aim to increase food production based on Norwegian 

resources whilst reducing climate gas emissions, we must first increase the production 

of grain and protein-rich crops. Currently, 90% of the agricultural land in Norway is 

used to grow animal feed (Regjeringen 2018). An approach to increase plant based food 

production on these lands would lead to a reduction in emissions as well as increasing 

concordance with public health guidelines. According to the guidelines presented by the 

Norwegian health ministry, we should be consuming less red and processed meat. 

Would it then be more self-sufficient to increase plant-based food production for 

humans whilst increasing pasture based meat production and then reducing the total 

amount of animals? 

The question then, of whether these approaches are justified is an extremely complex 

one. Technological and other measures have provided concrete reductions in emissions 

from Norwegian agriculture since 1990. Whether we will continue to see these levels of 

emissions reductions through production side measures remains to be seen. On the other 

hand, a number of academics are beginning to argue that this approach will not hold the 

answer. They argue that to achieve the emissions reductions that are necessary will 

inevitably necessitate a reduction in the consumption of meat. The self-sufficiency 
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approach preferred by the left-leaning parties also offers potential. This approach 

emphasizes a reduction in carbon leakage, specifically in regards to the import of 

animal feed. This approach would most likely lead to a reduction in the production of 

meat. This would likely increase the price and reduce the availability of meat and 

without measures on the consumption side this may lead to challenges from the public. 

This approach may also have implications for the production of plant-based foods for 

humans. Without an approach to reduce meat consumption, we have to consider that 

grain may end up being used for feed to continue meat production levels. 
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5 Discussion 

In this chapter, I will discuss how various factors have motivated this political 

reluctance to consider reducing meat consumption. I will first present that the issue of 

meat consumption within the climate change arena is governed by Norway’s 

overarching environmental policy, which emphasizes production side measures. I will 

then go on to discuss how this relatively new issue in the climate change debate is being 

approached by parties through their existing ideological frameworks, which may 

prevent the necessary emissions reductions. This is followed by a discussion on the 

tendency of both agricultural and environmental policies to emphasize increased 

Norwegian competitiveness in meat production. Finally I will argue how all of these 

factors are the influence the four motivations of the political reluctance to consider 

reducing consumption of meat. 

5.1 Environmental Policy 

Norway is seen as a pioneer nation in terms of their promotion of sustainable policies 

and for setting themselves ambitious emissions goals. The nation’s environmental 

policies have followed a trajectory that has placed a greater focus on production rather 

than consumption (Finansdepartementet, 2003; Finansdepartementet, 2007). Their 

strategy is based on a traditional economic theory model, perceiving consumers as 

economically rational that are best influenced by price regulations (Kasa, 2016). “The 

polluter pays principle is a cornerstone of the policy framework on climate change” 

(Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment, 2017: 10). This has been a 

consistent approach since the Finansdepartement’s (Finance Department) 2003 action 

plan on sustainable development. The strategy places a smaller focus on the role of the 

consumer, and approaches climate change policy through overarching economic 

measures such as quotas and taxes, predominantly on the production side 

(Finansdepartement, 2003; Kasa, 2016). The following action plan for sustainable 

development in 2007 (Finansdepartmentet) placed a greater emphasis on the role of the 

consumer, however, there was still a tendency to stress the importance of economic top-

down policies. 
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This emphasis on production side, economic measures is evident both in the Ministry of 

Climate and Environment’s (2017) most recent policy action plan as well as the political 

parties’ reluctance to consider the consumer role in the climate crisis. Norway’s 

emphasis on the cap-and-trade system of emissions quotas through the national and EU 

Emissions Trading System also highlights a lack of consumer responsibility. Policies 

that stress the importance of production side measures to reduce emissions take 

consumers out of the picture. This may indicate the growing Norwegian public’s 

perception that technological innovation will provide the emissions reductions 

necessary (Tangeland and Vittersø, 2016). The current, Conservative led, and previous, 

Labour led, governments place an emphasis on technological advancements to provide 

solutions to environmental issues. This is consistent throughout all of the Norwegian 

parties, with technological and efficiency developments being presented as key aspects 

of finding solutions to the emissions in meat production. 

