DAUPHINE

UNIVERSITE PARIS

EDBA PSL:

IN BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION RESEARCH UNIVERSITY PARIS

THESE EXECUTIVE DOCTORATE IN BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
DE LOUNI VEARSIDAWEHINE

ALISON S. WATSON

MEATING THE CHALLENGE OF OVERCONSUMPTION:

Making Sense of Legitimacy Challenges in the Meat
Industry

JURY

Directeur de these EDBA : Olivier DE SCHUTTER
Professeur a Université catholique de Louvain

Rapporteur : Loic SAUVEE
Professeur a UniLaSalle

Suffragant : Isabelle BOUTY
Professeur a Université Paris-Dauphine

Soutenue le 24 Juin 2017

/

P

e
EQUIS

ACCREDITED



MEATING THE CHALLENGE OF OVERCONSUMPTION 1

Abstract

Addressing unsustaibke overconsumption of ppducts and/or services has profound implications for
business. The very existence of the corporation in modern industrialised economies is based on the
premise of providing increasing returns for stockholders through the proweisgmods and services

to meet consumer demand. The notion that this activity should be curbed in some way such as to
address issues of overconsumption threatens legitimate goals of the corporation to operate within a
model of continued growth. Overconsuiop, however, is a serious societal issue which threatens the
biophysical environment that supports humanity (and business) to thrive. This thesis utilises a case
study of a sector that is currently facing challenges to the legitimacy of its businéesdneerns

about overconsumption of its products. The niedstryis identified as of particulaelevance due

to diverse and compelling concerns related to meat overconsumption, including serious
environmental, ethical and health consequences. Theatgoestions in this thesis are: How do
business leaders in the ma@adustrymake sense of the challenges of achieving sustainable meat
consumption? How does this translate in practice? What does this ild@gfies of studies explores
these questiorfsom different perspectives, from within the industry, as well as from external
pressure sources that prompt reaction from the indimstiyding newsmedia and downstream vatlue
chain partnersThe aimbeing to examine how the meat industogially constucts and negotiates its
response to legitimaahallenges from stakeholders calling for reduction in meat consumption. The
investigation showed that tiigture role of meat as a central part of a healthy and sustainable diet is
being challengedfrom muliple perspectives, across highly respected forums and in a sustained and
organized manner. Media framing analysis also demonstrated that the meat industry is negatively
framed as powerful, aggressive and combatant in responding to criticisms of thehdalth
sustainability credentials of meat-diepth interviews with meat industry leaders, however, suggest
that industry participantstruggle tounderstand how to respond to the problem of overconsumption
and how to appropriately address external stakehaldallenges on the topithe industry therefore
remains orientated towards a defensive and reactive response and therefore faces the risk of remaining
in a vicious cycle of defending and losing legitimaadustry leaders believed there was a valuable
role to playin addressingssues, however, this role was considered complex and often conflicting

with traditionally-held business objectives. Beyond the importance of shedding light on how business
perceives its role in addressing overconsumption, ltleisis also offers interesting insight into the
processes dfaming and sengeaking atindustrylevel in response to legitimacy challenges in the

marketplace.
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INTRODUCTION

The way humanity now consumes and produces many of its goods and services is
unsustainable. But how do companies respond to this issue and what are the boundaries of
responsibility forcompanies addressing ovasnsumption of their goods and servic&sime

would argue that the only legitimate activity for business is to focus on growth and to ensure
the best return to shareholders. This approach most notably put forward by Friedntgn (197
does notleaveroomforafiys oci al conscienceo that woul d r e
help solve big social problems, such as addressing overconsumption of products and/or
servicesEven within more broadly accepted corporate social respéitysfbameworks such

as stakeholder theory, where businesses go beyond legaiaocend pursue sustainabHity
related activities for purposes beyond prafidximisation, there appears limited room for
considering that there is a legitimate role for ibesses to contribute to curbing
overconsumption of their own products and/or services. At the same time, growing concerns
around overconsumption threaten the legitimacy of specific production methods, products,
services and businesses themselves. Thidtésm brought to bear through highofile and
sustained campaigns from external pressure sources such as environmental NGOs, animal
welfare movements, health advocacy groups aimed at reducing consumption of those products

and /or services.

The starting pint of this thesis was that businesses are increasingly challenged by issues of
overconsumption of their products/services and that these challenges represent in many cases
threats of legitimacy to the corporation. In this respect, businesses will sesdriess these
legitimacy challenges, yet because of the complexity of the issue, and its challenge to the very
nature of the current model of growth, businesses will struggle as to how to make sense and
frame their responses. How companies or sectorg sehkse of, and frame their responses, to
legitimacy challenges associated with overconsumption are, however, critical in understanding
the ways in which business might play a future role in addressing them. This is important for
several reasons: firsthgurrently businesses arguably play the biggest role in influencing
consumption patterns across societies (including overconsumption); secondly, businesses are
powerful stakeholders in society and must be involved in tackling the problem if durable long
term change towards more sustainable consumption is achieved. Most importantly, the

anthropogenkcaused pressures now impinging on the capacity of the earths biophysical
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system to sustain humanity are now so serious, and potentiaitiirigfatening, that &ion is

urgent from all parts of society.

The consumption of meat is one such issue that highlights the complexities of addressing
overconsumption. Perhaps no other food or widely consumed product receives the breadth and
depth of attention that meat réees. The intersection of virtually every debate that emerges in
sustainable consumption can be found in a discussion on the considerable positive and negative
impacts that occur from the production and consumption of meat. For some, meat inspires and
noui s hes. For others, meat represents the ettt
morality and sustainability of oneds diet ar
ani mal products in oneds di ecompar@bleerodudtsthgt, 201
are as inherently challenged by such a range of serious ethical, economic, health, social and
environmental complexities yet also remain as an important provider of substantive benefits,
including nutritional security for many polations. Therefore, the production and
consumption of meat provides a highly relevant and urgent example of a business sector facing
serious and sustained challenges based on e@egarding overconsumption.

Ethical issues associated with animal wedfdrealth concerns over the potential link to-non
communicable diseases such as cancer, the environmental impacts caused from the
production of mealike significant greenhouse gas emissipnsducedn animal production
systemsmajortransparency issuesross the supply chain (e.g. 2014 European horsemeat
scandalland a number of serious safety issues relatdtetspread of zoonotic diseases (e.g.
swine flu) and antibiotic resistanaepresent serious and complex issues that confront the
industry These issuesarelinked to increasing patterns of overconsumption of meatysted
which are in turn drivingnegative environmental, health and ethical outconiésis the

meat industry is coming under pressure to respond to these concerns in a rangaoafat
at multiple diverse levels. These include: regulated/processes involving the development
of nationatlevel dietary guidelines; the elaboration of international standards, protocols
and/or principles; a growing research focus on sustainabdesfggiems policy and action;
and increasing public discourse in reaction to civil society campaigns to reduce meat
consumption. Major global sustainability challenges such as climate change, biodiversity
loss, obesity, famine, urbanization, waste, watarcsty and pollution are also contributing

to a growing focus on food, and specifically meat consumption. The combination of real
andbr perceived serious concerns about the sustainability of current meat consumption along

with the persistenpublic focuson these concernstherefordeading toa growing re
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evaluation of the role of meat witheaamodern, sustainable, ethical and healthy diet. This
presents enormous challenges to the meat industry. If current production and consumption of
meat is no longeseen as desirable, proper or appropriate then it could be considered that the
industry (and individual entities) may be facing a challenge to legitimacy.

The industry already undertakes a variety of legitimation actions aimed at maintaining and
sometims repairing legitimacy. Yet the industry has also traditionally enjoyed a strong and
enduring societal acceptance of meat as being a valuable and critical component of the diet.
This acceptance is being increasingly challengéé.cumulative effect of leigmacy

challenges across such a broad range of issa¢soigskely to prove to be an increasingly
demandingarea for the meat industty manageExploring how the meat industry frames

and makes senses of legitimacy challenges offers a rich oppottubigter understand how
industries are coping with legitimacy threats but also how they make sense of the wider
societal problem of overconsumption, and their own role in addressing that. Both quantitative
and qualitative research is lacking in the afeeeview of studies showed a predominance of
legitimacyrelated research examining corporate social disclosures, as well investigation of
legitimation in response to oiwdf disruptive events. There appears a paucity of research
looking at erosion of legihacy over time through continuous and diverse attacks on
legitimacy, and there appearedd® little research looking at how an industry makes sense of
legitimacy challenges relating principally to the problem of overconsumption. A great deal of
legitimagy research is based on appraisals of public documents and written statements, which
while being very useful in themselves, overlooks an important opportunity to build up an
understanding from within an industry, in response to legitimacy challenges,setidra
collecting data from O6lived participants.
meat industry itself believes that its legitimacy is being challenged, and drsawhat issues

and to what degree of severity. Understanding indygrgpectives on institutional

legitimacy versus strategic legitimacy would also offer rich insight into sensemaking on the

issue.

There is a paucity of academic work carried out on the meat industry that seeks to understand
how decisioamakers within théendustry make sense of the sustainability pressures it is

facing, especially on issues related to meat consumption. Yet, as discussed, it is an industry
that is facing increasing and significant challenges on its sustainability credentials. Together
thesecan be considered as threats to legitimaowtributing to sustained reappraisatiod

role of meat as a major part of a healthy and sustainable digt) #relegitimacy of the
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meat industry itself in meeting societal expectations. There are thetiefee primary

objectives in this research:

(i) To identify how the role of meat as part of a healthy and sustainahlamiethe meat
industry itself,is beingchallenged in public discourse

(i)  To identify how managers in the meat sector makes sensedafahenges of
achieving sustainable meat consumpton threats to legitimacynd

(i) To refine and further develop legitimacy theory by developing a model designed to
understand better the relationship between sensemaking and managing legitimacy
responsto legitimacy threats.

The role of businesspecificallythe meat industry to respond to issues associated with
overconsumption is afonsiderablénterest if we are to address concerns in a-temng and
sustainable manner. Understanding how businesisidirmakers view the issue is therefore

of importance. This research is exploratory and thus the framework used throughout this
thesis attempts to build a more holistic picture of the different issues, pressures and responses
that might impinge on busess decisiomaking and lead to specific responsEse structure

of this thesis is made up dfchapters which seek to demonstrate how the meat sector is 1)
challenged by issues of overconsumption and 2) makes sense of these challenges.

The methodologidapproaches chosen recogsitieat research on this topic is not well

advanced and further that the purpose of this thesis was to inductively builcxplammtory
account of sensmaking within the meat industry in relation to challenges to legitimacy.
Accordingly, the thesis draws on a social constructivist paradigm. Social constructivism is
based on several assumptions (Crotty, 1998): that humans construct meaning as they engage
with the world they are interpreting; that how humans engage with the armdt make sense

of it is based on their historical and social perspectives; and, that the basic generation of
meaning is always social, arising in and out of human interaction. Social construttivgsm
considers interaction, language, communicatioftuoeiand context to be key elements in
shaping individual sé understanding of knowl e
processeand knowledge construction at lar@erry, 1999; McMahon, 19977 multi-

method quantitative approach was chasgingframing analysissensemaking, andase
studystrategies to draw out multiple diverse perspectiesunded theory approachase

used extensively throughout the study. Grounded theory as a method of investigating basic

underlying social processes andlfimg theory based on rich data collected from the field
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(Glasser, 1978) provida useful and refreshing contribution to this complex area. As well, it

can aim to help inform emerging policy and practice within the meat industry.

The structure of the thes is as followsThechallenge of sustainable meat consumption and
the importance in addressing issues that confront the industry regarding this tbpatissed

in Chapterl. Chapter2 explores the theoretical background to the thesis. The relevance o
Legitimacy theory is discussedth specific examples drawn from the meat sector to help
draw out potential questions that might arise in the qualitative studies folldgxpgpration

on Sensemaking and Framing and their potential contribution in aldeer understanding

of how the meat industry makes sense of threats to legitimacy is then addtésgedr 3
discusses the methodologies usedriderstanding the pressures confronting the indussry,
well asthe wider contextual environment and thdustries own sensemaking efforts in
response. This requiregveraldifferent qualitative methods &nablethe problematiquéo

be studiedrom different perspectiveS€hapter 4resents the findings from the exploratory
studies outlined in Chapter 3. 4ts of each investigation are discussed in detail. Linkages
between framing, sensemaking and the case study approaches are also idaénaflgd.
Chapter summariseghe results across the papers, discusses the limits of the dissertation,
the potental future research opportunities, and the possible implications for the meat industry

and public policy.
RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Legitimacy theory indicates that a corporation will react to issues where its repataditmn

its ability to continue to operatsuccessfullyis threatened. This threat comes about because

of perceived inconsistencies between the corporation's norms and values, indicated by its
actions and activities, and the norms and values of the society in which it operates. The goal
thereforeis to understand how legitimacy theory can serve as a useful guide to how the meat
industry makes sense of, and resmota challenges based around the legitimacy of its
products as being key components of a healeéthicaland sustainable diet. Theredothere

are three main objectives of this research. The first is:

Objective 1:To identify how the role of meat as part of a healthy and sustainable diet is being

challenged in public discourse, along with the meat industry itself. To achieve objedhige 1
research will:

) Establish what the challenges to legitimacy are, with respect to the environmental,
health, and ethical impacts related to the overconsumption of meat, and ittentify
role of differentactors;
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(i) Understand how the meat industry isngeframed by influential stakeholders such
as the media, as well as how the role of meat in the human diet is being framed in
public discourse.

Objective 2:To identify how managers in the meat sector makes sense of the challenges of
achieving sustainablmeat consumption and threats to legitimacyacbieve objective 2, this
research will:

(i) Determine the processes by which the nredustryis making sense of the
challengedo current meat consumpti@md what actions are perceivasl legitimate
by the ndustry.

Objective 3:To refine and further develop legitimacy theory by developing a model designed
to understand better the relationship between sensemaking and managing legitimacy in
response to legitimacy threal® achieve objectiv8, this researctwill:

(iv) Identify the level of concern within the indagts to perceived threats to a
legitimacy from challenges based on concess®eaiated witloverconsumption of
meat products;

(V) Identify the motivations and commitment to sustainability across thergect
ascertain internal and external drivers for action;

(vi) Identify andcategorisdrames used by the meat industrymaking sense of
legitimacy threats;

(vii)  Identify ary industry blockages to sensemakefiprts;

(viii)  Identify innovative business strategieshyp wnst r eam fAgatekeeper so
provide valuable insight to any future meat industry responses;

(ix) Explain any relationships observed between the variables identified above; and

x) Develop a legitimacy theory model, designed to explain the extent obredaips
observed.
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BACKGROUND TO CHAPTER STUDIES

The following section provide further detail on each chagterany relevant contextual

backgroundFigurel outlines the framework of the thesis.

I. Issue: The Challenge of Sustainable Meat
Consumption

II. Theoretical background: institutional theory
and sensemaking and framing

Al egitimacy theory and its potential applicability to the meat
sector

AFraming
Asensemaking

! I1l. Methodology _

Aunderstanding legitimacy in the meat sector through framing

AUnderstanding how fastfood burger retailers makes sense of
legitimacy issues of meat

AUnderstanding how managers make sense of legitimacy issues in
the meat industry

q IV. Findings _

AFindings part 1: The framing elements

AFindings part 2: Identifying p otential downstream signals
AFindings part 3: Sensemaking by industry

AFindings part 4: L inks between framing and sensemaking

V. Discussion: Theoretical and practical
contributions

Figure 1. Framework of Thesis

Chapter 1: The Challenge of Sustainable Meat Consumjpn

Chapter 1 draws attention the urgent need for action to address the negatives impacts of
consumption on our environment and health. It addregesse anderiousconcerns related

to unsustainablmeatconsumptionAn understanding on the presssifacing the meat industry
from various stakeholder groups regarding grovagagcerns around sustainability, health and
ethicalissuesesulting from the overconsumption of meat is developé&é. importance oa

holisticandsystemsdriven perspective isistussed.

Chapter 2: Theoretical background: legitimacy theory, sensemaking framing

Chapter 2 discusses the theoretical background of the research draveggioracytheory,

sensemaking and framing
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i) Legitimacy Theory

This sectiorreviews andevaluaes the use of legitimacy theory to develop a better

understanding on how the industry might frame, make sense of, and respond to the challenges
it faces related to demands to address unsustainable meat consumption and production.
Examples are used to illuate the application of legitimacy theory to the meat industry.

Several research avenues are recommended for further investigation. Finally, the use of a
combiration of multiple perspectives and reseapproaches is stressed as being critical to
forming a deeper appreciation of legitimacy management within the industry.

i) Framing

According to Nisbet (2010, p. 44): Aframing
communication process. The choice as a journalist, expert, or advocate is not whether to
empby framing, but rather how to efNewscti vely
media represent a kelerivativestakeholder for the meat industry with significant power to
communicate and potentially influensekeholder decisiemaking.Understandinghe use

of frames and their appearance in public debate on sustainable maanhption can help

shed light orhow societies are currently negotiating the role of meat in consumptian.

section reviews relevant literature around framing, includingiseandfunction of frames

in public discourse. Framing analysis is discussed with the ussgri@ureamatrix
approachRelevantframing studiesnvestigatingsustainability, foodenvironmentabnd

health issues amxamined Studies that highlight fraing of industry in media reportiran

relevant issueare highlightedLimitationsof framing arehen considered.

iii) Sensemaking

Sensemakingan helps hed | i ght on the process by which
sort of sense regarding what they apeagainst, what their own position is relative to what

they sense, and what they need td".ddhis sectionintroduces snsenaking, its seven
characteristics, anits applicability in understanding hosvganizationsiavigate challenges to
legitimacy. Attention is given to the differences between ambiguity andcertaintyin
sensemakingditerature The importance of frames or narratives that might emerge in
sensemaking occasions arecdised, along with the relevance of prospective sensemaking.

Finally, the limitationsof sensemaking are canvassed.

I weick (1999, p42) defines sensemakingassponse to events in which "people develop some sort of sense
regarding what they are up against, what their own position is relative to what they sense, and what they need
to do"
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Chapter 3. Methodology

Chapter3 focuses offraming, case study ansensemakinghethodologies used in the thesis

The following outlines the order of discussion

i) Framing study

The metlodology forthe framing aralysis based on two higprofile events that challenged
the role of meat in a healthy, ethical and sustainableislietitined These events, the
release of the Scientific Report of the American Dietary Guidelines Advisory Committee
(February 2015),anmdhe r el ease by the Worl d Ageneyl t h
for Research on Cancer (IARC) (October 2015) evaluation of the carcinogenicity of the
consumption of red and processed mewy significant public attentiol qualitative

framing analgis of media reportingbased on 1%news articlesis described

i) Casestudy

An exploratorycasestudy approachsing a descriptive qualitative approach and drawing on
contentanalysisof publicly available informatioacrossl5 fastfood burger restaurssis
describedA smaller sample of restaurants arthenpurposefully selectetb compare
initiatives across sustainable meat consumption in more detdédiccording to size and age
profile of the companyTo complement the material gatherkdther asessmeruf actions

by Max Burgers Swedeis theninvestigated. The methodology underpinning thdepth
interview withthe Chief Sustainability Officer for Max Burgerssist out Coding and

categorizatiorof data ishendiscussed along with limitatis of the case study approach.

iii) Sensemaking
The methodology fothe sensemaking investigation is outlineds&d ora grounded theory
approach,te process of conducting-@epthinterviewswith key industry leaders is

presentedThe coding anccategorizabn procesof themes that emerge from timerview

dataand whichthe industry useas guiding frames to make sense of challenges to legitimacy

is describedLimitations of the methodology are discussed.
Chapter 4: Findings

Results of the investigatiorsepresentedThis Chapter is divided into four sections to
reflect the differehelements of the thesis, witlaR 4 focused on discussitigkagesthat

emergerom acrosghe different investigations.

Org
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i) Part 1: Framing of meat and the meat sector

The findngs from the framing analysis of the meat and the meat sector are presented.
Discussion of thenine dominant frameshat emerged in media reporting on ttveo events

under investigation is provided@he use of framing devices to increase salience ofssisue

alsoexamined

i) Part 2: Fastfood retailers: making sense of potential dowsstream signals

Results from a review of actions undertaken by-fastl burger retailers in response to
challenges associated with sustainable meat consumptignosided Datagained fromthe
in-depth interview with the Chief SustainahiliDfficer of Max Burgers Sweden is also
included as a relevant tool for industry to understand downstream innobgtiogatretailers

who areactivelyaddresig sustainability issues coarning meat consumption.

iii) Part 3: Sensemaking by managers in the meat industry

Results from thegrounded theory investigation on sensemaking by managers in the meat
industry are presented. 15 themasigbframes and 6overarching categorigbat emerge as
characteristics of sensemaking by industry are identified and discussed. Examples ft@m the
in-depth interviews with senior managers from the medustry are used to illustrate
sensemaking effort§ hr ee of Wei ckods (2005gmakingideatty c har a
construction, extracting cues, and enactive of sensitive environraentdentified as being of

relevance Three other aspectindustry structure, ambiguity/uncertaintgnd prospective

sensemakinghatarisein the investigation aralso addressed.

iv) Part 4: Links between framing sensemakingand legitimacy theory

Major links between the findingscross all thregvestigations in relation to legitimacy theory

are discussedA potential model for demonstrating current positionaighe meat industry

with regardgo current sensemaking efforts and legitimation is discussed. Possible implications

of this model are then outlined.

Chapter 5: Conclusion

Chapteis will evaluate the main results of the research and implications for the me&at ss
well as the development of public policy. The limits of this research will then be examined and

possible ideas for extension identified.
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Delimitations of scope and key assumptions

The research pertains to understanding how the meat indhustnyat industry makes sense

of, and resporgto, challenges based around the legitimacy of its préglastbeing key
components of a healthgthicaland sustainable dietn this sense, the meat industry is
defined as comprising of producers and processarseat, or representatives thereof, who

are involved in busined®-business trading relationshipad sell meatThis excludes those

in the meat sector who are selling directly to consumers, such as butchers or small farm
enterpises selling at the fargate or inocal community cooperativesndividual farmers are
also excluded from any samplirithis decision was made to simplify the unit of analysis

from what is already a complex and diverse set of stakeholders in the meat value chain. To
enrich knowkdge on powerful downstream stakeholder demands, a limitedtcase

looking atmeatcentric famburgerrestaurants is included, however, this is included from
the perspective of stakeholder demands and pressures, outside the meat industry,-like news

meda.

Consumption of meat per se is not the subject of interest in this pagessing
overconsumption is not aimed at elimination of meat from the human diet. While it is noted
that there are interest groups that do argue for such an outcome, angheftiemately for

various reasons, this argument is not currently seen as realistic nor beneficial to society from
an environmental, social or economic perspective. A healthy and sustainable diet does not
need to eliminate whole food groups to achievebijsdaiives. But it does need to be

cognisant that our diets are a powerful reflection ofsmstainability as a species.

The focus ighereforesquarely on the overconsumption of meat, that is, where levels of meat
consumed exceed healthy dietary leveld/animpact negatively on animal welfare and/or
impact on the carrying capacity of the biophysical environment to such a degree that serious
harm is caused, titlustrate just three exampldsis also stressed thasues related to
overconsumption areohisolated to the meat sector. Overconsumption is part of a wider
soci et al problem which is threatening the
provide a safe and supportive opergtaystem for humanity to thriv®ne can point to

numerous pragcts and services which are vastly overconsunmealmost all respects, many

consumers need to buy less, eat less, use less, and waste less.
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CHAPTER 1
OVERCONSUMPTION

Chapter 1 is divided into two parts. Pagxamines the need to address overconsompt
Part2 looks atmeat as a prominent example of growing public attention on issues related to

overconsumption.
PART 1
1.1 Introduction

In Partl, the problenof overconsumption is discusse®krious concerns around the ability
oftheear t hés p Hades ® suppory futlreosustainable development of humanity in
an optimum manner is addressed explicitly. The various ways to address overconsumption

and the role of businessthenconsidered.

1.2 Consumption
1.2.1 The Great Acceleration

According to Ste#n et al. (2015b) the last 60 years have without doubt seen the most

profound transformation of the human relationship with the natural world in the history of
humankind. This profound transformation i s o
denotng a period from the second half of the 20th Centumyards where human activities

and impacts sharply accelerated (Steffen, Crutzen & McNeill, 2007). Simply, across this

period our consumption has rapidly increased as our populations have grown, become

wealthier, more mobile and connectadd supported by technology innovation that has led

to substantiabehavioual change. This change can be illustrated through selected

socioeconomic trends over the last 100 yeaFsgare 2which illustrate sharp upwds trend

from 1950 onwards across all indicators. This acceleration in consumption, however, also

comes with significant questions as to whether this is sustainable, not just over the long term,

but in the immediate future. This is because the way inlwliE are consuming in now

i mpi nging on the capacity of earthodés biophys
way. It is also noted that growth has not been equitable across countries. Most of the

population growth since 1950 has beeninthe@&& D wor | d but the worl d
(GDP), and hence consumption, is still strongly dominated by the OECD wathdDECD
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countries accountinfpr 74% of global GDREn 2010,butwith only 18% of the global
population (SteffenBroadgate, DeutsciGaffney,Ludwig., 2015, p.91)However, the

22

BRICS countries (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) and some other developing

countries with rapidly growing economies and associasaty middle-classpopulations are

now consuming ancreasinglyhigher rats.

a Sociceconomic trends

B T T 1
7+ Population ! e
s | 'E.
g s i 0
-D A 1 ;
— H =}
@ 2r ! B
I+ | =
1T —— i 5
o 1 1
1750 1800 1ESD 1900 1950 3000 750 100 1850 1000 1950 2000
Year Year
4 T T T GO0 T T T T
Urban _. soo | Primary
1+ population a Energy use
. w i
£t :
o
- =
r d
o ! - et
1750 1800 1ESD 1900 1950 2000 TS0 100 1850 1900 1950 2000
Year Year
kL I I T
« B . T Wateruse !
E x| E i
L] - 3 1
T .l =) i
b e | !
i 15 ] H
2 ok <]
B £ L d
F st = :
o 0 1 1 i
1750 1800 1ESD 1900 1950 2000 1750 NS00 1850 190D 1950 2000
Year Year
§ 1400 T T T T T 7 T T T T T
% 1200 | Tramsportation ! s | Telecommunications! R
g 1000l ' g8 sf '
R 1 £8 4 H
9 ewl ! E £T af !
E | 43 :
5§ tWr VS BRT !
g o H 1l 1 H 1
i o 1 1 1 i 1 ] 1 1 1 i 1
1750 1800 1ESD 1900 1950 2000 1750 1200 1850 1000 1850 2000

Year
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1.22

Increasing environmental impact (IPAT)

1900 1950

Our growingconsaimption has resulted substantial anthcreasing environmental impact

A simple way to visualise how population (P), affluence (A), and technology innovation (T)

drive human impacts on the environment (1) is the IPAT equation (Ehrlidbl&ren,1971).

Essentially, it states that negative ecological impacts increase as affluence and population

grow and

decrease

Wi

t h

techni

c al

ef f

ci

framework fordemonstratinghe driving forces of environmental change i chowsimply

thesubstantiathange over the last 100 yedfgyure 3demonstratethe majorimpact of

population and affluence, with affluence being a proxy for consumption in the eqdten.

ency
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rise in consumption is of particular importanBeadshaw, @m & Sodhi (2010) found that
increasing wealth was the most important driver of environmental irmpezssthe 228
countries analysed within their studyoth & Szigeti (2016, p.283) state that the main driver
of growth and environmental degradation frra 1970sonwards is a result of consumption

PxAxT=width
times height times
length of threo
boxes representing
the human impact
on the planet

in 1900, 1950,

and 2011

Affluence
World GDP*

$56 trillion

Technology

Patent

Population applications
Worldwide 1.9 million
7 billion

412,000
141,000

Figure 3. Visual Representation of the IPAT Equation. From
National Geographic, March 2011.

patterns and levels multiplied by the number of consumers, especially in developed
economies. Therefore, withontajor behavioural change (edhift to more susinable

patterns of consumptio@nd in the akence of major technological advancements that more
effectively decouple environmental degradation from consumption, then environmental

impact will continue to increase markedly.

1.2.3 Ecological footprint

Bastianoni et al., (2023oint out that the human use of resources and services within the

planet's regeneration capacity (or biocapacity) is a necessary condition for sustainable human
societies and economies. Yet, humanity is already operating beyond this capacity. From an
ecological footprint perspectivéMackernagel anBees, 1995 a measure that considers

human demand on the planet's resources relative to the Earth's supply of biologically
productive areas, humanity is wusing 1.6 ti me
(Global Footprint Network, 2016). Themgral principle of the ecological footprint concept is

that resources should not be consumed faster than theggareeratecand waste should not


https://www-sciencedirect-com.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/science/article/pii/S1470160X15002186#bib0010
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be emitted faster than ecosystems can assimilate it (Lin & Wackernagel, 2014). The
ecological footprint ishus a measure of how fast we consume resources and generate waste,
andhow fast nature can absorb that waste and generate new resources (GFN, 2017).
Developed countries have high rates of consumption per @agltaorrespondingly high per
capita ecologidaootprints For example, each person in the United States require 8.59 global
hectares to sustain current consumption levels whereas in the China, each person requires
3.59 global hectares per peréofihere is also a strong relationship betwgerenhose gas
emissionger capita anethcomeper capitavith wealthier countries havg higher emissions

per capitdargely due to higher rates of consumption and more esietgysive lifestyles

(WRI, 2005). Blair and Sobel (2008undinst udy o n iWp u Xoetweencle83 s u
and 2000n the United Statesnvolving food waste and overconsumption which leads to
storage of body fat, health problems, and excess resource utiljzatibfood availability

(food consumption including waste) increased by 18%&06rkcal (2.51 MJ) per persofnd
thatoverconsumption alone requirad additionaD.36 hectares (ha) of land and fishing area

per capita, 100.6 million ha for the US population, and 3.1% of total US energy consumption
(p-63).

1.2.4 Rising middle classin developing countries

Difficulties, with regards environmental impaticrease dramatically when countries with

low consumption per capita move towakdgherindividual consumption leveliat emulate
Western patterns of overconsumptifior instancewhile consumption in developing

countries show historically low per capita consumption, this is changing rapidly in emerging
economies which hawexperiencd rapid economic growth. China for example, which
accounts for some 29% of total global emissiddiévier, JanssenMaenhout, Muntean &
Peters, 2016) has had historically Iper capita GHG emissionslowever, increasing

personal affluence has resulted in significant increases{ogpetia GHG emissions and
consumption in general over the last 20 ge&¥iedenhofer et al. (2017, p. 75) found that
between 2007 and 2012 the total GHG footprint from Chinese households increased by 19%,
with 75% of the increase due to growing consumption of the urban middle class and the
rich. Also, in 2012, urbanised wehl Chinese, comprising just 5% of the population,

induced around 19% of the total carbon footprint from household consumption in China (p.

2The ecological footprint as expressed in global hectaresnisasure of how much area of biologically
productive land and water an indivichl requires to produce all the resourcég/sheconsumes and to absorb
the wastehe/shegenerates, using prevailing technology and resource management pragt&ieN, 2016)
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75). Other indicators show large increases in consumptioreasing affluence in most

societies is linked to incased consumer demand for livestatgtived protein (Popkin and

Du, 2003. In China,meat consumption doubled from 199(2@00 (Myers & Kent, 2003).
According to Shimokawa (2015, p.1024) Chinabd
increase by 2.4% annually from 2013 to 2023 with total consumption increasing from 84.5

million metric tons to 98.5 million metric tons in 2023, to be almost 2.5 tiangsr than that

in the US. It is noted, however, that this increased per capita consumption level in China

(54.6kg) would still be 57.7% of that in the US (94.7 kg) in 2(&3mokawa2015

p.1024) In 2000, car purchases in China represented 1% oflglabaales, by 2010 this had
increased to 13% arGhinanow r epresents the worl ddés | ar ge:
2016, over 28 million automobiles were sold in China up 13.7 percent on the previcus year

In 2016, thevolume of online retail salepse 26.2 percent over the previous year to

US$755.3 billion in 201% From an ecological footprint perspective, China requires 5 billion

global hectares to sustain currétial consumption levels compared to 2.7 billion global
hectaresequiredby the toal population of the United States. Therefoherapidly growing

middle class in China and in other developing countiieates @onsiderableise intotal
globalconsumptionIn turn, thishasenormousmplications on future global aspirations for

sugainable development.

1.2.5 Increasing population

Whil e gl obal popul ation growth is slowing, t
increase by a further 2 billion to 9.6 billion by 2050 and towards 11 billion by 2100

(UNDESA, 2012). This growtin population and consumption is happening at a time where
already more than 80 percent of the worl doés
ecological deficits, that is, using more resources than what their ecosystems can renew (GFN,

2016). Furher, natural resources are not always limitless.

So, if we are to continue to consume in the same mannenvéherust simply ask ourselves
fwhere wil all the resources come frotm meet the demands of our growing, wealthier

global populatio? 0Or, carwe live in a different manner and be healthier, happier and more
sustainable? The answers to these questions involve more than a focus on technology as the

solution. The ability of technology innovation alone to ameliorate the combined negative

3 China Daily21 February 201®hina's consumption to maintain strong growthi2@17. At
http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/business/201082/21/content 28288559.htmAccessed 15 March 2017.
41bid.
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environmenral impacts of increasing population and increasing affluence is highly unlikely.
Profound changan how and what we produce and consuaieng with technology
innovation to both reduce environmental impact and support more sustainable lifestyles
neede.

1.3  Urgent Need for Action

The illustration of the Great Acceleration with regards socioeconomic tesisés out in the
previous section provides a clear indication of the scale and acceleration of human activities
and indeed consumption over the lasitaey. To appreciate the impact on the natural
environment one can look at earth system trends over the same period as shown #h Figure
Like Figure2, this also demonstrates rather starkly the increase in impacts over a range of
indicatoss related to eén systems trendsat human activities have contributedandshows

amajoracceleration of impacts starting from the 1950s.

b Earth system trends
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1.3.1 Planetary Boundaries

Rockstrom et al (2009) point outinP| anet ary Boundari es: Expl orii
Space f or,théatbumanityi hasyldurished over the last 10,000 years because the
biophysical environmnt in the Holocene age has provided a safe and supportive biophysical
environment for humanity (and agriculture) because of stable and warm climatic conditions.

This seminal paper, supported by updated papers released since (e.g. Steffen et al, 2015)
suggests that humanity is now crossing into a new era, called the Anthropocene, so described
because humans constitute the dominant driver of change to the Earth System (Crutzen 2002,
Steffen et al. 2007). EhPlanetary Boundari@ssearch demonstrates that tmpact of

humanity through its production and consumption is now so great that it is now having an
undeniable impact on local, regional and global biophysical support systems. Accordingly,

the scale, pace, and i mpactad afyshemarmiatvye adimh ¢
reached a scale where abrupt gl obal environn
(Rockstrom et al, 2009, p. 13).