5.1.1 Production emphasis 

As pointed out above, environmental policy has emphasized the role of production side 

measures over the past few decades. This can lead us to understand why the 

technological focus has been such a prominent argument throughout this study. It was 

presented for both sides of the political spectrum and it appears that a technological and 

production side approach appears to be more politically agreeable when attempting to 

achieve reductions in emissions. To achieve emissions reductions, it is worthy to 

understand why this has been the predominant means. Why do we approach climate 

change from this angle? One argument is that the very structures and ideology of the 

modern world neoliberal capitalism is at odds with nature (Klein, 2014). This ideology 

emphasizes economic growth at the costs of nature and society. Therefore, we now 

stand at the edge, we either continue as we have and allow drastic changes to our 

environment or we completely restructure our socio-political ideology (Klein, 2014, p. 

21).  

A technological and efficiency focus presents itself as a remedy controlled by this 

socio-political system. It presents itself as an opportunity to achieve our climate change 

goals without needing to drastically change our social, economic and political 

structures. When we consider the argument for a focus on technological development 
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providing emissions reductions, it fits in well with the idea of not bringing about drastic 

social or political change. To achieve the change outlined by Klein would necessitate a 

radical change in all aspects of our life, and a step away from the capitalist framework. 

Baard (2015, p. 27-28) argues that it is specifically the size and complexity of the 

environmental crisis that makes it so difficult to understand and achieve our goals. 

Responsibility is often passed off since the sheer scale of the problem and a lack of 

normative frameworks to help society understand and act. This exemplifies the general 

reliance on technological developments to “save” the environment. The issue itself 

appears too large or too complex, therefore, the adequate responses are also too 

challenging. Changing the way we eat food, how it’s produced, where it’s produced 

and, most specifically, what we eat are extremely complex challenges. The 

technological approach offers a response for us to achieve reductions, whether it will be 

enough will become evident over time. Beck (2010, p. 260) argues that climate change 

politics concentrate on the consequences of climate change and ignore the causes and 

conditions that lead to climate change. In this sense, a technological focus on meat 

production is one that attempts to reduce the environmental costs of that industry, 

without changing the inherent cause. 

5.2 Political ideology guides 

The political ideologies of the parties must be considered when investigating the 

different plans and approaches parties have towards certain issues. The arguments 

presented by the parties tend to follow Giddens’ (2009) argument that political parties 

will tend to fit in a new environmental problem into their existing ideologies. The issue 

then, is that when they attempt to fit these into their existing ideologies, they are unable 

to achieve the solutions necessary and only incorporate moderate environmental 

policies (Knutsen, 1997). This is evident from the Conservative and Progress parties. 

Arguments which were consistent between the two parties were a focus on reduced 

political involvement in consumer actions, food security and a focus on technological 

advancements and other measures to achieve emission reductions. The two parties are 

characterized by their conservative politics with a focus placed on capitalistic measures 

through reduced regulation and taxes and increased economic freedom to the consumer 

and the producer. The politics of these parties aims to reduce the amount of political 
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involvement in all sectors drawing a distinct line in between themselves and the more 

prominent socialist and liberal politics promoted by the majority of the other large 

political parties in Norway. This political ideology also promotes increased competition 

in the production sector, which is evident in their approaches to increasing Norwegian 

meat production’s competitiveness. 