The pganetary boundary concept aims to define environméahdariesvithin which

humanity can safely operate withiRockstrom et al, 2009T.heunderlying premise of this
concept is based on the understanding that humans develop and thrive on earth within an
ideal set of biophysical conditions or planetary boundaries. The development of humanity
today is therefore aonsequence of, and is also reliant on, the conditions supported by a
stable biophysical systerio avoid unacceptde global environmental change, which would
potentially destabilise human development, humanity should therefore aim to operate within
the Phnetary Boundarie3herefore, a boundary exists for each critical biophysical system
Thisboundaryis et at a fAsafed distance from a dange
thresholds at the continental to global scales) or from its glokedhtbld(Rockstrom et al.,

2009) which if surpassed might tip the biophysical system into a new Btatsgressing one

or more planetary boundaries may be catastrophic due to the risk of cilusgingsical
thresholds that might trigger ndinear, abrupt envonmental change within continent&d
planetaryscale system@Rockstrom et al 2009). The boundary therefore seeks to represent
anearlywar ni ng devi c8yast eimapspdaraithe fiasitioa of the

biophysical thresholdnd withina safe operating space
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1.3.2 Nine planetary boundaries

Nine danetary boundaries are currently identified, seven of which are quantified to some
degree. The nine planetary boundaries identified cover the global biogeochemical cycles of
nitrogen, phosphais, carbon, and water; the major physical circulation systems of the planet
(the climate, stratosphere, ocean systems); biophysical features of Earth that contribute to the
underlying resilience of its setegulatory capacity (marine and terrestrial biedsity, land
systems); and two critical features associated with anthropogenic global change (aerosol
loading and chemical pollutiorfpteffen et al., 2015)These are shown in Figuse

Climate change is the issue perhaps that most people would recagaiggienomenon that

is human induced and that threatens the sustainable development of all humanity. But climate
change is not alone. Based on extensive studies, the evidence shows that we are already
operating well beyond two of the planetary boundagesetic diversity (related to

biodiversity) and biochemical flows (related to phosphorous and nitrogen pollution). We are
operating outside theoundaries of two otheisclimate change and largystem changm a

zone of uncertainty or increasing risk

Climate change
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Biosphere integrity civeri
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Figure 5. Nine Planetary Bondaries, Steffen et al (2015). A thicker line has been added to show more clearly
the Planetary Boundary in the case of black and white printing tNatt boundaries have not yet been qualified
for some Planetary Boundasiemarked by guestion mark
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1.33 Health and wellbeing

If the warning of possible catastrophic environmental change or impacts was not sobering
enough we can also look at overconsumption through another lens, that is through our health
and wellbeing.Glbal |l y, we are faced with an fiobesity
Health Organisatior89% of men and 40% of women aged 18+ were overweight and 11% of
men and 15% of women were obese in 200840, 2017) Thus, nearly 2 billion adults

worldwide were gerweight and, of these, more than half a billion were obese. Both
overweight and obesity have shown a marked increase over the past 4 decades. From 1975,
overweight rates have risen by just under 21% in men and from just under 23% in women
(WHO, 2017) Numbers of overweight people now represent-amota-half times more

people than chronically undernourished pebgore than one in three adults are

overweight. Once considered a higitomecountry problem, the numbers of obese or
overweight people are morising in low and middleincome countries, especially in urban

areas and in rapidly growing economies like China, Mexico and Brazil. The economic cost in
managing obesitpassociated health problems from conditions such as diabetes and heart
disease isige. However, cost to personal wellbeing and health iscalssiderableThe

causes of obesity are complex and different foods contribute to the problem in different ways.
Other factors such as genetics amnderlying health problems are also factors. Ewesv,
fundamentally it is the gap between calories consumed and calories used that causes excess
energy consumed and that leads to weight gain. Simply, many people just eat tan much
comparison tahe amount of energy they expend through exercise. Githitberefore

depicts a situation where overconsumption is now having a serious deleterious impact on

society in general.

Lastly, wellbeing can sometimes be forgotten in discussions on consumption. Yét there
plethora of studies that show that beyanckertain comfort level that increased consumption
does not necessary equate to better wellbanghappinesd.atouch, 1993; Lyubomirsky,
Sheldon, & Schkade, 2005; Jackson, 2009). It is a very complex relationship, yet certainly
once an i rsidneeds arainzet, Welbeimgaequires more than the abilityeto

consumeThewellbeing of future generations walsocertainly be tested in the face of

5795 million people of the 7.3 billion people in the Whror one in nine, were suffering from chronic
undernourishment in 201-£2016.(FAO, 2015)
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serious negative environmental and health pressures as a résalbwérconsumption of

naturalresource$y previous generations

Responding then to the perils of overconsumption requires a complete transformation of how
we currently consume and produce goods and services. We need to consume less, consume
better and value consumption in new waysth&t same time, when we produce we must be

smarter, more efficient and support behaviour change towards more sustainable consumption.

1.4  Sustainable Consumption

1.41 Definition of sustainable @nsumption

Sustainable Consumption is often discussed as a waddiess the negative impacts of
consumption. It was defined by the Oslo Symposium in 1994 as, "the use of services and
related products which respond to basic needs and bring a better quality of life while
minimizing the use of natural resources and toxaterials as well as emissions of waste and
pollutants over the life cycle of the service or product so as not to jeopardize the needs of
future generationg(NorwegianMinistry of the Environmentl994) From a business

perspective, much of the focus andl sustainable consumption has tended to focus on
efficiency measures or partial decouplingray with broader corporate social responsibility
measures. This is nad say there has not been efforts to support behavioural change towards
more sustainablerpducts or services. Indeadany parts othe business world ke

capitalised on huge opportunities around meeting consumer demand for more sustainable
products and serviceB¢ckmanetal., 2009 Schmeltz2012 . However, even HfAgil
productsand serviced h a v enmentalunpact albeit lower thaheir more resource

intensive counterparts.

1.4.2 Partial decoupling

Carbon footprinting, where businesses measure and then aim to reduce the GHG emissions
caused in the production and consumption of a mipdsia good example of an action that
many businesses pursue, and which reflects actions towards partial decdrgtialgor

relative decouplingefers to a situation where resource impacts decline relative to GDP (for a
country) or aprafio ihsaoeytsaddesswavarthe issue of the rise

in total environmental impact because in partial decoupling impacts may still rise, just more
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slowly than the GDP or profitThe attraction for business with carbon footprinting or

actionsaimed at achieving greater efficiensythat byreducing GHG emissions for example

a business whwin result caroftenbe achieved througbroductivityimprovementspotential
costsavingsandbetter market positioning fromsastainable or climate fridiy perspective.

't is not surprising t hperoafucrte otno ,s eid ntceremss i
Areducing GHG footprintso, fAlow carbono, dndze

reports or in public communications.

1.4.3 Rebournd, backfire and halo effects of greening products and services

While manyproducst or servicesmnay be becoming Agreenero, it 1
up for the impacts of increasing consumptidndat her f act or sorbacklire as fdr
e f f e culdsalso nsetibeignored. The rebound effect refers to a behavioural or other

systemic response to a measure, taken to reduce environmental impacts, that offsets the effect

of the measure (Hertwich, 200%:85). Consequently, the environmental benefitsanf

efficiency measures can be lower than anticipated (rebound) or even negative (backfire)

(Jevons, 18655aunders200Q Sorrell,2007 Jenkinsetal., 2017). For example, if a lower

carbon footprint resulted in a reduction of cost, and thosesewsigs are passed on to the

consumer, this could in turn drive up consumption of both that product, and other products
(through savings w@esultihgim an ofewlt ieceasein negatfve i on o)
environmental impacts. Further consumers may consoane of a product because they

view it a®ndaoiig fréedecaand fdelygood about consuminait effect

called the Halo effeciQhandon & Wansink, 2007This entails a need to think beyond

relative decoupling (whemesource impacts denk relative to the GDP but still rise) to a

state of absolute decoupling and in some casasablereduction in consumptioof

resourcentensive products and services. But can business tackle this issue?

1.5 Strong Sustainable Consumption Approaches

Approahes to achieving strong sustainable consumption consider not only the need for both
partial and absolute decoupling of consumption from environmental degradation but also
considers consumption as part of a wider social, cultural, economic and polisieshgihat

exists within, and is supported by the biophysical sygtaokson, 2006 Rour ke & Lol
2015. Suchasystemsbasedapproachkentailsa need for significant behavioural charnige

6 See Tim Jackson (2009) for an excellent summary of partial and absolute decoupling and its relevance to
sustainable consumption.
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how we consume and what we value regarding consumption. Fopkxams directly
guestions how we per cei-examifesieeloftedominantg 6 i n soc
attachment to consumption as a marker of happmed®r wealthThisis also likely to

involve radical change towards more sustainable low environimergact lifestyles.

Examples of relevant actiomsvestigatedncluded reduced car and air tray€harlsson

Kanyama & Lindén1999) reduction of food wast@all, Guo, Dore& Chow, 2009,
recycling(Jackson, 2005), organic foo8dyfang, 2006and decresed meat consumption
(Garnett, 2011¢leBakker & Dagevos, 2012Freidman and Friedman (2010) urge the
promotion of values of voluntary simplicity as a solution to tackling overconsumption. The
basic idea being to become less materialistic, reduce consuargutd lead a life with more
meaning and purpose (Johnston and Burton, 2003). This raises the coreceptofi o u b | e
di videndd whereby we mile&iddn200yJackdor®08.er by ¢
Other optionswhich are not mutually exclusivieave included calls for stronger government
regulation of production and consumption activities that are resource intensive, for example
through calls for the introduction of taxes on meat products to drive a decrease in
consumption and aid in mitigation of GHG&¢llesley,Happer & Froggait2015). Sector
specific environmental taxes arensidered as more appropriate to help mitigate rebound
effects (Saunders, 2011). Bonus and malus schemes are also an Mptkave(l etal., 2011),

along with cap and trade schemes at production level to help ddueed environmental

impact at production phase and potentially lead to changes in consuthpbiogh price
impacts(Durning,2009. Successful governmetdd raings schemes are evident in the
whiteware industry and have led to improvement in efficiency and environmental outcomes.
Environmental rebates and subsidies have also been used to incentivise changes in
consumption by rewarding consumers choosing enviemtatly friendly products (Speck,
2008).Education and information is also seen as an important tool. A number of initiatives
have attempted to shift consunielying behaviour with communication campaigns related to
the use of voluntary environmental lab@reen labellingpr information on products
(ethicatbased production informatigralthough there is vging success on how effective

such schemesan be across a wide cressction of products and people. Ultimately,

however strong sustainable consption requires a new way of thinking about consumption,
one that is not focused on growth in consump
completely different paradigm to our current eamic system and many of our societal

values. The evidencatils that we musnajorchanges to how we produce and consume,
and notably some people must make bigger changers than other. This will extend across all


https://www-sciencedirect-com.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/science/article/pii/S0921800908000748#bib24
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421516301586#bib82
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421516301586#bib26
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stakeholders in societyndividual, communities, ciVsociety groups, governmerand

businessestall levels and in all countries.

1.6 The Role of Business

The Anthropocene raises an important questio
t he probl em of Boswesseseaxist ® supgbytprioducisald/or services to

meet consumer demamand play an important part in influencing consumption patterns. This
influence is often considerable and can be a powerful driver in creating and extending

demand for particular products. A focus on strong sustainable consumption as outlined in

section 14 calls for a profound change in how business operates in our society. However, it

is not clear exactly what HArol e/ s0 business

Before embarking on this theslsonducted several preliminary discussavith various

business leaders across different industries on the question of sustainable consumption.
Feedback pointed to a struggle within companies on how to understand the problem, how to
respond, antiowto address rising external concerns placiregsgures on their businesses to

tackle overconsumption of their products and/or services. Thispealsapsiot surprising.

The role of the corporate in addressing the problem ofcwesumption represents a

Awi cked probl emo wi ttandncompanées are eacouraged forewer. On o
towards greater returns, multiplying efforts to increase profits, and reporting back to

shareholders with a seemingly insatiable appetite for growth. At the same time, businesses

are increasingly pressuredtoresppnd demands for Areal 06 acti on
sustainability issues, from diverse stakeholders, and often from diverse complex social,

economic, and environmental perspectives. The idea that businesses should be involved in
limiting consumption somehow of tin@wn products is considered as an anathema to many,

and as a difficult fAsell o to board members a
employees looking for stability in an uncertain job marketidman (1970) would advise

strongly that the rolef the corporate is only to deliver to its shareholders ardtitzen by

the sole purpose of profit maximisatidrhis would assume that there is limited role for a

company or industry to address sustainabrighated, ethical or health concerns assediat

with its products or services and issues associated with consumeronsaming a

company6s product or service. However, this

The fact is that businesses do engage in activity that seeks to improve their sustanvaibility

and beyond what is demandedl@gal requiremerst Corporations also routinely seek to
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influence the rules of the game through powerful lobbying attempts and being actively
engaged in the development of rules, regulation and pdhi@&015, around 8$4.57million
was reportedly spent on political campaign contributions in the United States by the meat
processing & products industf€enter for Responsive Politicd)15) Corporations also call
for some regulatorinvolvement to help settheruleft he game t o-playmg ur e a |
f i eoh dswies that are seen as too difficult to tackle individuadly example, this was
recognised in the UK House of Comma2isildhoodObesity Report (20, p.27) where
regulation of food portion size was consel#ias an option to ensure a level playing field for
business€s Finally,corporations cannot argue that there is no role for busineskiressing
one of the most pressing societal issues of our time, overconsungptithenon the other
handpresenthemselves as being committed to sustainability, contributing to sustainable
developmengoals,andbr playinga role inhealth and wellbeing dbcal communities.

There arenanyexamplesalready of innovativehanges in mainstream business modsls

well as new business models that aiding a transition to more sustainable production and
consumption patterns and levels. For example, alternative business models based on ideas of
circular flows of products and materials, in both production and consunpbtases are

emerging Business models based drematve modes of consumption are also becoming
popular, like those focused arounds new opportunitiextend the lives of products (e.qg.

through reselling of secoritand good®r reconstitution of wasteroducts into new

product$, accessased consumption (e.g. renting and leasing), and collaborative

consumption (e.g. sharing platforms)heseare driving new ways of consuming which can

helplead to more sustainable consumption.

However, the model ofansumption that focuses on growth as a primary outcome for
business is an extremely strong institutional enforsed in theconversationslluded to at

the start of this sectigmusiness managers ultimately often reddno two pointsthat

underlie curent thinking and they were: thatltimately the consumer is responsible for their
own consumption and secongilgat a business must be profitable and provide what the
consumer values. Addressing overconsumption from a business perspective remaore theref

very complex.

"The example was given of fruitige portions for the lunch marketyhere most bottles sold for the lunch
market were 200mlthe recommendeanaximum daily limit for childremwas150 mldue to high sugar
content. Changes in portion size were recommended. Regulation was viewed as antoiitép support a
level playing field for business, if needed.
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1.7 Research on Corporate Social ResponsibilitfCSR)

According toTanga, Taneja & Gupt#2011)in areview of CSR literature between 1970 and
2009 much of the research in sustainable consumption and business focuses on sustainability
moregenerally, such as the field of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and specific
environmental performance improvemengross the supply chain or at a pressure point.

CSR research caherefore beoughly be summarised in five very broad areas,ingldo:

(1) specific case studies and actions (2) impacts of CSR more broadly (3) measurement and
reporting of CSR (4) factors determining CSR and (5) meaning, models and definitional
issues. GhobadiaMoney& Hillenbrand(2015) present a very useful summy of the last 60

years of corporate social responsibility within the context of business organisational research
and point to several factors in the business environment that are dngogchanges in

corporate responsibility actions. These are suns®das (1) increasing global connectivity
resulting insubstantialnformation and transparency demands; (2) increasing disparity
between governments and large businesses leading to power imbalances and powerful
companies with significant influence; (8)growing acceptance of the negative impacts of
business, which includes a shift in miset away from the science of proving impacts to one
that incentivises action towards seeking solutions and challenging paradigms relating to more
sustainable businessodels and responsible consumption (Leach et al., 2012). The paper is
particularly refreshing in its discussion of the future of CSR research and in recent models
put forward by researchers. It points to innovative ideas including shared value approaches
(Porter & Kramer, 2011) and hybrid organizations (Billis, 2010). The authors also raise the
potential contribution of psychological theories of human behaviour and motivation to help
form the foundation of new theories to existing business and society.teat they stress a
critical need for corporate responsibility debates to be connected more explicitly to the field
of sustainability and strategy. They, ndwel co
from c on sGhobadianMoney& Hillenbrand 2015: 281).

Yet, thereremains drustrating lack of research looking at how companies might make sense

of responding to the problem of overconsumption. Indeed, &SRwholeto which much of

the attention on corporate environmental and social actilsn $éll appears to be maturing

in both theory and practice (van Marrewijk, 2003; Scherer and Palazzo, 2007, Dahlsrud,

2008, BarrenaMartinez, Fernandez & Fernandez, 2015). Certainly, there is a common
understanding that compywdhites rhee/te swoanee tOires p
expectations (Carroll, 1991; Schwartz & Carroll, 2003; Windsor, 2006; Garriga & Mele,
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2004, Carroll & Buchholtz, 2014). And that these requirements and expectations consist of a
range of economic, legal, and ethicaligations (Schwartz & Carroll, 2003). Corporations

are also expected to recognise that the wider interests of those that are impacted by the
activities of the corporation (Crane & Matten, 2010, p. 62). Yet these responsibilities and
expectations still pricipally addresses actions within a predominantli®ral growth

economy and explietly imit prodacgoa & cansumption.

1.7.1 Extended corporate dtizenship

An emerging area of work in business ethics around the concept of extende@teorp
citizenship offers some potential. Extended corporate citizenship conceptualises the role of
business, within a broader and deeper public accountability framework that has bem@me
prominent in discussiors business ethics globally (Crane & N&at, 2010: 73). This would
appear to acknowledge an extended political role of business in society, their impact on the
rights of citizens, and their growing role in taking actions that are increasingly like that of
traditional political actors (Matten &rane, 2005; Scherer & Palazzo, 2008). This is
particularly relevant when business hold substantive market @owleperate as powerful
gatekeepers in the supply chain. For instaimcthe UK the largest supermarkets (i.e.