The left-leaning parties presented a clear difference in their arguments compared to 

those of the more conservative parties. Common arguments presented between these 

parties were a focus on Norwegian self-sufficiency and limited arable land. This is 

illustrative of the socialist political ideology, with a focus on increased state 

involvement and regulation, by restricting imports to increase self-sufficiency on the 

land that Norway can produce food on. Their emphasis on increasing self-sufficiency 

acted as their main argument to not consider reducing meat consumption policies. The 

Red and Socialist-Left parties offered the self-sufficiency argument as most important 

and an indirect effect of this might lead to reduce meat production due to a transition to 

increased pasture based animal farming. Again, this follows Knutsen’s (1997) 

argument, as parties attempt to implement this new environmental challenge in to 

existing ideology. Therefore, emissions reductions do not become the main aim but are 

tagged onto existing policies. 

There is a growing awareness of the environmental costs of meat production and 

consumption and over the next few years approaches to solve this issue may differ. As 

Carter (2006) proposes, as smaller, niche parties present new problems, the larger 

parties have to respond. If we consider the Green and Socialist-Left party in this 

scenario, they are both relatively small parties which have actively proposed reducing 

meat consumption to benefit the environment. At the minute, the majority of larger 

parties have either accepted this issue into their existing policies or ignored the issue. 

Over time, however, we might begin to see a convergence of policy on the issue. 

5.3 Agricultural vs Environment confusion 

We must also consider the relationship between environmental policy and agricultural 

policy and how they have been working against each other in the meat and climate 

change debate. This issue has also led to consumer confusion over what is 
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environmentally friendly food consumption. Norway’s environmental policy has 

emphasized the role of technological solutions to environmental issues which has also 

led to consumers’ willingness to reduce their own personal emissions. 

As I have discussed in chapter 5.1, Norwegian environmental policy has focused on 

technology and innovation approaches to providing environmental solutions. This is 

supported by my interview data, exhibiting the common approach presented by the 

parties. This approach is argued to continue Norway’s competitiveness whilst also 

providing emissions reductions. At the same time, Norwegian agricultural policy was 

taking similar steps to become more sustainable and competitive. Vittersø and Kjærnes 

(2015) argue that Norwegian agriculture has stressed the importance of increasing meat 

production in response to increased international trade. They posit that due to a 

proposed change in World Trade Organisation’s trade regulations in the 1990s, which 

would have lowered import tariffs, agricultural policy aimed to increase meat 

production and position it as safe and environmentally friendly. They achieved this 

through reducing the cost of feed concentrates and promoting Norwegian agricultural 

products as “Godt Norsk” to increase consumer loyalty. At the same time as this there 

has been growing focus on the environmentally damaging aspects of meat production 

by environmental organisations, which has led to a consumer confusion of what is and 

what is not environmentally friendly (Austgulen, 2014). Similarly there has been a 

reduced willingness by consumers to adapt their personal consumption to be more 

environmentally friendly since they are placing a greater emphasis on technological 

optimism (Tangeland, Heidenstrøm and Throne-Halst, 2016). 

The government parties as well as the Ministry of Food and Agriculture have proposed 

that consumers are already aware enough of the environmental challenges of meat. 

There has been an increase in consumption over the past few decades and there is little 

sign that a reduction in consumption is on the horizon. There are only a small 

percentage of consumers that do not consume meat and there has been little change in 

the amount of people reducing their consumption of meat (Kjærnes et al. 2010). This 

has been connected to in many studies investigating consumers’ understanding on the 

role of meat consumption in regards to climate change. Consumers see reducing meat 

consumption as less important for the environment than reducing their energy and car 

usage (Tangeland, Heidenstrøm and Throne-Halst, 2016). In relation to other food 
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practices, Bellika (2013) found that consumers see reducing food waste and buying 

local products as more effective for the environment as well as being an easier option to 

reducing their meat consumption. A recent study, however, has shown some increase in 

the Norwegian public’s willingness to reduce their meat consumption. Niva et al. (2014) 

investigated consumers’ practices and willingness for sustainable food behaviours in the 

four Nordic countries. In regards to eating “meat at most twice a week or little at a 

time”, they found that Norwegians were “doing this already” at 29.1% or “would like to 

do this” at 21.1%, with 49.8% stating “I am not doing this and I am not willing to”. This 

is supported by Bugge (2015), where an increase in a preference to reduce meat 

consumption took place during the period of 2011-2014. Reasons for reducing their 

meat consumption varied between type of meat, however, the percentage stating that it 

was bad for the environment were 32% for beef, 43% for white meat and 21% for pork. 