Tesco, Asda, SainsburyMlorrisons) together account fé2% of retail sales in the sector
(GAIN, 20186. In this respect, coalitions of businesses, sectors or multinational companies
might use market power to help drive significant reduction in environmental impact by
demanding chages in production, or by changing consumption pastédmough application

of choice architecturer otheraction For exampl e, Wal martdés deci
campaign to sell 100 million compact fluorescent light bulbs (CFLs) at itdWsletl and

Sam's Club locations by the end of 2GR Newswire, 2006helped to change the US light
bulb market leading to huge interest and growth in CFL $akesaching the goal by October
2007, Walmart also worked to decrease mercury content, changed the shielh pd CFLs

and shelf space to encourage greater consumer purchase and raised awareness with other
large companies on the need for better energy efficieWaymart, 2007) Continuing to use

its huge market power in the area to drive change, Walmastianad in 2016 that it was
phasing out sales of CFLs to embrace LEgh(-emitting diode)ighting as LEDs were even

more energy efficient, have lower GHG emissions and are relativeljomancompared to

8 CFLs save money for consumers, use up to 75 percent less energy than traditional light bulbs and have lower
greenhouse gas emissians
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CFLs(GE, 2016)LeadingUK supermarkets aréor example starting up Supplier

Engagement Programmes (SEP's) with specific carbon management purposes to get ahead on
emissions reduction activities (Tidy, Wang, H&016, p.3295MAX Burgers Sweden aims

to increase sales in ngad meat and plafiiasedptions on its menu and decrease red meat
consumption (see Chapter 3). Y€&idy, Wang & Hall(2016)point to a dearth of research

into suchcadlaborative actionAnd there are limited studies thainsiderthe success of

corporate coalitions or powerfghtekeepers in driving sustainable consumptiume aspect
alsoworth noting is thahigh profile and resource intensive products are likely to attract the
attention of markebased coalitions or powerful gatekeepers in the supply chain who are

looking tomake public progress on sustainable consumption.

1.7.2 Sustainable business models

According to Boken, Rana, Short & Evans (2014hderstanding of sustainable business
models and the options available for innovation for sustainability seems limitezsahp

They define a sustainable business as having to provide a measurable ecological and/or social
value in concert with econdmvalue as defined by Boonsl&idekeFreund (2013)They

call for more research on sustainable business models (SBM) thgionate a triple bottom

line approach and consider a wide range of stakeholder interests, including environment and
society. Such approaches are considered important in driving and implementing corporate
innovation for sustainability, embedding sustaitighinto business purpose and processes,

and serving as a key driver of competitive advantage (pI#42) point to an extensive

literature on the theory of business models for delivering sustainability and examples on
specific companies but an absencewfent research on any comprehensive view of how

firms should approach embedding sustainability in their business modeds ey also

note thain some cases, industrial practice appears to be ahead of academia in exploring and

developing novel busess models relating to sustainability.

1.7.3 Systemsbased esearch

Lastly, many researchers and practitioners highlight the importance of business being
involved in achieving sustainable consumptiknriz etal., 2013 LudekeFreund,2010.
However, he issues are incredibly complé&ar example, to move to a more circular
economyyadical innovations and disruptive business models likely be needed in order to

addreshallengesvith overconsumptioifAntikainen& Valkokari, 2016)
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NeithercompaniegBarber,2007), individual consumergSta, ThroneHolst, Strandbakke&
Vitters@,2006 or government{Hartmam Hoffman& Stafford 1999 alonecanreduce
overconsumptionSystemsbasedapproacheareneededhatlook atthedriversof
overconsumptiomvithin thewider sociceconomicsystem that supports production and
consumpion, and which must respect the ploysical limits of earth to support humanity. In
relation to this aspect, there appears a lack of theoretical and practical research in
understanding theole of business in addressing overconsumption and how influential
corporations can be in driving sustainable consumption. Further research of industries where
overconsumption createsnsiderablgressures on healttvelfare andsustainabilityis

critical. In these industries, businesses are likely to be presented with serious, highly complex
and ambiguous demands for change. These demands may be so intense that they might create
a challenge to the legitimacy of products, processes or services proyitteat Industry, and

to the industry itself. In this case, legitimacy theory could provide useful insight as to how
businesses make sense of their role in addressing overconsumption and how they seek to
maintain acceptance of their products, processesa@iuths as being desirable, proper, or
appropriate in the face of serious challenges over their ethical, health and sustainability
credentials.

Finally, it was noted that much of the research emerging is from the environmental and

science community. fere appears a lack of academic work reflected in business journals on
Aoverconsumptionodo and its |links to wider hea
the challenge humanity has set itself in relation to operating within its Planetary Beandar

Given the complexity of the issues involved and the need to understand business,

environment and broader social and economic systems;asdiplinary research is very

important. A keen appreciation of how business can help drive more quicklynttenfental

transformation needs towards more sustainable consumption is essential.

PART 2
1.8 Part 2: Introduction

Partl of this Chapteoutlined the urgent need for action to address the negative impacts of
our consumption. It also demonstrated how consumptas radically increased over the last
60 years and that this consumption will continue to grow markedly2Réathis Chapter
examines the meat industry as a case study to demonstrate issues arising with

overconsumption of products and/or seegicltwill consider rising interestin sustainable
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food consumption before discussing meat consumption levels. The positive role of meat
consumption will then be examined before identification of rising concerns related to
overconsumption of meat products rethte wideranging ethical, sustainable and health
related issueshe role of different stakeholdersrelation to thesespects will then be

considered.

1.9 M eat Attracts Attention

Theoverconsumption of some products, like meat, receive much more intentseysihan
others. This level of scrutiny can be so intensesarstihined over time that it céreaten the

legitimacy of production methods, prams, services and businesses.

The reasons for ¢hincreasindevel of scrutinyon meatare not alvays clar or straight

forward. Concerns aroundeat production and consumptioften involvea fAbundl|l ed of
issues that attract engagement from diverse and motivated interest groups, ranging from

animal welfare, health and safety, human development and enviroadweateslt is

perhaps thisonvergencedheibundl eo of ser i thatsffermasorde c omp |l e x

explanation as to the growing focus on sustainable meat consumption.

At the same time, another important aspeeatconsequence of the nature af groduct,
having @me from a living animal thathust beraised and slaughtered for the express purpose
of eating.The production and killing of another animal therefore raises complex ethical and

psychological factors to societal debate around the cortsamyd meat.

The way the industry itself resolves public discourse around the role of meat in a healthy,
ethical and sustainable diet may also attract increased attention on meat and the industry
itself. For example, sustained public debate or argunm@itsing the meat industry may

prolong attention on negative aspects of meat-exesmination of meat values.

It should also be noted that des@tdstantiaprogress and much action to improve
sustainability of productiorivestock production systenigve beepand can still bea major
driver of enviromental degradation. Therefore, there is also an historical legacy and ongoing

action needed to address serious negative sustainability impacts.

Negative environmental and health impacts of meat ptamuand consumption might also
attract more attention when people become concerned about wider environmental issues or
their personal health. Hence, worries over climate change, cancer, antibiotic resistance, food

safety might intensify public or personaterest.
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Lastly, the topic of sustainable food consumption in general has attracted growing notice over
the last ten years which is discussed in more detail in the following seftiermeat sector
is therefore routinely and increasingly faced wittpmgling on various fronts to multiple

legitimacy challenges.

1.10 Sustainable Food Gonsumption

The emergence of the food sector, along with transport and housing as key areas which must
be addressed in achieving sustainable consumption is not surprising niia¢ rcature of

food to all our lives means that food represents a useful indicator for sustainable
consumptionlt is alsorepresentative of a sector that has one of the biggest impacts on
environment, health, economy and culture and social wellbeingl ¢@oepitomize how we

live, what we value, and what ultimately drives us.

A sustainable food system is defined as fna s
all in such a way that the economic, social and environmental bases to generasxioiyg

and nutrition for future generations are not
far from this ideal795 million people are estimated to suffer from chronic hunger

worldwide, representing around 12.9% of the population in devela@pungtries(FAO,

2015). At the same timever 3% of adults globally are estimated to be overweight or

obese, and obesity related health conditions are rising rapidly in both developing and

developed countries (WHQO016). There is also significant foodds and waste with up to

30% of the food produced worldwide, about 1.3 billion tons, lostasted every year (FAO,

2011).

Food production itself has causeile-scale changes in ecosystems, isagor source of

GHGs, is responsible for 70% of water witeral and is an important driver of deforestation

and loss of biodiversity. Indeed, the production and consumption of food has and continues to
contribute to severe pressures ortladl nine planetary boundarieadél systemarealso

dependent on the natu resource base, at a time where natural resourcégeweing

increasingly more fragilescarce and vulnerable to climate change and other biophysical
changes such as soil degradation, biodiversity loss and water pollution. In addition, with
increasingglobal population, income and urbanization there will be growing demands for
greater quantity, quality and diversity of food, with food demand predicted to increase by

60% by 2050 (UNDESA, 2014; Alexandratos & Bruinsma, 2012).
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Many recenstudies call foa radical bange to our food systems to ensure they will be able

to meetthedemands obur global populatioras well as support future sustainable and

equitable developmenthe UK Foresight Reor t (2011, poatldieSs)thest at e s
unprecedentedhallenges that lie ahead the food system needs to change more radically in

the coming decades than ever before, includi
These thoughts are echoed in other key Reports such as @&oEkal Food Security 2@3

Report(2015) World Resources Report 20PB16: Creating a Sustainable Food Future
(Ranganathaet al.,2017) and the IRP UNEP Food Systems and Natural Resources Report
(Westhoek et al2016). All point to a multitude of pressures and complex chaklsrfgcing

our food systemand the need for urgent change.
1.11 Meat consumption

Eaten in a responsible manner meat can provide a valuable rutfergroteindense, low

fat contribution to a balanced diet. However, it cannot be denied that in many untrie
people consume meat products over recommended dietary [Bvets.is also likely

substantial loss and waste of meat products amongst some populations, notably in Western
countries, at both retail and consumer stages of the meat value chain thraesginipte

poor handling, nortonsumption at retail, and consumer waste after purchase which results in
meat thrown outThis overconsumptigrincluding themeatwastehas consequences not just

for health but for bpader sustainable development.

1.11.1 High and/or increasing meat consumption

Advocates pursuing actions to reduce current meat consumption point tondgoedéactors

related to meat consumption that need to be considairea@dy high per capita consumption

in developed countries that far exceetommended healthy nutritional guidance, rapidly
growing per capita consumption in emerging economies due largely to urbanisation and income
growth; and, increasing absolute global demand due to natural population growth. Accordingly,
to meet all this deand, world meat production may need to double by 2050, from around 196
million tonnes (2005/2007) to reach 455 million tonnes by 2050 (Alexandratos & Bruinsma,
2012). Given the pressing range of environmental, social, health and ethical issues associated
with current meat production and consumption levels, which many argue is already
unsustainable, questions are therefore raised as to it whether future projected production and

consumption is achievableystainable, or even desirable. This creates a saapgnment for
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the urgent need to address meat consumption from a combination of environmental, social and
economic perspectives to achieve more sustainable consumption and production. It also
presents a serious legitimacy challenge to the meat industrynwisd respond to these

concerns in a way that responsibly address the negative impacts of overconsumption and
protect the legitimacy of meat as an important part of a balanced diet that is also sustainable,

healthy and ethical over the long term.

1.11.2 Data reliability

Before looking at overall trends of meat consumption the reliability of data is addressed. For
instance, Hallstrom & Borjesson (2013) caution as to the overall reliability of data and point
out the lack of harmonisation of definition and riegions of how data is obtained. There is
certainly arange of datéhat is used across the research sector and in public domains. There
is alsooftensizabledifferences is estimates depending on the data source, analysis and
def i ni t i oFshrenbachRighter& tSantQ015). The data drawn from tRECD-

FAO Agricultural Outlook Ritebase20162025 andused in Tabld below,represents only

the quantities available to the consungefter losses and waste during harvest, storing,
processing, distribution, ang toretail) and expressed in retail weigltt does notonsider

for exanple, household wastage during storage, preparation, and cooirdpes it factor in

the meat yield after cookingj.also represents only beef & veal, poultry, pork and sheep

meat. It therefore excludes other meats such as buffalo, goal, camel wipcipalar in

some countriedt simply indicates available supply per person in a couRtigm an
environmentahnd ethicaperspective, the broad picture of total meat production and
consumption globally, and thtise availableneatsupply, is of great inérest. This is simply
because available supply indicates a sustainability or ethical impact that has already occurred
because an animal has already been produced, slaughtered and made available for
consumption, whether or nat is eaten. Also, the largegesource impacts occur in the
production phase. For example, in a study calculating the GHG footprint of New Zealand
beef exported to foreign markets in North America or Europe it was found that only 3.3% of
all GHG emissions occurred in the consumppbiase, with the remaining 96.7% of

emissions produced in the production, processing and transporting of meat to the consumer
and the bulk of the emissions caused in the production hiaéering, Ledgard, Boyes &
Kemp,2012).


https://www-cambridge-org-s.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/core/search?filters%5BauthorTerms%5D=Keri%20Szejda%20Fehrenbach&eventCode=SE-AU
https://www-cambridge-org-s.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/core/search?filters%5BauthorTerms%5D=Allison%20C%20Righter&eventCode=SE-AU
https://www-cambridge-org-s.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/core/search?filters%5BauthorTerms%5D=Raychel%20E%20Santo&eventCode=SE-AU
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From a policy perspectivepwever, with regards understandthgdrivers for demand along

with actual impacts on consumditee onhealth and wellbeing then details relating to

individual consumption behaviour is of critical importantkis is becauseupply statistics

do not povide any specific insights about consumption characteristics in different

populations, regions, socioeconomic groups, or among individuals in households (FAO,

2001) . I n this case, househol deyb(lD8)gret survey
neededIDS are one of the most accuraig costlymethods for obtaining data on meat

consumption yet even these can have issues with accuracy, as they rely on peopleyaccuratel

completing the survey.

1.113 Meat consumption trends

In this thesis, we are intested mainly in general trends and consumption across countries at
population levelFigure 6therefore showdifferent meat consumption levels per cagpita,

terms of retail weight, and based on available suppigss a selection of countries.
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Figure 6. Per capita meat consumption (kg) across selected countries, including World, OECD, BRICs, and EU
country groupings

Based on data from the OEGBPAO Global Outlook Database. At OECD (2017), Meat consumption (indicator).
doi: 10.1787/fa290fd@n (Accessed oh9 April 2017).*This indicator is presented for beef and veal, pig,
poultry, and sheep. Meat consumptjmar capitas measured in kilograms of retail weight per capita.

Figure 6shows that total meat consumption has increased across all countriesb&d®86
to 2015 with total world meat consumption increasing by around 24%. B&d@ntries
show 46% increase in meat consumption per capita over the period compared to OECD

countries (8%), however, per capita consumption is still just less than haif B&CD
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countriesIn Chinaand Mexicq availablemeat consumption per capita has increaseoviey

60% over the period 1998015 Vi et nambés per <capita availabl e
was around 265% more thanlif95.This substantialncreasan meatconsumptions a

result of over 5 timemore poultry consumption ardtimes more beef consumptitran 20

years earlier. Rapid population growth, urbanisation and increasing per capita wealth within
many developing regions remains a core driver of tmtasumption growthDeveloping

countries are also expected to account for 80% of the growth in global meat production over
the coming years, with per capita meat consumption growth only slowing as the major
developing economies approach the levels of ldgeel countrie (OECD, 2013, p.11).€P

capita meat consumption remains very high in developed countries and often well over
recommended health limits. This is also already true in some developing countries who
traditionally share a strong meat culturestsas Uruguay, Argentina and BraZibtal meat
consumption statisticalso hide thenajortrend of rising poultry consumptiofhis is shown

in the Figure Avhere the percentage change in meat consumption per capita is shown across
the four main meat cageries. World poultry consumption has thus increased by nearly 58%
over the last 20 years, witlignificant growth across atbuntriesNote that while world

sheep meat consumption has increased, consumptimainsrelatively small at

1.71kg/capita in 206. BRICS countries show growth across all meat categories measured.

% Change in Per Capita Meat Consumption (kg) from L3985

L e e
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Figure 7. Percentage Change in per capita meat consumption (kg) from 1995 to 2015

Based on data from the OEGEAO Global Outlook Database. At OECD (2017), Meat consumption (indicator).
doi: 10.1787/fa290fd@n (Accessed on 19 April 2017)

Despite variance in meat consumption using different data sets, major trends over the last 20

years can largely be summarised as:
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high meat intakes in developed countries where densamthatively stale;
significant growing meat consumptiondeveloping countries with rapidly growing
economies

1 large growth in global chicken consumption;

1 decrease in beef & veal and sheep meat consumptaeveloped countries

)l
)l

According to Euromonitor Internationé2016) an average American reduced annual intake
of beef and veal by nearly 4 kilograms (cooked weight) between 2010 and 2015, and an
average Western European by 1#ge togrowing awareness around health and increased
flexitarianism Nevertheless, it isvorth noting that per capita US meat consumption (red
meat and poultry) remains very highd although@nsumption of beafemains below peak
levels some decades earlietdts increased slightly over the last 2 years and is projected to
increase over theoming decad@USDA ERS, 2016)

1.11.4 Dietary advice regardingrecommendedindividual -level meat
consumption

With respect to individual meat consumption there is liméeplicit advice around actual
recommended dietary intake of meat. For example, intamational revievof Nationat

level detary advice across countriesly 20 out of 83 guidelines (24%) recommended

reducing or limiting meat intakes, with some of these distinguishing between red and
processed meéFischer & Garnett2016, p. 26)Much of guidance around meat intake

follows a pattern obroad recommendations to decrease saturated fat iswtakine

i mportance of ensuring a vari et.Yherefsafpcusot ei n
on eating more healthy foods such as valgles, fruit and wholegrains, and lean meat (if

meat is included). Themrelimited examples where there ispecified intake amoupitor
instancaecommendeduantityof meatper day week. Examples of countries that do this in
their national cetaryguidelines include&Sweden which advises &t no more than 500 grams

of cooked meat a week) with only a small amount of that being med&3atar which

advises to limit red meat to 5009 per week, and Germany which advises eating no more than
3001600 gramof meat and sausages per wéeischer & Garneft2016. Guidelines inthe
Netherlandsecommend 500gm of meat per week with no more than 300gm of that to be red
or high carbon medNetherlands Nutrition Centre, 2018he UK National Dietary

Guidance eoourages people to eat no more than 70 gm per day (Public Hegldnd

2016). The World Cancer Research Fund recommends intake of up to 500 gwdéaegder

week, with no or minimal processed m@MCFR, 2017) The American Institute for Cancer

Researb likewise recommends eating no more than 500 grams (cooked weight) per week of
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red meats, like beef, pork and lamb, and avoid processed meat such as ham, bacon, salami,
hot dogs and sausag@dVR, 2017). Both organisations, however, have the overall,doa
average consumption in a population, of no more than 300 g of red meat a week, very little if
any of which should be processed meat

1.115 Individual-level meat consumption

Understading individual consumion is difficult due to limited studietiat use the same
methodology and limited studies in general. A comprehensive review of dietary studies based
on food diary approaches could not be found for example. This would be useful in informing
future discussions. Some examples of studies acrostexbt®untries are provided below. It

is noted that some news organisations sometimes use per capita consumption supply statistics
to derive an estimate of daily individual consumption. This results in often huge numbers
which mayconsiderablyverestimae daily consumption. For example, the Independent
newspaper states that average annual meat consumption in 2009 in the United States was
120.2 kilos(The Telegraph, 2017This equates to arourd@9gm per day which appears to

be excessive.