It is interesting then when we consider that meat consumption levels have not followed 

this skepticism. 

As we can see there are various studies showing a good deal of difference between how 

willing consumers are to reduce their consumption of meat, their understanding of the 

role of meat on the environment and what they are actually doing in regards to meat 

consumption. Paradoxically there seems to be quite a difference between the studies on 

how willing consumers are to reduce their meat consumption, but there is a 

commonality – the public see other consumption areas (i.e. energy use, car use, food 

waste) as more important to reduce their personal effect on the environment. This can 

be connected back to Austgulen’s (2014) findings that the opposing views of 

environmental organisations and the Ministry of Food and Agriculture have led to 

confusion in consumers’ awareness of the role of meat consumption in the climate 

crisis. There is also a de-coupling of consumer responsibility and consumption 

practices. Tangeland and Vittersø (2016) conclude that consumers perceive a transition 

over to a low emission society must be achieved firstly through political and 

technological solutions. This consumer perspective may have been influenced by the 

growing emphasis on technological developments to provide solutions by the current 

and previous governments and the lack of focus on consumers in Norwegian 

environmental policy (Kasa, 2016). 
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5.4 Motivations 

The interviews provided an insight in to how the different political parties see the role 

of meat production in the climate change debate. They also outlined various arguments 

that the parties provide for not considering promoting a reduction in the consumption of 

meat in Norway. The interviews, however, to a certain degree increased the confusion 

over this debate. In total, eight different arguments were presented for not considering 

an approach to reduce meat consumption. From those arguments, parties provided three 

approaches that they presented as ways to reduce emissions without direct attempts to 

reduce consumption. In this section I propose there are four motivations that have led to 

this reluctance. I have arrived at these through both the interview data as well as an 

exploration through the wider context of Norwegian environmental and agricultural 

policy. 

5.4.1 Production side measures are key 

I propose that most political parties are motivated to not consider consumption based 

approaches because they envision that production side measures can provide the 

necessary reductions in emissions. It certainly appears so for some of the parties, 

specifically the Conservative and Progress parties that continued to reiterate the benefits 

of technological and production advancements. This is also very much indicative of 

conservative politics, with their emphasis on the free market, and that free market 

innovation will be the biggest driver for climate change reductions. However, this was 

not only evident from the right-leaning parties, as production side measures appeared 

throughout all of my interviews, as well as, being very prominent measures in all the 

parties’ political programs. 

Technological focus and production side measures have dominated Norway’s climate 

and environmental policies for the past decade (Kasa, 2016). This emphasis on the 

production side measures influences policy and consumers are taken out of the picture. 

This approach has seen positive benefits with emissions reductions from the agricultural 

sector taking place since 1990 (Norwegian Environmental Agency, 2017), at the same 

time, there has been an increase in meat consumption. It is evident that technological 

and efficiency advancements do work, which has motivated the parties to continue in 
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this fashion. Technological advancements also allow Norway to continue being 

competitive which many of the parties have discussed is essential. Production side 

measures are also influenced by the existing party ideologies, specifically the right-

leaning parties. Consumption based approaches oppose these parties focus on consumer 

freedom, so it is necessary to follow approaches on the production side. This is a 

common approach in neoliberal politics and directly motivates parties from considering 

a consumer based approach. 