However, somedusehold budget/diaflyased studies may also underestimate meat
consumptionlt is worth remembering thaDgmrecommendedaily consumptiorof meat
(Public Health England, 2016 quite smallaround a palrsize portion For example,
Young and Nestl€2007, p.244)point to 500% portion increase difence between burgers
in 1955 and 2007&vhere hamburger meat weighed around 43gimstgourmet burgers
today sold inburgerrestaurantinclude meat patties thatell exceedl0O0Ogm and many are

over 200gm

Per capita available meat consumption in the US for 2015 was around 9&ctkgding to
the OECDBFAO Outlook Databasstatistics This equates to 261,36 gm per day per petson
However, his does not includpostretail wastesuch agemaining bon®r meat ss in
preparation and eatingr waterloss in cookinglf we use averyrough estimate based on a
cooking yieldof 75% and wastagef 10%, thiswould roughly fallataround ¥6.4gm per day
per personlt is noted, that this is a very roughtimateto orly show thatffiguresusedin
popular press areften misleading, for instance indicates a much lower level th829m

per day. But it alsoemainsmuch higher than the recommended 70gm indiciatenuch of

®Based on 365 days per years.
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theguidance above. Anid does notonsidetthe fact that babies, elderly, amdgetarian

consumers eat meat in much smaller quantities or none at all. It therefore indicates significant
overconsumption by some parts of the populations and/or meat wastage. Both drive
subsantiveenvironmental and healimpact.

A selection of studies showing estimated daily consumption based on food diary surveys in
different populations are shown in Tablelhe data shows in general high average
consumptionlt is difficult to compare studies, however, due to difféemethodologieand

whether the study was focused on red meat, processed meat, and/or total meat consumption.
A comprehensive review of studies would be highly useful and perhaps critical in
understanding better what is happening across populations\aduad level as well as

research gaps and methodological issues.

Reference Methodology Country Est imated Total Meat Intake (Adults)
Daniel , National Health and USA Mean total meat intake was 128 g/day.
Cross, Nutrition Examination
Koebnick Survey (NHANES) data
& Sinha (based on a mix of
(2011) interview/ other data
collection methods
Cosgrove, Food diary Ireland 110g/day
Flynn, Kiely The mean intakes of red meat, white meat
(2005) and processed meat were 51, 33 and 26 g/d
de 24 h dietary recalls/food Brazil The mean red and processed meat intake was
Carvalho, diary 138 g/d for men and 81 g/d for women.
César, About 81% of men and 58% of women
Fisberg, consumed more meat than recommended.
Marchioni
(2013 )
Rorhmann 24 -Hour dietary France, Mean red, processed and poultry meat intake
etal. ( 2013 ) | recall s/food diary Italy, Spain, was 51 g/d, 33.2 g/d and 15.1 g/d for men.
Netherlands, Mean red, processed and poultry meat intake
United was 33.1g/d, 21.4  g/dand 12.6 g/d for
Kingdom, woman.
Greece,
Germany, 19% of red meat consumption was over 90
Sweden, g/d, 59% eat over 20 g/d processed meat.
Norway,
Denmark
Wie et al., 3-day Food Diary Korea The mean intake of red meat for men was
(2014) 85-3 g and for women 595 g

Table 1.Selection otudies howing average individudével meat consumption intake across populations

1.12 Positive Role of Meat Consumption

Before looking in further detail at growing concern over negative impacts of meat
overconsumptionthe valuable contribution of metat socety shouldalsobe addressedeat
represents a very important cultural component of the diet across many societies, representing
strongly held values associated with health, wealth, power, strength and masculinity (Twigg,
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1979; Fiddes, 1991; Adams, 19%gzin, Hormes, Faith & Wansink, 2012Yleat

consumption culture is also described as being involved in the early development of
languagesocial grouping and religions (Swatland, 2010, p. 80) and retains a major role in

many popular traditions and custotoday. It is often viewed as being a central part of the

meal, as well as being a key feature of festive and celebratory occasions (Twigg, 1983;

Fiddes, 1992; Rozin et al., 2012). Nutritionally, meat is a concentrated source of high quality,
highly digestble protein, and is useful supplier of essential amino acids, such as lysine as

well as Bcomplex vitamins including thiamin, riboflavin, niacin, biotin, vitamins B6 and

B12, pantothenic acid and folacin (Bender, 1992). Meats are excellent sources afaniner

such as iron, copper, zinc and manganese, and play an important role in the prevention of

zinc deficiency and particularly of iron deficiency which is widespread in many populations
(Bender, 1992). Livestock farming systems can also contribute imamoementally positive

way through for example, environmental management of grasslands and biodiversity and they
can be an efficient fiwasted converter by con
nutrientdense foods (Elferink, Nonhebel & Mo008; Janzen, 2011, Gerber et al., 2013).

Such systemsanalsoplay an important role for food security, for example as tazy

enable the use of grasslands that walerwise notor only be marginallyisable for food
production,(Suttie, Reynoldg:. Batello, 200%. Across many countries, both developed and
developing, the production and consumption of meat plays an important economic and social

role and arguably an expanding one in developing economies. Globally, it is estimated that

around 1.3 billim people are employed across the livestock sector and it directly supports the
livelihoods of 600 million poor smallholder farmers in the developing wdrtaintonetal.

2000 . In developing countries, |livestock prod
of the economic and socialliffo t he peopl ed ,200%p.78)sandésarkk Ze mud u
important element of human food and nutrition security (Otte etGil2)2The North

American Meat Institute states that the United States meat industry generates around

US$864.2 billion annually to the U.S. economy, or roughly 6% of the entire GDP, with

companies involved in meat production, along with their suppliersitdigors, retailers and

ancillary industries employing approximately 6.2 million people in the U.S., totalling $200

billion in wages(NAMI Website, 2017)


http://rstb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/365/1554/2853#ref-58
http://rstb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/365/1554/2853#ref-58
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1.13 Negative Impacts of Meat Consumption

Despite many benefits as discussed in sedtibg the ppduction and consumption of meat
has considerabladverseenvironmental, ethical, health and safety impacts, in particular as a

result of excessive meat consumption.

There is growing evidence of a range of heattlated issues related to dietary meat
overconsumption. These include increased risk of carelated illnesses and other diet
related disease such as cardiovascular disease, stroke, type 2 diabetes, and earlier death
(IARC, 2015; Feskens, Sluik, and van Woudenbergh, 2013; Larsson & Orsini, 2014,
Battaglia et al., 2015An analysis of data from 10 studies looking at the relationsttween
cancer and meat consumption estimated that é@gyamportion of processed meat eaten
daily increases the risk of colorectal cancer by about 18%, witHrdatesome studies also
suggesting that the risk of colorectal cancer could increase by 17% forl®@sgyam

portion of red meat eaten daily (IARC, 201%4% of nationalevel dietary guidelines now
recommend reducing or limiting meat intake, mostlytfealth reasons although national
gui delines in Sweden and Ger many alFiscber menti o
& Garnett 2016, p. 26).

The potential rapid spread of novel zoonotic diseases into human populations (e.g. avian
influenza, swine ifluenza) are also of huge concern. Agricultural drivers are significant for
the spread of novel zoonotic diseases and include major changes such as new agricultural
practices, modernisation and intensification of farming systems, and habitat clearing for
cropping and grazing (Wang and Crameri, 2014, p. 570). Intensive industrial meat
production practicesvhereseveral thousand cattle or pigs, or 100,000 or more chickens, are
fed grains and produced in a single facilityay also facilitate spread of disesas a bridge
between wild animal reservoirs and human populations, and as the locus of pathogen
evolutionitself (Leibler et al, 2009)The rise in antibiotic resistance in human populations
through the overuse of antibiotics in livestock systems esattsacting growing awareness

for its potential catastrophic impaas human health and saf¢g&hu et al., 2013; WHO,

2015).

Livestock production systems ae&key contributor to pressures on Planetary Boundaries.
Theyarea high emitter of greenhougasses, have been a leading driver for deforestation
and biodiversity loss and have been a major contributor to land degracigoridld et al.

2006). They are not only a primary user of freshwater but contribute substantively to the
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pollution of glob&water resourcegngley, 1996)For example, they aremimary

contributor of significant and environmentally detrimental amounts of nitrogen and
phosphorus to terrestrial ecosystems (Vitousek, Mooney, Lubchenco, Melillo, 1997). Around
50% of global udale land is already in pastoral or intensive agriculture (Tilman et al, 2001).
The use of pesticides in agricultural systems, especially bioaccumulating or persistent organic
agricultural pollutants are also of concefheresignificant body okvidencenow showing

the high risk of manypf these chemical® humanhealthand other life forms andnwanted

side effects tdhe environment (Forget, 29, Aktar, Sengupta & Chowdhury, 2009

Anthropogenic GHG emissions from deforestation and agricultural emssgom livestock,

soil and nutrient management make up the greater part of emissions in agriculture, forestry
andotherland use sector (AFOLU) which is responsible for just undpraater(~1071 12
GtCO2eq / yr) ohnthropogenic greenhouse gasissions. (Smith et al., 2014). Gerber et al.
(2013, p.xii) estimate the contribution of livestock to global GétBssionsat 7.1gigatons
CO2eq per annum, representing 14.5 percent of hunmduced GHG emission$he
significantcontribution of GHG emissions dfis sector therefore is critical in future

mitigation of climate change (Gerber et al., 2013, Smith et al., 2B&4gnt esearch by
Springmann, Godfray, Raynera & Scarborough (2016) argues that a transition towards more
plantbased diets, in line witstandard dietary guidelines, could reduce global mortality by

6i 10% and fooetelated greenhouse gas emissions liy’2% (p.1).

Intensive industriakcale farming mostfteninvolvesfeeding animalgrotein rich energy

dense concentrate feg&ound onethird of arable land is currently used for feed production
(Steinfeldet al., 2006) and orihird of global cereal production is fed to animals

(Alexandratost Bruinsma,2012). According to Schader et d2015) this leads to

considerable tradeffs with praducing food for direct humaroasumption. Andncreasing
production of livestock feed to meet growing demand for meat products is likely to put
increasing pressure on arable land areas (AlexandraBysi&sma, 2012). The production of
feedcrops caralsobe a significant contributor to environmental degradation in the country of
origin, if notmanaged in a sustainable manridre United Nations Food and Agricultural
Organi sation (Steinfeld et al., 2006neofp. xx)
the top two or three most significant contributors to the most serious environmental problems,

at every scale from | ocal to global o.
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Ethicaland animal welfaressuesarealso attraghg increasingublic attentiorand concern
(European Commissiao2007 Boogaard et aR011). These include worries around animal
welfare in intensive largecale meat production systems where large populations of animals
are farmed in confined spaces (often referredfohsact ory or i twodamstri al f
generated over individual and ofténgh-profile cases of animal crueltiRising concern

around pig and chicken meat production practi@sresulted isizeablepublic attention.

For example,he culling of unwanted male animals from production systemsbeen raised

as a seriousthical concern. Male chickens fioistanceare not optimum for meat production
and are killed shortly after hatchimgth some estimates assagthatsome 6 billion male
chicks are killed worldwide each year because they asamnted(Animal Ethics,

2008) Also, genetic selectioto enhance productivity eheatproductionmay also pose

issues related to welfar For example, Knowles et §2008) found thaintense genetic
selectionover the past 50 yeahad ledto anincreasen broiler chicken growth rates of over
300% (from 25 g per day to 100 g per dagiich was resultingn impactson thewalking

ability of chickens.

The complexity of meat supply chains has leddnoerns over transparendsiven by a

number of higkprdfile scandals (e.g. pink slime, horsemedib& meat scandal$)as

contributed to highly visible public debate on the merits of current meat production and
consumption practice§hese impact on the meat industry ashale, for examplé¢he

European horseeat scandal had impacts across meat value chains and on consumer
confidence (Yamoah & Yawson, 20/14Health and safety issues absttract attention. For
example, diseaseutbreaks related to poor supply chain practices (e.g. E. coli contamination)
placeconsiderable pressure on meat supply ch&asine spongiform encephalopathy
(BSE)contaminated meatroblemscreated considerable consumer alarm in a number of
countries, including, UKBelgium, GermanyUS, Canada andapan(Verbeke, 2001

Kamisato, 208; Wales, Harvey & Warde€2006. Negative impacts of the livestock industry

on health and safety of workers also arise. For example, there is research that links negative
impacts on worker health in pig production facilities witgher frequencies of resatory
symptoms, more frequent colds and absence due to chest illness, and a history of pneumonia
(Donham, Haglind, PetersoRylander &Belin, 1989; Crook et al., 1991klobally, it is

estimated that farm workers run at least twice the risk of dyingejob than workers in

other sectors (Forastiefi999).Slaughterhouses also have some of the highest reported

injury rates in the manufacturing industry (Broadway & S®006 with injury rates


https://link-springer-com-s.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/article/10.1007/s10806-016-9615-x#CR16
https://link-springer-com-s.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/article/10.1007/s10806-016-9615-x#CR8
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4841092/#CIT0007
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reported to be as high asid®% per annum (Dalla et a2005 Dillard, 2008 Victor &
Barnard, 201p%

1.14 The Rise of Hexitarianism

Concerns about the sustainability, health and ethical attributes of meat, along with a growing
consumer interest in health and wellness, have contributed to increased interest in

flexitarianism behaviour amongst consumers. The definition of flexitarian behaviour differs
across studies (Rothgerber, 20D&rbyshire, 2016)it could be broadly described as

behaviour where consumers reduce meat intake in their diet, but do not elimamate i

favour a predominantly plaittased diet. Flexitarians are not considered a homogenous

consumer group, and may reduce meat intake for a variety of reasons including for health,
environment and ethical aims with a different weight on either, accotalipgrsonal values

(Verain, Degevos & Antonides, 2016). Flexitarians might be further described as either being
strong or weak, with strong flexitarians making substantial meat consumption reductions, and
weak flexitarians less so, with potentially a highnterest in hybrid meat products or

behaviour (Fuchs & Lorek, 2005; de Bakker & Dagevos 2012). Market analysts pinedict

AFl exitarian Effecto to continue to be a key
contributed to a surge in interest ilapt-based foods over the last five years (Whole Foods,

2016; Innova, 2016, Baum + Whitman, 2016, YahooFood, 2016). Innova Market Insights
reported a 60% rise in global food and beverage launches using a vegetarian claim between
2011 and 201%o0d Navigadr USA, 2016) The measubstitutes market is projected to

reach USD 5.96 Billion by 202@arkets and Markef2016) A growing number of

consumer surveys show increasing interest in meat reduction behaviour. Mintel (2015) has
revealed rising interesh imeatfree eating and flexitarianism in Germany, with 33% of

German adultsaying they are actively reducing their consumption of red,rapdt19%

saying they are incorporating more vegetarian foods into their diet compared to a year ago
(Mintel, 2017) Amongst consumers in the United Kingdom, research points to growing
awareness and sensitivity around meat. According to Murphy and Thomas (2016), 40% of

UK adults agree that &Thes eiridirgyos#t5% of veomen, | e s s
with27%o0f al |l women agreeing that O6by-f2025,. my
Further,36%4 0 % of UK consumers agree that o0it wou
countryside if adults in Britain were generally to eat less iineatng to 44% amon@6-24

y e a r s(MwphydasddThomas, 2016)psos FIVE research in Canada found that 24% of


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4841092/#CIT0010
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4841092/#CIT0013
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Canadians identified themselves as following a flexitarian diet, with consumers eating less

meat 8% less often in 2015 than 2@Canadian GroceR016) The bigyest change occurred

among secalled "trailing" millennials (aged 18 to 24) and "leading" millennials (25 to 34)

who decreased meat consumption by more than 20% between 2014 (C204&ian

Grocer,2016) A Report bythe Nutrition Business Journ@015)stated that roughly 26% of

the U.S. population said O0theybve conscious|
Nordic consumers also demonstrate willingness to decrease meat consumption, with 23%,

16% and 17% of Swedish, Norwegian and Finnigisomers agreeing that they plan to eat

less meat during the upcoming six months according to a SustairrablésBndex survey

(2016, p13).