5.4.2 Agricultural emissions are too small 

The second motivation that leads to this reluctance is that agricultural emissions are not 

seen with the same objectivity as emissions in other sectors. In this regard, the parties 

do not believe that reducing emissions in this sector is as necessary. This definitely 

appears the case, when we consider the greater amount of time and expense that has 

been funneled into reducing emissions in other sectors in Norway, specifically the 

transport sector. The emissions for the agricultural sector emit roughly 8% of Norway’s 

total emissions (Norwegian Environmental Agency, 2017, p. 45) with that estimate 

increasing to 12% when all aspects are considered (van Oort and Andrew, 2016, p. 3). 

The ministries and governmental departments use the 8% estimate, therefore, emissions 

from this sector appear much smaller in comparison to the transport sector. This sector 

has also seen a downward shift in emissions since 1990, so the measures that have 

already been taken, i.e. combi-cow, increased feed concentrates and technological 

developments have provided emissions reductions (Norwegian Environmental Agency, 

2017, p. 45).  

Parties do not see a consumption based approach as necessary to reduce emissions 

further, as they have already seen a decrease over the past few decades from a 

production approach. Although parties are in support that meat production needs to 

become more environmentally friendly, they are less interested in reducing emissions 

from the sector in comparison to other areas. Many of the parties emphasize how 

environmentally friendly the Norwegian meat production system in comparison to other 

nations. They are motivated then to approach emissions reductions in other sectors, 

since agriculture is already very sustainable from a production perspective. This is 

somewhat connected to the political focus on technological and production side 
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measures. The majority of parties have pointed to this approach as being adequate to 

reduce emissions on the scale that is needed considering that this sector has relatively 

low emissions in comparison to other sectors. 

5.4.3 Fear of Public backlash/Sustainable Citizenship 

The third aspect that I propose as a motivation to not implement policies to reduce meat 

consumption is that, firstly, the parties are afraid to change the public’s consumption 

and, secondly, they expect consumers to be sustainable citizens. I have reached this 

theory because of the great variation in arguments presented by the parties. Many of the 

arguments justify the parties’ political ideology and in most cases do not represent the 

most efficient method of reducing emissions in the animal agriculture sector. This topic 

was discussed briefly by a few parties, the Conservative party and the Progress party 

both outlining that state intervention in consumption is against their political ideology, 

whilst the fear of losing voters was only presented by the Labour party’s representative. 

Considering the left leaning parties political ideology of a more prominent state 

involvement of the market, it is interesting that those parties are reluctant to consider the 

consumer approach. This fear of changing habits appears to be an underlying factor that 

motivates parties to steer clear of this topic. This general fear of public backlash has 

been shown to be evident in other nations, however, according to Wellesley, Happer 

and Froggatt (2015) it is unjustified. 

The argument presented by Tony Tiller (Conservatives) that “everybody’s aware that 

food production is a significant contributor to climate emissions” and the Ministry of 

Food and Agriculture’s argument that “consumers are very climate conscious” positions 

consumers as sustainable citizens. In that way they become expected to make the 

correct choices themselves, in essence placing some part of the blame on them. As I 

have pointed out earlier, there appears to be varying degrees of understanding in the 

public in regards to what is environmentally friendly and what is not. There also appears 

to be quite a disparity between what the authorities believe consumers know and what 

consumers are actually aware of in regards to climate change. Bellika (2013) has shown 

that consumers do not understand the effect that livestock farming has on the 

environment and are therefore unlikely to change their consumption.  
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5.4.4 Emphasis on Competition 

The final motivation I see as influencing this debate surrounds the questions of 

increasing competitiveness versus protecting the environment. There has been a 

paradoxical approach to Norwegian agriculture, whereby policy has recognized the 

resource intensity of livestock farming whilst, at the same time, these policies have 

intensified the environmentally damaging aspects of the sector with its strategy to 

increase competitiveness. This was evident from the parties’ various arguments 

presented throughout the interviews. Many parties place a focus on continuing 

Norwegian competitiveness in the livestock sector whilst all parties are aware of the fact 

that meat production is resource intensive. This is also supported by the Ministry of 

Food and Agriculture. They accept that meat “production leads to emissions through 

natural processes” however, “meat production is an important part of Norwegian 

agriculture, food production, rural employment, landscaping and tourism”. In this 

regard, it appears there is a continual weighing up of what is more important. Yes, 

livestock farming is environmentally damaging but this is outweighed by the benefits 

that it offers the country.  

Policy has been focused on both increasing the sustainability of the agricultural sector 

whilst at the same time increasing its competitiveness (Vittersø, Kjærnes and Austgulen, 

2015). Policies have been focused on reducing the costs of the agricultural sector, 

specifically through reducing the price of grain for feed. Inflation has also been slower 

for meat products, allowing for greater levels of consumption. During the period of 

1998-2012, the consumer price index for meat rose by only 4%, whilst food products in 

general rose by 22% (Vittersø and Kjærnes, 2015). As we can see, agricultural policy in 

Norway over the last two decades has been aimed at increasing the sustainability of the 

sector whilst also increasing its competitiveness. This paradoxical approach has 

provided some benefits as there has been a reduction in emissions from the sector since 

1990, whilst consumption levels have not changed dramatically. The fact that this 

method has provided some benefits, as well as the general focus on technological 

measures, likely influences policy makers to continue in the same manner. In their 

opinion, consumption based approaches are not necessary since innovation and 

technology have provided emissions reductions and will continue to do so. 
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This process appears to be continuing as proposed in a notification to parliament in 

2016 (Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 2016). The notification suggests increasing 

competition through reduced state regulation, which emphasizes increasing Norway’s 

meat production. As we have seen throughout this study, the political parties are aware 

that meat production causes a large share of the emissions from agriculture however, 

increasing competition outweighs this issue. Could we then generalize Fisher’s (2006) 

suggestion regarding energy endowments and continued political support for that sector, 

regardless of climate change ideology, to the Norwegian production and consumption of 

meat? Norway has vast pasture land to produce meat, and can be seen as a natural 

resource for the nation. From the interview data we can see that the majority of the 

political parties want to continue the Norwegian production and consumption of meat. It 

appears that they are protective of the sector and propose a number of reasons for why it 

should continue. In line with Fisher (2006) then, are the political parties adopting 

policies protecting this industry regardless of their ideological position on climate 

change? 
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6 Conclusion 

In sum, this thesis has attempted to explore the political dynamics of climate change and 

the consumption and production of meat. The Norwegian political parties presented 

various justifications for not considering policy aimed at reducing agricultural 

emissions. The study has shown that there are a large range of justifications provided by 

the political parties, with a tendency for those arguments to loosely follow the political 

spectrum. A tendency for right leaning parties (the Progress party, the Conservative) to 

present technological and efficiency solutions as justifications to not approach 

consumption based approaches. This fits well into their political ideologies of reduced 

state involvement and free market tendencies. An emphasis on technological 

advancements were, however, more universal across all the parties. I have argued that 

this is a result of the Norwegian focus on neoliberal environmental policy over the past 

few decades, as well as, an emphasis on continuing Norwegian competitiveness.  

This study has attempted to investigate the various political stances in regards to meat 

consumption and climate change, why the majority of parties are reluctant to consider 

meat reduction in the goal of reducing agricultural emissions and what motivates this 

reluctance. Norway is planning to achieve at least 40% emissions reductions by 2030 

compared to 1990 (Norwegian Ministry of Climate and Environment, 2017; Gullberg 

and Aakre, 2015). Agricultural emissions are part of these aims, however, little political 

focus is being placed on the role of animal agriculture. International and national 

research has shown that a reduction in the consumption of meat and its by-products 

would lead to a more rapid decline in emissions. This research, then, aimed to 

understand why this method of achieving emissions reductions has not been considered 

in Norway. The research has shown that reducing emissions in the animal agricultural 