However, there remains a lack of research around flexitarian behaviour. It is evident that
flexitarians are morepen to eating plaAtased options and meat alternatives and that meat is
not a centrepiece of every meal. But, some caution should be taken as to whether flexitarians
are on average reducing their total meat consumption and if so, by how much and whether
this behaviour is sustained over the long term. For example, there does not appear to be
significant drops in meat consumption per capita in many of those countries with growing
flexitarian consumers. Consurdasised surveys also do not always appear todlenvatched

to nationallevel statistics regarding total meat production and/or consumption. This could be
due to several reasons however: including wastage of meat not adequately being accounted
for in statistics at national level; misinterpretation atistics, for example, meat consumed

is normally on a cooked weighasis but national level statistics may be based on carcass or
retail weight; and a lack of robust studies that well reflect the actuateagag behaviour of
consumers. It would alscelparticularly interesting to look at individual dietary behaviour

over longer timgrames. While such surveys are inherently costly and resource intensive it
would better pick up any potential compensatory eating habits, in that some flexitarians may
redwce or limit meateating opportunities, but when eating meat may eat larger portions at
each individual meat meal. Such behaviour might result in total meat consumption remaining
fairly stable. Despite this potential paradox, between stated and actuasattiere are
substantial opportunities to capitalise on the increased interest irbplsad options. This is
perhaps evidenced in the increasing interest in-gdadtitutes such as Impossible Meat, a
plantbased meat that bleeds like animal meat duleedanclusion oplantextracted
haemoglobinandrecent acquisitions by traditional meat industry compaltilesTyson

Foods in alternative protein companies. Tyson Foods bought aws@ership staken the
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company Beyond Meat in October 20E®rtune,2016) As interest grows in these meat

alternatives this also often brings attention to meat as a sustainable, healthy and ethical

product because comparisons are often made for example in marketing and communication of
such products. Itisalsooftenmark ed as an O6al ternative to mea

drives further focus or increased attention on the negative impacts of meat consumption.

1.15 Increasing and Diverse Stakeholder Interest

Thereareincreasingdemands for more sustainable meatstonption from a diverse range of
stakeholdersWhile many organisations oftemmter the debatieom a particular perspective

on the issuesuch asanimal welfare, mangrganisations alsmcorporate broader messages
and put forward multiple concerns tofjfis the needo reduce meat consumption and change
meatproduction practices. Compassion on World Farming, for example seeks to reduce
factory meat based on ethittoncerns over factory farming baiso addresses concerns

around environment, health apdverty as reasons for change.

A 2014 study by aestadius, Neff, Barry & Frattaroli found that anirpabtection and food
focused NGOs in U.S., Canada, and Sweden were more active in promoting reduced meat
consumption as a means of mitigating climate gedéiman compared to environmental

NGOs. Animalprotection and foodocused NGOs weralsomore likely to carry out formal
meat reduction campaigns and engage the public in outreach pro§aces2014however,

two high profile events have occurred thatvdincreasegublic attention on the future role

of meat in a sustainable, ethical and healthy diet. In respect fiesthef these events, tHgS
Dietary Guidelines Advisory Repo#,petition set up by organisations in favour of
sustainability considations in the final Dietary Guidelines and an emphasis on less meat and
more plantbased dietgyained over 150,000 signatures in suppGenter for Biological
Diversity, 2015) 100 organizations, experts, and prominent individuals also signed an open
letter, published id major US papers, urging support for the inclusiddsustainability
considerations in the final 2015 Dietary Guidelines, specifitayeference to a diet with

less medt. The second evernthe WHO IARC Evaluation on Cancer and Reul Processed
Meat drewhuge international interest and alarm ower identification ottancerrisk from

sustained Igh-levels of meat consumption.

10 Compassion in World Faing. Athttps://www.ciwf.org.uk
1 The letter can be downloaded as a pditips://www.ciwf.com/news/2015/03/usdadietary-guidelines
testimony-pressrelease
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There is also an increasing diversity of stakeholders now engaging on sustainable meat
consumption issigeTraditionally, animalwelfare groups like the Compassion on World
FramingandPETA havecampaiged against meat consumption and factory farms yet there

is evidence of new pressure groups and campaigns that are emerging. The Farm Animal
Investment Risk &Return initiative (FAIRR) bringing together 39 institutional investors

whose members manage some US$1.25trn in assets, recently called for substantive change in
the meat sector on wigdanging issuesThe initiativeurged 16 multinational food companies

to outline how they plan to deal with the ri:¢
wo r | d édiancewrefactorfarmed livestock to feed the growing global demand for
protein [being] a recipe for ' Cdmpamiasmecci al , so
encouraged talentify their plans to respond to the risks posed by industrial animal

production, as well as strategies to diversify into plzaged sources of protdiRAIRR,

2016) Another example, is thdK-based investment fund EdenTrekich offers an ethical

investment fund that excludes intensive farming companies and supports external

benchmarking assessments such as the Business Benchmark on Farm Animal Welfare

(BBFAW) which assesses companies, includingfast restaurants on tlienimal welfare
policies(EdenTree, 2016At the end of 201645 large investors collectively managing

$1.2trn in assets urged some of the largest meat producers in the United States to set policies

for reducingwaterpollution intheir feeding, slaugkting and processing operatiqieuters,

2016) Internally, shareholders are also seeking to present shareholder proposals to address
issues associated with industrial production of animal meat or health and sustainability issues
associated with high meeonsumptionFor example, some investors have made shareholder
proposals requesting quick phasg programmes of harmful antibiotic use in meat

production systemacrossseverafastf ood br ands, including Yum B
BurgerKing(Fortune 2016b)and McDonald¢ICCR, 2016) A shareholder proposal was

made to the 2016 Annu@eneral Meetingf Chipotle calling for Chipotle to publish an

annual Sustainability repofChipotle Annual Report, 2016, p. 32). A group of nuns, the

Benedictine Sistes of Boene, Texas, which own stock i
Center on Corporate Responsibility (ICCR)ently introduced a shareholder resolution to
require those that suppl y bevicHcken,pdrkdobbeéftovi t h an
stop giving their animals antibiotics that are used to fight disease in hReuters, 2016)

Somecivil society groups are also investing in shares in companies to have potentially

2 Founder of FAIRR and CIO at Coller Capasmy Collerquoted in IPE (2016).
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greater opportunities to demand change. For example, People Ethibal Treatment of
Animals (PETA), a wetknown animal welfare NGO, has bought shares in McDonalds as
well as BurgerKing to be able to attend annual meetings and prsipaxsholder
resolutionswith the aim to bring change to animal welfare pract{€4sTA, 2012).

Several higkprofile researckbasedpolicy organisationarenow alsolooking at meat

reduction policies and/or evaluating actitowards more sustainable meat consumpfibis
includes the World Resources Institute, who preseonngprehensivease for the food

industry, governments and NGOs to develop strategies to inflpeogde to choose plant

based foods over animal prodsi¢WRI, 2017). BritisHbased Chatham House also argues

for reduction in meat consumptiowegllesley, Froggat, Happer, 2015prum for the Future,

a UK based thinktank has a specific work programme looking at raising the profile of protein
as an integrgbart of a sustainable food system by 2020 and exploring growth inh@aatl
protein consumption, along with masastainablg@roduction and consumption of animal

protein(Forum for the Future, 2017)

Environmental NGOs have some dedicated campaigusddon meat reductiofor

example, the Center for Biological Diversity has a Meatstinction Camidaidpich includes

information, individual pledge programme, calls for vegetarian option burgers in McDonalds,
meatfree recipes and more resourcing by UScadfs towards sustainable dits

Greenpeace Internation@017)i ncl udes a fAEat | ess Meat 0o mes s

campaign on sustainable agriculture.

Healthbased civil society and research organisations are increasingly more vocal about meat
consumption and they often present guidance on meat consumption limits through daily or
weekly consumptions limits. The World Cancer Research Fund Interna#onatjcan

Institute for Cancer Research (AIGRancer Research UKetAcademy of Nutritionrad

Dietetics all promote balanced diets with appropriate levels of lean meat consumption and
minimal processed me&0 out of 83nationatlevel dietary guidelines analysed (24%) show
recommendations for reducing or limiting meat intagg@scher & Garnett2016, p. 26).

Research exploring the relatgmp of meat consumption and health also appears to be

increasingAcademic research may have also increased. Looking roughly at trend data in

13 See Centerdr Biological Diversity Meatstinction Campaign. At
http://www.takeextinctionoffyourplate.com/meatstinction/
14 Ibid.


http://www.peta.org/about-peta/learn-about-peta/success-stories/shareholder-resolutions/
http://www.peta.org/about-peta/learn-about-peta/success-stories/shareholder-resolutions/
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citations within MEDLINE?®, a health medical database, aisihg the search terms meat and
consumption shows #dld increase in the amount of publications ower thirty-year period

from 19% related to research that directly address meat, health and consumption.

Publications in PubMed 1985 to 2015 including
terms "meat" & "consumption”
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Figure 8. Publications irPubMedi nc | udi n g etal& @nsuraptiom&omil982015

The data was obtained using the following search on PubMed Database on 20 March 2017: ("meat"[MeSH
Terms] OR "meat"[All Fields]) AND ("economics"[MeSH Terms] OR "economics"[All Fields] OR
"consumption”[All Fields]). It imoted that this is only useful as a guide to show ta general trend towards
increased research published on PubMed relateddbane consumption and health.

The meat industry also faces pressures to meet the demands of downstream partners in the
meat valie chain. Indeed, retailers that sell meat such as supermarkets and restaurants are
often power ful fgatekeeperso in the meat sup
dictate market conditionsSupermarkets, multinational retail and grocery ufacturers and
fastfood burgerrestaurant companies, for examgleg increasinglyaced with wideranging
concerndrom various organisations, including animal welfare activists, environmental and
health advocacy groups, as well as public organisatiothseggulators in relation to the

negative impacts aheat consumptiorinternal sustainability policies are also driving

reflection on high resouragenpact products. Accordingly, concerns are often reflected in
changing supply agreements or retaiposedstandards on meat producers and processors.
For example, McDonalds is working towards a global policy on the elimination of antibiotics

important to human medicine in chicken in its restaurants, Waitrose UK has a policy has set

IS MEDLINE is the U.S. National Library of Medigieenier bibliographic database that contains more than 23
million references to journarticles in life sciences with a concentration on biomedicite.
https://www.nlm.nih.gov/pubs/factsheets/medline.html
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aminimum standard for farmg that conventional dairy cows (producing rarganic milk)

must spend at least 100 days outside grazing in fiéMdstrose, 2017)All abattoirs

supplying meat to Waitrose are equipped with CCTV to ensure welfare standards are
maintained and Waitroseaimtain that Footage is independently reviewed on a regular basis
(Waitrose, 2017)

Another approach is direct contact with the consumer. For example, in 2016 two Swedish
supermarkets (COOP, ICA) launched consumer meat reduction campaigns based largely

araund concerns over the environmental impacts of theat

Severalprocesses are also emerging at international and national level that focus on the desire

to move towards more sustainable datg systems approaches to both research and.action

These includéhe UNEP 10YFP Sustainable Food Systems ProgramiRESFOOD',

Oxford Martin Programme on the Future of F&bdand theHigh-Level Panel of Experts

(HLPE) of the Committee on World Food Security (C8)Sustainable consumption of

meat is a critical disession and potential action point in many of these proceBkes.

international organisation Slow Foodase example, amongst a growing number of

international civil society organisations building networks of actions based around

sustainable food consunim goals.It argues for Slow Meat campaign, which essentially can

be summarised by a fdeat | e tSbowfood 2dl7)Thef bett er
Eating Better Alliance based in the UK and representing over 40 civil society organisations

has goal$ o aisé awareness of why we need to talk about a shift to moreljalsed eating

with less and better m@ata n dtimiilage longterm cultural shifts by devising new ways of
framing the Oeat | ess meat 6 Fhesppotfgreneat hat ar e
reduction initiatives like medtee days irsomeschools (e.g. Swedé&nArgentina, Australia,

Belgium, Brazil, Finland, Germany, South Africa, South Korea, TajWatherlands, and

6 See the COOP Meat Reduction Campaign vidattgs://www.youtube.com/watch?v=
axWzQK8ugs&feature=youtu.be

17 10YFP Sustainable Food Systems Programme. At
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/partnership/?p=1241Accessed 10 March 2017

8 The International Panel of Experts on Sustainable Food Systems$-@B@SAt http://www.ipes-food.org/.
Accessed 10 March 2017

19 Oxford Martin Programme on the Future of Fodd
http://www.oxfordmartin.ox.ac.uk/research/programmes/futuréood. Accessed 10 March 2017

20High Level Panel of Experts to the Committee on World FoodriBe(CFS)At http://www.fao.org/cfs/cfs-
hipe/en/. Accessed 10 March 2017

21 Eating Better Alliance (2017) Our Wobl http://www.eating-better.org/whatwe-do.html

221n a twoyear period, the number of Swedish municipalities that introduced nriies daysin their school
cafeterias increased by 80 percefithe Local, 2016).



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-axWzQK8uqs&feature=youtu.be
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-axWzQK8uqs&feature=youtu.be
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/partnership/?p=12411
http://www.ipes-food.org/
http://www.oxfordmartin.ox.ac.uk/research/programmes/future-food
http://www.fao.org/cfs/cfs-hlpe/en/
http://www.fao.org/cfs/cfs-hlpe/en/
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US) is also increasing.d&ication campaigns (WFF Livewell foife Campaigf®) are also
promoting a lessneat messagét international levelinternational organisations such as the
United Nations Environment Programffieand WHO (IARC, 2015) have highlighted

negative inpacts of meat overconsumption.

Consumers also gpar to be showing increasedticeto how meat is produced and a desire

for external product attributdmsedaround sustainability, health, and ethics. Market

intelligence by Packaged Facts in 2016 revealed that more than 6 in 10 restaurant meat and

pout ry eaters in the United States say that 0
meat/poultry dishes at a restaurant and that they weigh whether the dish has no hormones, no
antibiotics, and no preservativ@ackaged Facts, 2016)5% of restaant meat and poultry
eaters said that o6énfree rangeo i s important
restaurant o, with 47% s dBackaggd FaciR@l6)s ame f or Os

1.16 Conclusion

The projected rise in meat consumption ptlee next 50 years, a near dtinp of capacity,

must be addressed in a way that considers the multiple objectives and impacts of meat
consumptionAny action mustonsiderthe diversity of production systems, the contribution

of livestock farming to foodecurity and sustainable development, along with the cultural,
social, health and economic values of meat to society. But it must also atidrpssblem of
overconsumption including meat wasteand the negative impacts arising from meat

production.

Therole of meat in a healthy and sustainable diet will be increasingly negotiated across society
in the coming years. This is already noticeable in the rise of more organised and coordinated
efforts across those stakeholders advocating for meat reductiostakéiholderswvill have
responsibility in helping to support more sustainable consumptioe.nfeat industrytself,

hasa vital role to contributing to sustaable change towards healtlspistainable and ethical
outcomes in relation to the human diet androader societal goals of operating within the

ear t h gscaltoundgpids.

23 Seelivewell For Life. Atttp:/livewellforlife.eu/. (Accessed 1 March 2017)
24Westhoek, H., Ingram, J., van Berkum, S., & Hajer, M. (2016)



http://livewellforlife.eu/
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CHAPTER 2:

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Chapter 2will discuss legitimacy theory along witls direct relevance to challenges facing
the meat industry in respect to sustainhihealth and ethical concerns. Secon&gtt B
will discussthe conceptual basis of sensemaking wilekaminedFinally, a review of
framing and framing analysis will be providedPart C

PART A: LEGITIMACY THEORY
2.0 Introduction to Legitimacy

Legitimacy is consi der ed WhyP Betause b attracdsrandor g an i
retains the resources needed by the organisation to continue toriufatiexample capital,

labourand customers necessary for its continued vial{fishforth& Gibbs 1990;Neu,

Warsame & Pedwelll998).Efficient mitigation of threats to legitimacy are also

advantageous in that timely and wedhfted responses can help to forestall or manage

constraints or attacks on the organisation. These might includat@yudction, disciplinary
procedures, boycotts, and disruptiveaaction.
degree of autonomy to deci de h dNeu Wansdmeher e b
Pedwell, 1998, 265). To this end, organisationdl| attempt to establish congruence

bet ween fAthe social values associated with o
acceptable behaviour in the | arge&Pfefferci al sy
1975,p.122) A fit hrembcy o | eagihe meat sector is def
disparity exists, now and/or in the future, which represents some incongruence between the
meat sector (and its individual actorsd) act
act i ons .¥herelebitothady treats are serious, society could seek to revoke the
organi zation's fAcontr act PRarkio& Tobim2002)rthuoaghi t s op
the withdrawal of resources. For instance, investment companies may withdraw, or threaten

to withdraw, funding. Recently, a US$1.25 trillion coalition of 40 institutional investors

launched an engagement with 16 multinational food companies to highlight the material risks
posed by industrial animal production, urging both risk reduction stestegid

diversification into planbased sources of protglRAIRR, 2016) Customers might choose,

to stop buying meat products or reduce consumption in response to acute disruptive events
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(e.g. BSEoutbreak, IARC Cancer Reporhimal cruelty exposeé) orging concern over

health, safety or transparency (e.g. EU Horsemeat scandal). A Japanese company reported
that sales of sausages plunged 20 percent immediately after the 2015 IARC Evaluation report,
which linked some forms of meat consumption with elevagetter risk°. Changing social

values or expectations around meat consumption might also result in slow erosion of sales
over time. If enough consumers reduce or eliminate meat consumption in response to broader
sustainability, health and ethical concetimsn these concerns or threats to legitimacy have
manifested in legitimacy loss. The meat industry is then confronted with the task of

defending and regaining legitimacy in the minds of concerned consomgosverful
stakeholdersHighly disruptive everst and especially a history of such events, often

represent serious threats to legitimacy. For example, the publication in March 1996 of health
concerns raising possible links to CJD disease in humans from beef consumption, led to an
immediate 40% decline@ domestic sales of UK beef produoctgth consumptiorone year

later remainind@6% below levels before the crigistkinson, 2001).This represented a

serious legitimacy challenge to the British beef industhich required huge efforts and
resourceso recover from. The collective impact of numerous disruptive events over time

can also work to slowly erode confidence and therefore legitimacy in the meat sector. A
number of high profile animal welfare incidents (e.g. shocking videos of inhumane

slaughteing or intensive animal housing conditions) combined with transpaetated

issues concerning contaminated or wrongly labelled meat (e.g. 2014 European horsemeat
scandal), as well as high profile novel zoonotic disease concerns (e.g. Bird flu, Swine fl
epidemics) can cause a corrosive impact, ultimately leading to a widening incongruence

bet ween the actions of the meat sector (and
perceptions of what these actions should be.

21 A 6Systemsdé6 Approach

Legitimacytheory derives from broader political economic the@yafy, Kouhy & Lavers,
1999 where O6political economy6 is described a
framework within whichlie t akes pl aced6 ( Gr a¥¢6)Thsouhy & Lav

underscorethe importance of a set of broader social and political perspectives being taken

®Tokuo Kudara, president of Marudai Food Co., told a
sausages plunged 20 percent i mmediately after the WHC
demand would pick up. ldapan Time¢2015)J apan Processed Meat industryos vy«

wake of cancer report. At http://www.japantimes.co.jp/news/2015/12/06/nationatfjapesssedneat
industrysyearendgift-salestake hit-wake cancefreport/#.Vz2HwZF971U
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into consideration if economic activities are to be meaningfully investigated (Q&O§).

The nat aureensoforo €£yng at ed t he o 9% suéh agolBicah vy , Koult
economy is also appropriate for the use in researching actual and potential business responses

to overconsumption. n uti l i sing a ésystems theoryo fral
understand (1) the interrelated parts of the systed how they arinterrelated(2) the
processes that |l ink the systemsdKagttarts toget
Rosenzweig, & Johnson, 196Buch an approach ideally suited to a study on how an

industry responds to overconsumption (a broader societhlgm) and entails a need to

understand the problematic more broadly, including the relationship between stakeholders

and industry, as well as the drivers for the industry in responding to concerns around
overconsumption and subsequent demands for ndadtien. This alsoemphasises the

importance of observing and understanding mulijgiespectives building up a more

comprehensive awareness how an industry makes seleggtioiacy challengesThis
involvesbothgaining insight into the strategic dsiinmaking and sensemaking of

organisational managevgthin the meat industryas well agheinstitutional environment
drivingindustrydecisionmakingt hat i s, from the per.Shsecti ve
recognises that the meat sector is a pba wider system of political, social and economic

pressures andnemust be cognisant of these when making sense of challenges to legitimacy

that confront itLastly, the approach is also consistent with the growing interest in food

systems theory, wieby foodrelated matters are nested within a broader consumption and
production model and should be addressed in a more holistic rfan8astainable food
systemgSFS)being a concept which embodies consideration of the -®mtoomic, health

and envirmmental aspects of the production and consumption of food in the development of
food-related activities and policy, and which is gaining traction in international and national

level policymaking”’.
2.2  Legitimacy Theory
As discussed in sectionZlegitmacy t heory has developeAd from

brief overview showing the role of legitimacy theory within broader political ecgrtbeory

andasystemsbased approadb provided in Figure 9t is important to note the close and

%6The United Natig & 9 Y PANRBYYSY(d t NPANIYYSAaQ LYGSNyYyFradaAz2ylrt wSaz
Systems (2016) provides comprehensive discussion on food systems and the urgent need to move to more
sustainable food systems (See Westhoek, Ingram, van Berkum & Hajey, 2016

2TExamples of processes on SFS inclL@¥FP Sustainable Food Systems Progrgrinteznational Panel of

Expets on Sustainable Food SystemiBES-ood The EAT InitiativeSUSFANS Programme



http://web.unep.org/10yfp/programmes/sustainable-food-systems-programme
http://www.ipes-food.org/
http://eatforum.org/eat-initiative/
file:///C:/Users/alisonberthe/Documents/susfans.org

MEATING THE CHALLENGE OF OVERCONSUMPTION 63

often overlaping relationship between legitimacy theory, stakeholder theory and institutional
theory. Each offer complementary explanatory power to ther oftinere is also overlapofF
examplepoth legitimacy and stakeholder theories assume the existence of actimpli
social contract between the corporation and society, the terms of which are derived from
the expectations of a number of groups within that sociRtpérts, 1992Deegan, 2002
Lanis & Richardon, 2013. Thedottedboxes in Figure demonstratexamples othe close
relationshipbetween stakeholdeng¢ory andnstitutioral theory to legitimacy theory.
Understanding legitimacy theory requires an understanding of legitirhacgrding to

Suchman (1995, p. 574):

AfLegitimacy i s a generalized perception or a:
desiable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constricted system of norms, values,
beliefs, and definitions. o

This definition is inclusive, incorporating both evaluative and cognitive dimensions and
explicitly recognises the role of the social audieindegitimacy dynamics (Suchman, 1995,
p.573).For example, iencompasses both the need to explain the processes by which the
meat industry justifies its right to exist, along with the need to understand the extent to which
the array of establishedcultta | accounts provides explanatio
existence (see Meyer & Scott, 1B®.201). Legitimacy theory is often separated into two

major domains of study: institutional legitimacy theory and strategic legitimacy theory.

These are furtheseparated into research that focuses on (1) legitimacy grounded in

normative assessments of stakeholder relations; (2) normative evaluations of moral propriety;
and (3) cognitive definitions of appropriateness and intebiléy (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994;

Suchman, 1995).

Legitimacy Theorythusbrings togethethe element o$takeholder expectations of

legitimacy, that is, that thactions of the entity amesirable, proper, or appropriatghin
thebroademorms, values, beliefs, and definiticiswhichthe entity existsalong with the

element ofegitimation consisting of the actionghich support the legitimacy goals of the

entity. Legitimationis therdy a procesd®y which an organization seeks approval (or

avoidance of sanction) fromgroupsinstiy 06 ( Kapl an & Rul and, 1991
Legitimationcan bedistinguished from legitimaclgecause iemphasises the processliod

social construction of legitimacin contrast to legitimacwhich is a property conferred on

an organisation by its audiend@tektine, 2011, p.152Both aspects are part of Legitimacy

Theory and ardiscussed fuher in the following sectionspf example, the importance of


https://www-emeraldinsight-com.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/doi/full/10.1108/09513571311285621
https://www-emeraldinsight-com.proxy.bu.dauphine.fr/doi/full/10.1108/09513571311285621
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different dimensions of legitimacy are raiseglwell as/ariouslegitimacy phases which may

requirespecific legitimation responses.

In summarylegitimacy Theory would suggest that whenoaganisatiors perceives that its
current and/or futurealues, output or methods of operatare atvariance with social
norms standardandbr values and there isisk that powerful stakeholdensayrecognise
this and withdraw resources at some point, then organisatwdhtend to alter their values,
output or methods of operatitimrough legitimation activitiegp conform tocurrent or

expected futursocietalnorms standardand/orvalues.



MEATING THE CHALLENGE OF OVERCONSUMPTION 65
Figure 9. Overview of the relationship of legitimacy theory within broader political economy theory
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2.3 Institutional and Strategic Branches of Legitimacy Theory

There are two main branches of legitimacy theooyydwver, it is useful to consider both

perspectives to ensure a more holistic understandiitg agfplication.

2.3.1 Institutional legitimacy approach

The institutional approach of legitimacy theory is based on a normative approach in which it
views legtmacy as somet hing that is oévirtually sy
empowers organizations by making them seem natural and meariBigthiman1995, p.

576). Researchers in this field tend to emphasise collective saturation (Dimaggio & Powell

1983) of entire fields or sectors of organisational life (Suchman, 1995). Analysis therefore
consider s t he -ipdividyalemts af analysiothat cArnat lperrealuced to
aggregations or direct consegusendc ds&kMafg gii mdi v
Powell, 1991, p. 8). This approach also emphasises the role of institutional isomorphism, both
structural and procedural, as a way to eagaoisational legitimacy (Dacii997;

Deephouse, 1996; Suchman, 1995). Accordingly, in order wveyorganisations must

conform to the rules and belief systems prevailing in the environment (8298, DiMaggio

& Powell, 1983Meyer& Rowan, 1977)The institutional approach depicts legitimacy as a

set of constructive beliefs unlike the stratemproach that nests it as an operational resource
(Suchman, 1988).

2.3.2 Strategiclegitimacy approach

Suchman (1988) states that stratdggitimacy studies depict legitimacy as an operational
resource that organisations extract, often competitivedyn their cultural environments
which they employ in pursuit of their goals {farth & Gibbs, 199; Dowling & Pfefer,
1975;Suchman, 1995). Emphasis on the ways in which organizations instrumentally
manipulate and deploy evocative symiolgarner societl support is common (Suchman,
1995, p. 572).

2.3.3 Holistic legitimacy approach

A way of looking at both the strategic and institutional approaches of legitimacy theory is to
consider it as a matter of perspective. In this case, one can either purgieefieent of
organisational managers looking out, or alternatively the viewpoint of society looking in

(Suchman 1995; Elsbach994). A more holistic approach might include looking at both.
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Suchman (1995)pr instancegcautions against forgetting that k@arld organisations face

both strategic operational challenges and institutional constitutive pressures. This would seem
pertinent to legitimacy studies involving the meat industry. One can imagine industry
managers wrestling with questions of how an@wto develop specific legitimation

strategies to secure and/or retain resources. At the same time, they are being confronted with
the need to understand the broader institutional forces that place pressure on the industry and
which act as powerful drives industry behaviour (Scott, 1995; DiMaggioPowell, 1983;
Meyer& Rowan, 1977).

A holistic approach in many respects matches the sensemaking characteristic of being

Enactive of Sensible Environments (Weick, 1995), neatly summarised by Follett (1924)

where she notes that, fiwe are neither the ma
pragmatic or holistic approach to legitimacy recognises the need to loothgidryspectives

of legitimacy,institutional and strategi@long with the importancef actions.

For example,n the meat industry, animal welfare must be managed daily and requires a
standard of care that meets regulatory requirements as a basic minimum. Theeesexisf
internal industry expectations (e.g. actions that conforthedaw and accepted industry
practice), as well as a set of external public expectategerding animal welfaravhich

may go far beyond legal requiremeatsd which can change rapidlyong-term management
of all these norms, expectations, values, @fthitions around animal welfare involves
decisionmaking thatconsiderthe strategic legitimacgnvironmentas well aghe broader
institutional legitimacy pressureBailure to adhere to, or meet either intearadbr external

expectations can resuit highly damaging events which can threaten legitimacy.

Understanding the differences between internal and external expectations, and managing

those differences, requires an understanding of both the conforming forces and potential
opportunitiegresultirg frominstitutional and strategic legitimacy demands. This includes

managing the inherent tradés between both. The usefulness therefore in takimgiatic

approach is that drives a deeparnderstanding on the potential and real legitimacy gagis th

might exist between internal and external expectations. The importance of this, is that it can
help to avoid a situation of O6legitimacy | os

the unenviable phase of defending legitimacy.

Legitimacy gapganoccurrapidly. For example, if public attention is suddenly focused on

animal husbandry or slaughter practices that cause shock, revulsion or alarm, an industry or
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organisation can quickly be forced into a position of defending legitimacy, whiclyihata

be wellprepared for. For the meat industry, there is the additional pressure that it often
viewed homogenously by many stakeholders. Thus, when there is a serious failure to meet
public expectations, for example in the EU Horsemeat scandal, sgactigidual cases of
animal cruelty, or the IARC cancer rep(®015) the result is often not only highly

disruptive for specific company/s, but also the wider meat industry.

Crisis events and/or ongoing lotgrm slow erosion of trust and/or acceptacae therefore
represent threats to legitimacy that extend far beytom@rganization/s initially viewed as
culpable (Desai, 2011). In these cases, strong stakeholder reactions involving perceived
shortfalls can spill over organizational boundaries, #figahe legitimacy of other

organizations and their overall fieldohsson, Greve, & Fujiwai@reve,2009; Rhee &

Valdez, 2009 u, Sengul & Lester2008 Desai, 201L Consumers may reduce meat
consumption, demands from downstream retailers to chandaqtimn methods could

increase, regulators may step up efforts to investigate and report transgressions, it may even
result in widescale intervention by government through for example, governi@ént

industryscale inquiriegAssemblee Nationale, 2016)

2.4  Dimensions of Legitimacy

Suchman (1995) emphasises that organisations seek legitinnaagh different ways.
Accordingly, in any assessment of the importance, difficulty and/or effectiveness of
legitimation activities he draws attention to two impottdimensions of legitimacy in

relation to legitimation efforts. These are the (a) distinction between pursuing continuity and
pursuing credibility and (b) distinction between seeking passive support and seeking active
support (Suchman, 1005, p. 574). Exédes follow which try to illustrate what this might

mean for the meat sector. Firstly, it is worth emphasising that organisations can pursue both
continuity and credibility and seek passive and active support at the same time. The
difference lies more irhe emphasis or focus that an organisation/s will place on either
dimension, according to the main drivers or motivations drileggimation activities.
Organisations, however, will tend to seek passive support and focus on actions based around
preservingcontinuitymost of the timeThe reason being, that organisations who already
possess legitimacy, will require little ongoing investment in maintaining legitimacy, if the
organisation continues to broadly conform to current expectations or social ndiras of

industry and wider society. Perhaps however, this may also be a factor of deeply embedded
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institutional frameworks and power structures that drive industry identity. For example,

legitimation activities that centre around passive support may be ¢lifobenorganisation

does not feel vulnerable due to an internal belief in its own strong identity and rationale in
explaining what it is doing and whyhisa s pect of OG6external myopi abd
organisational identity might be worth exploringther within the context of the meat

industry.In contrast, \ere the organisation has a perceived or real legitimacy weakness or a
potential future gap in legitimacy, then an organisation might seek active support and focus

on acquiring credibility, sucthat organisation does not slip into a position of losing

legitimacy, which will require the organisation to enter into a phase of reactive defence.

2.4.1 Legitimation versus marketing and reputation management

It is worth noting that there isa distihcbn bet ween fdAmarketingo and
through legitimation activities, although this difference is not always clear or straightforward.

There is significant overlap between the two processes and they are certainly not mutually
exclusive. The ra#r simplistic (perhaps naive) view in this paper is that the difference is

largely defined around their underlying purpose. Legitimation activities have as their primary

goal, the task of repairing or preventing a disparity, now and/or in the future, which
represents some incongruence between the mea
the society's perception$ what these actions should. @@is is different than marketing

which is defined as At he acfaorcreaiing,y, set of i n
communicating, delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients,

partners, and soci.ety at | argeo (AMA, 2013)

It is alsoa difference between legitimaayanagemerandé r e put at i on manageme
although again thelie sometime considerabteserlap. Reputation as defined by Wartick

(1992, p . 34) is Athe aggregation of a singl
organizational responses are meeting the demands and expectations of many organizational

s t a k e h Bdthdegitimaay and reputation are multidimensional constructs (Dollinger,

Golden, & Saxton, 1997; Ruef & Scat998; Suchman, 1995) with the relationship perhaps

best summarised by Riova, Pollock, & Hayward (2006,%4 ) wher e | egi ti macy
withhnor mati ve values and beliefso and reputat.
c r e at eThe demeneod differentiations also important, with reputation serving to

distinguish one firm fronanother, compared to legitimaasich as a collectie good accrues
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to all industry members (Barnett, 2006). Deephouse & Suchman (2008, pdagsdsibes

t he dif feegietnicnreacays bidi ng homogeni zing, wherea

Any fuller discussiorof these aspects beyond this papett is simply noted that there is
considerable overlap between the three areas. The following example, however, illustrates the
interaction and close relationship between legitimation (attempting to satisfy social norms
and expectations), marketing (cieatand communication of value to the company and
stakeholders) and reputation (enhancing trust butdaigmg competitive differentiation)

actions. In 2010, Australian poultry brand Steggles ran an amiardng advertising

campai gn ai methe mgs aréudd the pise bflcages @ the Australian chicken
meat far mi ng i 40l lngartthg campaignevas afreésppnse te a survey
conducted in October 2010, in which 78% of respondents said that they believed that
chickens raised for ctken meat were kept in cagésustralian Financial Review2012)

This was despite the fact, that according to Australian Poultry Council, that poultry cages are
not used in chicken meat farming operations in the Australian indtisthe campaign was
consderedhighly successful for revitalising the brand, educating consumers on aspects of
sustainability within the sector and increasing customer perception of quality associate with
the brand. It also resulted in a substarg#ésincrease®. Legitimacy anl reputation

management aims, along with marketing goals to maintain and increase sales, were all

important factors in the campaign.

N TIME B
STEGGLES CHICKEN
ISKEPTIN
ACONFINED SPACE.
WE HAVE NO CAGESS,,
TUST BiG BARNS

—

Figure 10. Steggles Advertisin
Campaign Poster

28 Australian Chicken Meat Federation. #tp://www.chicken.org.au/page.php?id=150#GAccessed 2 March

2017. It should be noted that this applies to chicken meat farming and not egg farming operations, consumers
may therefore not be differentiating lieveen the two.

29 A summary of the campaign and outcomes is provided as a case study by the Australian Financial Review and
can be found ahttp://www.afrbiz.com.au/media/Case%20Studies/Baiada_Case_Study Ed_7.pdf
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2.4.2 Pursuing continuity

Legitimation activitieanfocus on the pursuit of protecting continuity. Continuity is ki

as wmmbrooken and consistent existence or oper
Dictionary, 205). This dimension therefoil@ntreson the intention of maintaining social
acceptance of the organisati oocgsdnispwmar ati ons
objectives and avoidotentialpublic reappraisal of its actionBursuing continuity though

legitimation activities can be achieved through active or passive ways. A passive activity that
pursues continuity could be for example, adherm@nd reporting on regulatory or industry

level requirements. Other examples might include actions that seek to better connect the
consumer to how the animal is farmed (farm egdags) with the aim to maintain ongoing

acceptance and understanding of indupractice, as well a8 f a r maluesy Another

example of a focus on pursuing ®dmstpiojpcti ty mi
developed by the American Meat Indussgeks to bring more transparency to abattoir

practices, as well as toddop a better understanding amongst stakeholders, of expected
6normal 6 sl aught er holuicladegvideos, harrateel byiam t he i ndu
international expert in animal welfare, of slaughter practices. It uses real examples and

explains in detaikach step of the process.