sector is primarily focused on the production side measures. Consumption based 

approaches to achieving emissions reductions in animal agriculture is not yet a priority 

for many parties. An emphasis is placed on the perceived benefits of a production side 

approach as the most efficient way to achieve emissions reductions. The argument to 

increase Norway’s self-sufficiency was also proposed and considering the nation’s 

limited arable land, meat is a necessary product. 
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The Conservative and Progress parties placed an emphasis on technological and 

efficiency developments as key to reducing emissions and were not interested in 

policies aimed at reducing Norway’s meat consumption. The Labour party were also not 

willing to implement policy to reduce meat consumption and agricultural emissions 

were not a focus for the party. They placed a greater emphasis on the other sectors that 

showed greater promise in reducing emissions but aimed to continue Norwegian 

traditional non-industrialized farming. The Red, Socialist-Left and Green parties all 

emphasized an increased self-sufficiency level in Norwegian agriculture. The latter two 

were the only parties to propose reducing meat consumption to reduce emissions from 

agriculture. 

I have argued that the reluctance to consider reducing meat consumption is motivated 

by four separate factors. Firstly, that Norway’s environmental policy has emphasized a 

production and technological approach in all sectors and influences how solutions to 

this sector are created. I have also argued that the political parties of Norway do not 

perceive agricultural emissions with the same objectivity as other sectors. They prefer to 

place a greater emphasis on other sectors, where emissions reductions are most easily 

achieved. My third argument is that the parties also emphasize sustainable citizenship. 

This places greater emphasis on the consumers to reduce their own personal emissions, 

whilst distancing the politics from the issue. My final argument concludes that the 

dichotomy of competition vs the environment has caused a paradox in this debate. 

Parties are aware of the environmental costs of meat production and are aiming to 

reduce emissions, only if it does not reduce Norway’s competitiveness. 

The fact of the matter is, politicians are working to limit emissions in nearly all sectors, 

however, the meat industry is one that has received little attention. Policy has pushed 

people to buying electric cars to reduce emissions in the transport sector, an area that is 

directly influenced by changing consumer behavior. The agricultural sector presents 

itself as another area to achieve emissions reductions through reduced consumption. 

This study shows that the majority of parties are reluctant to approach reducing 

emissions in this manner and various motivations underlie this reluctance. Future 

competition appears to prevail as the main motivator behind this reluctance with 

continued efforts to increase Norway’s meat production. 
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Appendix 1 

Interview Guide – Political party representatives 

What are your parties main climate change policies? 

How do you see the role of food production and consumption in the climate change 

dilemma? 

What is your party’s position on the role of meat production and consumption in the 

global climate crisis? 

Many parties discuss the role of food production in climate change, focusing on the 

technological advancements as a means to reduce emissions. Do you think a 

consumption based approach would lead to a different emissions outcome? 

Meat production relies on consumers. If consumers changed their patterns of 

consumption this could lead to a reduction in the production of meat and therefore 

emissions. Why, do you think, this has not been taken advantage of in the race to limit 

emissions? 

The meat and dairy industry, globally, produces roughly 15% of Global GHG 

emissions, with the number being slightly lower in Norway, with different estimates 

ranging from 8-12%. Although this is small in comparison to the energy and transport 

industries, this is still a considerable amount. If you aim to reduce emissions in line with 

Norway’s Paris agreement, why has this area been overlooked? 

Is your party reluctant to adapt consumers’ behavior to be more environmentally 

conscious in regards to food? 

- Why is the consumer aspect not a focus? 

- If not consumption, then what approaches is your party planning to reduce 

agricultural emissions from meat production and consumption? 
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NGOs, international organisations and the UN all advise that a diet with reduced meat 

and increased plant consumption is the best in terms of sustainability. Should Norway 

then act in support of the UN and attempt to achieve this? 

There is already a pattern of increased vegetarianism/veganism in Western Europe, 

showing the potential that adopting a diet with reduced meat may be more accepted than 

previously thought. Could policy makers adopt measures to increase this further? 

- What could these measures be? 

- Is your party interested in taking these measures? 

The Green and Socialist Left parties are the only parties that explicitly state that they 

will aim to reduce meat consumption in their policy statements. Why do you think other 

parties have not considered the area? 
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Appendix 2 

Interview Guide – Environmental and animal welfare organisations 

How do you see the role of food production and consumption in the climate dilemma? 

MDG and Venstre have stated in their party programs that they would like to implement 

a carbon tax. SV has discussed reduced consumption but no info on how. 

- Why do you think Norwegian political parties are reluctant to approach reducing 

emissions from the food industry from a reduction in production and consumption of 

meat and animal products? 

Many parties discuss the role of food production in climate change, focusing on the 

technological advancements as a means to reduce emissions. Do you think a 

consumption based approach would lead to a different emissions outcome? 

- Do you think that a consumer based approach to reducing production and 

consumption of meat is achievable in Norway? 

- How about on the larger scale? Globally? 

How do you think this could be implemented in the Norwegian context? 

An increased market share of meat replacement products and restaurants providing plant 

based meals over the last few years shows that the potential for the public to adopt a 

reduced meat diet is more acceptable than previously thought. What policies could be 

put in place to increase this further? 

Many parties are focusing on reducing emissions from the energy and transport sector 

claiming that these are producing the greatest proportion of emissions. Norwegian 

agriculture provides roughly 8–12% of national emissions, however, this figure lacks 

much of the input emissions, such as grain produced for meal internationally, as well as 

imported animal products. If the estimate for total emissions from the food industry is 

accounted for, then emissions are likely to be higher. Why do you think these aspects of 

the food industry are overlooked? 
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Norway’s emissions efficiency is relatively good compared to the rest of the world. Do 

you think this affects the political view on the costs of meat? 

- Studies looking at the changing perceptions in the Norwegian media on 

sustainability of the food industry has shown there is a general confusion over what is 

sustainable because of the competing views of the agricultural organisations and 

environmental organisations. Do you think the political parties should be more involved 

in making this a clear issue? 

Environmental and sustainability organisations are promoting diets with reduced animal 

products. Do you feel that political parties support this approach or are they more 

inclined to support agricultural organisations? 

Considering Norway’s limited arable land, what do you think is the ideal situation for 

food production and consumption in Norway? 

- Is meat consumption justified in the Norwegian context? 

In terms of policies that could be used to reduce emissions from the meat industry, do 

you think a soft paternalistic approach, such as information campaigns and nudging, or 

a strong paternalistic approach, such as a carbon tax of animal products and restricted 

production and import, would be most effective in reducing emissions in the long term? 
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Appendix 3 

Interview Guide – Ministry of Agriculture and Food 

Where does the Ministry of Agriculture and Food stand on the topic of meat production 

and consumption and its role in the emission of climate gases? 

Considering the growing research on the effects that the meat industry has on climate 

change (FAO, 2013; Goodland and Anhang, 2009; Landbruks- og matdepartementet, 

2016), should Norwegian political parties be investigating how they can reduce these 

emissions? 

A reduction in consumption of meat has been argued to cause the biggest reduction in 

emissions, why do you think that this has lacked in climate change policies in Norway? 

Do you think a consumption-based approach (instead of technological and innovative 

advancements on the Production side) to reducing meat industry emissions is achievable 

in the Norwegian context? 

Considering Norway's limited arable land, growing enough food for the total 

population's calorific intake is a challenge and meat should continue to be part of the 

Norwegian diet, however, considering the growing global climate problem, should 

Norway act on reducing its own ecological footprint, considering its economic wealth? 

If Norway move forward with reducing emissions from the meat industry on the 

consumption side, what policies would the Ministry of Agriculture and Food implement 

to achieve this? 