24.2.1 Enhancing persistence

Organisations can also focus on pursuing continuity through actions that centre on the task of
enhancing persistence. For example, persistence might be represented in the many activities
(both colectively and individually) that companies carry out to maintain the perception of

meateating as an important cultural or social activity.

S0 NAMI, The Glass Walls Projecthétp://animalhandling.org/ht/d/sp/i/80622/pid/80622 Accessed 1
January 2017.
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wants to come home

eating.

Thi4 is not just a piece of

meat...this something a man

to...something that helps children
to grow...something that makes
women proud of their meals.

This is a symbol of man’s desire,
his will to survive. For as old as
man’s instinet to live is his liking
for meat. And to be satisfied in its

Is it any wonder that, as meat
moves back to the Home Plate, we
look on meat with new regard, not

just for its enjoyment, but as a
nutritional cornerstone of life?

Figure 11. American Meat Institute Advertisement, 1940

72

Meat alvertising campaigns of the 1940s in the United tates provide an example of how

Afpersistenceod 1 s s oug hltandi2ighbghtthémessdohasr t i si ng.

heal th, power, i1identity, as well

is also described as being essentgrowth and wellbeing.

Nourishing

Meat ...a complete protein
| food

Why do we say “complete™?
Because the protein of meat
contains all the amino acids
essential to growth and well-
being. That’s why meat is being
served so much oftener — two to
three times a day — and to very
young children, too.

Yes, you're right in liking meat —
and isn’t the eating good?

...a complete protein food ... .

—

Figure 12. American Meat Institute Advertisement, 1840

as
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Thereisalsoban emphasi s on meat as a compl-8te prot e
ti mes a dayo6. These mes sheldmesistiagrstereotyyepand al o f
beliefs held about meat. For many societies, the ability to consume large amounts of meat has
also traditionally been a marker of wealth and social power (e.g., Fiddes, 1991). Red meat,

for example, is also thought to occugpyosition high in the food hierarchy because it

symbolizes power, strength, and human dominance over nature through its visible blood

content and associations with hunting, a typically ra@minated activity (e.g., Adams,

1990; Fiddes, 1991, Sobal, 2005

Swatland (2010) discusses the role of meat consumption culture in the early development of
language, social grouping and religions and highlights that laws governing meat industries in
the West are also a product of western culture. For examplephedseus that it was the

novel, The Jungle, written by the Pulitzer Prize winner, Upton Sinclair, and published in
1906, that led to President Theodore Roosevelt to accelerate the passadésoPtire Food

and DrugandMeat Inspectioricts. The novel expsed atrocious conditions in the meat
industry which led to an immediate public outcry and subsequent government

reaction. Therehas howeveralsobeensignificantchangesn societal values around meat

over the last centuryigurel4, a French advergsnent from early twentieth century,
emphasises the ability of meat to Afight fat
its own demise for the benefit of humaRgure 14 makes the somewhat explicit connection

between solid, compressed andrsto be dead, beef cows.

Figure 13 French meat advertisent, 1920 Figure 14.St. Louis Beef Canning Compary890- 1920
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Theseimages would no longer be acceptable in presgay communications. Indeed, Park &
Singer (2012, p.123) maintethat the welfaref farm animals has become an issue of
international concern over the past decade, caused by the growth in international trade in
animals and animal products, and Westerners' reactions to what they perceive as cruel
practices both in #ir own countries and outside their borders. A 2007 European
Commission survey on "Attitudes of EU Citizens Towards Animal Welfare,", showed that 77
percent of those responding to the poll wanted further improvements to protect farm animals
on top of exiing regulations. This was despite the introduction, over the preceding ten years
of more stringent regulations, for example, bans on sow stalls, barren battery cages, and

individual confinement stalls for calves raised for (&L, 2007)

Nevertheless, he persi sting belief that #fAmeat eatin

the best form of accessible priomamy n and e
populations This was evidnced in research by MacDiarmid, Douglas & Camp2€IL6, p.

491) in which consumers were asked for reasons why they might not reduce meat

SSe€

consumption and provided responses based around: the importance of the perceived traditions

and role of meat in the diet (e. g.hedithy pr o
dieto, Ameat fills you upo); belief that
eaten meato, Ait is part of our staple di
Aot hers in the householdi@aoé¢ w@awil nigng ot &

from peerso).

Maintainingthisi per si st encyo, and therefore cont.i
understandably important to the meat industry. Therefore, any challenges to this dimension
would be expectedtencounter strong opposition from industry members. This was
evidenced in reactions to the Scientific Report of the 2015 Dietary Guidelines Advisory
Committee (DGAC) in the United States. The recommendations of this Advisory Report
were made with the aito be a critical contributor to the final development of the 22020
United States Dietary Guidelines. The US Dietary Guidelines themselves hold substantive
institutional power, being hugely influential in setting nutritional policies (in the private and
public sector), as well as guiding government procurement policy. There are considerable
incentives for food companies to comply or provide food products consistent with the advice
of the US Dietary Guidelines. For example, the Federal Government esgsadielines as

the basis for federal nutrition and feadsistance programs, including school lunches. The
Executive Summary of the 2015 Advisory Re

per
hun
et o
ee 3

nui

por
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examined by the 2015 DGAC identifies that a healthy digiatiern is higher in vegetables,

fruits, whole grains, lowor nonfat dairy, seafood, legumes, and nuts; moderate in alcohol
(among adults); lower in red and processed fheand low in sugar, sweetened foods and
drinks and r ef i nedlinagootadterwasaefefepce # lean m€ao,statiag n e

t hat : Al ean meats dd &n abey @ apgdretr nof. f@hhlee aletmow
the substantive texa change from previous Repoatsd its referencenly in a footnote

provoked vigorousreat i on from the meat industry, with

| abell ed by industry representatives as: inf ol

role that nutrient dense | eanNANE2015 can pl ay
Further,h e v i e w mdats t headlinenatra footnot#d became qui ckIl y s
by the wider industry, picked up by media, and further promulgated by politicians. It became

a major issue of public discourse in the process of developing the new Dietdg/ilas.

This is not surprisingAny perceived or reaklegation of the role of meat by a powerful

norm-setting procesgepresents directthreat to the persistenoy values associated with

meat adeing acornerstone of the national diet and therefas considerable consequences

for the industry.

2.4.3 Pursuing credibility

Pursuing credibility through a compelling collective account or rationale explaining what the
organisation or sector ¢oing and why $uchmari,995) c also represeydn important

legitimation activity. For example, a secteide approach to help enhance trust, credibility

and ultimately legitimacy can be employed. In these cases, the sector may frame its
communications in the narrative tof Oworking
environmental or social prmance. These credible othevdl likely include stakeholders

that hold some | evel of status, for exampl e
civil society groups, and governments. Activities might incltieedevelopment of voluntary

certification schemes (e.g. organic labelling scheme, carbon footprint certification) or

e KS F22ff26Ay3 LI NFINILK gFa& O2yilFAYSR Ay | F22G4y23GSY
handled simildly between studies, they were not identified as a common characteristic across the reviews.

However, as demonstrated in the food pattern modeling of the Healthy-dty® and Healthy Mediterranean

style patterns, lean meats can be a part of a healthyldite LJ- G 4§ SNy ®¢ 65D! / wSLIR2 NI HnA
32 Statement byNorth American Meat Institut¢NAMI) President and CEO Barry CarpenterNAMI (Tuesday,

C S0 NMz NB Imstitfe IssuesvSprangbResgponse to Final DGAC Regort | (i
https://www.meatinstitute.org/indexphp?ht=display/ArticleDetails/i/110158
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international guidance, standards, principles (e.g. LEAP Partn&gBIpbal Roundtable on
Sustainable Beef) to help measure and impesweronmental performance, animal welfare
practices, health and/or safety, and may al s

way about external product attributes

Many nationallevel schemes also exist with the goal to improve stakeholdexpienes of
reliability, sustainability, safety and trustworthiness and enhance credibility. For example, the
Irish OriginGreed* initiative is a nationalevel evidencebased sustainability programrime
Ireland,to which patrticipating farmers and food prodts arendependently verified against.
Independent verification is an important element of building credibility in the programme.
Another example is the development in Germany of a nationwide voluntary animal welfare
label, developed by scientistagatindustry memberand the German Animal Welfare

Associatior®.

2.4.4 Passive acquiescenand/or active support

The difference between seeking passigquiescencer active support is important. To seek
active support requirafsfiammatigaeai cammioinme mt @

stakeholders and this is often demanding and requires additional resources (Suchman, 1995).

Because of the significant rise in total meat consumption globally over the last 100 years and
its historically valued position in treocial and business fabric of many countries, one would
argue that seeking passive acquiescence has been historically sufficient for legitimacy. This
would appear, in general, to still hold true, particularly in developing countries where meat
consumptions rising rapidly and there may be less attention to quality or sustainability
issuesor in countries with very strong meat cultutesowever, in manyeveloped

countries it could be argued that the sector must now go beyond seeking mere passive

33The LEAP Partnership was founded in 2012 and involves stakeholders across the livestocK bectors
objective is to develop comprehensive guidance and methodology for understanding the environmental
performance ofivestock supply chain#t has significant industry involvement. See
http://www.fao.org/partnerships/leap/en/

34 OriginGreen (2017). At http://www.origingreen.ie/about/osustainabilitycharter/

35See BMEL (201The BMEL supports introduction of an ipé@dent animal welfare labeAt
https://www.bmel.de/EN/Animals/AnimalWelfare/_Texte/Tierschutzlabel.html

36 Although in many developing countries there is increasing interest in health and safety concerns related to
food.
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acquiesence in maintaining legitimacy to a position of seeking active support across a range

of issues related to sustainability, health, and ethical practices.

There is evidence in industrialised countries that meat consumption levels per capita appear
arenearingor have reached saturatidfor example, OECD countries show a 7% increase in
total meat consumption from 1920915, however, consumption per capita of all meats (beef
veal, poultry, pork and sheep meat) from 2@085 shows less than 1% growth iratot
consumptiof’. In the period 2002014, world meat consumption growth also declined, to
nearly reach the pace of population groviEk) (Agricultural Markets Briefs, 2035Closer
examinationalso shows substantive differences in consumption betweerspeza¢s. Data

for OECD countries from 1995 to 2015 showsallincrease in pork and particulaitbrge

growth inpoultry consumption witlsignificant decreases in beefal and lamb consumption.
This is interesting in that the persistence of red meatk@y component of the diet is

potentially being chal | &ndtgaydherbfyreréflecha t e meat 0

possible change in cultural values around red meat and growing willingness or acceptance to
substitute red meat with white meat alternedibased not just on price lal$oqualities such
astaste, valuesand perceived ease of cooking

Studies also point to a growing willingness amongst consumers to reduce meat consumption
in industrialiseccountries. De Bakker & Dagevos (2012, p.212ngexd to a possible shift

going on in the cultural image and appreciation of meat amongst Dutch consumers with meat
becoming less of a token of masculinity as it once was. A large proportion of the Dutch
consumers surveyed in the research, approximatelyof@&& sample of 800 consumers,
were also identified as 6éo6meat reducer soo,
Bakker andDagevos, 2012)The national 2014 British Social Attitudes (BSA) survey

showed that 29% of respondents reported reducingrtteat intake in the last year, and that

the major driver for this was concerns around health (38PAY CEN, 2016) A 2013 survey

of the British public commissioned by Eating Better found that around one in three (34%)
people said they were willing to ceider eating less meat, with a quarter (25%) saying they

had already cut back on the amount of meat they were eating over the |g5IA/BGEN,

2016b) There is also an increasing interest in meat substitute foods. A 2014 global report by

market researcbompanyAllied, estimated that the global meat substitute market will grow

ST OECD (2016Meat consumption fidicator):doi: 10.1787/fa290fdéen (Accessed on 27 May 2016)
38 Noting that pork meat isonsidered as a red meat.

W
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by an average of 8.4 percamtnually in the next five years, reaching a size of USD 5.2
billion by 2020(Allied Market Research, 2016)

Campaigns by NGOs which highlight the negative impacts of meat consumption are also
becoming increasingly sophisticated, organised and coordiatatmber of scandals (horse
meat, animal cruelty) and health scares (mad cow disease, salmonella, bird flu, swine flu)
have and continue to draw considerable media attention. Research and guidance from highly
respected organisations (e.g. WHO, Americamé@r Society, Oxford University) are also
highlighting the detrimental health effects of meat consumption.

Increasing urbanisation will also have a huge impact on traditionaleaéag values and
norms in society. While urbanisation can be positiveabse it is linked with rising income
levels and rising meat consumption, it also brings an additional complexity due to a potential
weakening of shared values as urban consumers become less connected to rural areas and
farming.
iWhen Congr es.S. Dapartenent of Abrictilitbrein 1862, it was called "The
People's Department" because nine out of ten Americans lived on farm. Today, fewer than

five percent of Americans live on farms. The majority are separated from farming by multiple
generations. 0

At the same time, a growing and more urbanised global population and associated rising
middle class in the developing regions, will create an increase in total meat demand over the
coming years. Therefore, the meat sector will need to meet increasing ftind global

meat demand, in a progressively resowgoestrained world, whilst being increasingly
scrutinised on its environmental, ethical, social, health, safety and economic performance.
Risingtotal global meat consumption, and corresponding inarggsioduction, will no
doubtalsoaggravate many of the pressure points already evident in current meat

consumption and production practices.

Without proper management of these issues, including a reductayverconsumptigrthe

sector is likely to bedced with an increasing level of disruptive events whichaaititinue to

confront current industry values andrms,and which will further challenge legitimacy.
Together, these pressur es anpda sdseinvaen dasc gnuai ye swce

butamor e anotbiive s@ti on of supportdé amongst a b

39 American Meat InstituteMeat Mythcrushers. At http://www.meatmythcrushers.comAccessed 10
February 2017
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Suchman (1995, p.575) achieving active support also requires that an organisation/industry
Ohave valued. Yet, many of t he theunslustayiareabi | it
also issues related to a fundamentagxamination of the values of meat, in society.

Therefore, legitimacy of meat, and the meat industry, is likely to be increasingly contested

over the coming years.
25  Pragmatic, Moral and Cognitive Approaches to Legitimacy Theory

There are three broad types of organisational legitimacy as applied in both strategic or
institutional legitimacy context. These refer to pragmatic, moral and cognitive legitimacy
(Suchman, 1995). All three approaches a®el around the generalised perception or
assumption that organisational activities are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some
socially constructed system of norms, values, bedirtsdefinitions (Suchman, 1995, p.

577). The distinction between ttigee lies in the different behavioural dynamics underlying
each approach (Suchman, 1995). In considering legitimacy in the contegt of
sustainability, ethical and healtblated challenges facing the meat industry, investigation of
the pragmatic, motand cognitive types of legitimacy are all worth exploring, at least
initially. This maintains an opemind and can also provide different perspectives on issues
early in the investigation that might guide later methodological choices and/or sfienific
points of the researckVith a view to assessing potential applicability to the meat sector,
several questions @examples are provided in Tablegongside a brief description of the

three approaches.
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Table 2. Approaches to legitimacy theory

Approach

D efinition Types

Description

Potential Example

Pragmatic

ARests on-the | Exchange legitimacy
interested calculations of
an organisatidg
i mmedi ate audi
(Suchman,1995: p.578).

Support for an organisational
value to a particular set of constituents (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975).
The contribution a firm will make is valuable, the groups that will
benefit the most from it should take it seriously, and the firm is
responsive to the needs and interests of the se groups.

ppedted c |

Powerful lobbying efforts to secure support for pro
of support.

Influence legitimacy

Constituents support the organisation not necessarily because they
believe that it provides specific favo
they see it as being responsive to their larger interests.

urable exchanges, but because

Co-opting constituents in nutritional campaigns that have pro
industry -funded advisers/scientists in development of industry/nat ional/international standards.
Appointment of cultural ambassadors for meat promotions such as athletes, celebrities, chefs.

Dispositional legitimacy

A type of legitimacy that emphasises the relationship between
constituents and the organisation where t

individual qualities that they share, as though the organisation is
indeed an individual itself.

he constituents consider
the organisation as fisharing the

Meat marketing campaigns that underscore an intimate connection between c
sharing meat values, emphasis on connection of
farming systems,
production or fAorganico.

Rests not on judgments
about whether a given

activity benefits the

evaluator, but rather on
judgements about

whether the activity is
Athe right thi
(Suchman, 1995)

Consequential legitimacy

Organisations should be judged by what they accomplish (Meyer
Rowan, 1991).

Supply of safe quality meat with transparency across the meat supply chain, from producer through to
consumer, embracing regulatory procedures expected by consumers. Transgressions, such as the
European fihor se meat s c agabdsladvertisefd aszé@nthiBing beefwere feund to
contain undeclared or improperly declared horsemeat can have se  rious impacts on the industry.

killing of animals in a humane manner is expected

its ability to carry out this expectation. General code that communication on slaughtering procedures is
avoided, however, implicit in this is an expectation that such procedures are carried out in a humane
manner. Transgressi  ons have serious consequences.

Procedural legitimacy

Organisations garner moral legitimacy by embracing socially
accepted techniques and procedures (Scott, 1977)

Embracing voluntary certification schemes, industry standards and guidance for farming and production
of meat. Industry shou Id follow regulations and  be transparent in operations.

Structural legitimacy

The organisation is valuable and worthy of support because its
structural characteristic located it within a morally favoured
taxonomic category.

The meat industry and specifi cally farmers are providing an essential service for society by providing
safe, nutritiousfood .Far ms are considered as part of the

dayso allow consumers to connect with the <tyisstandauised |

and regulated. Performance is measured and reported on. Government officials are seen to support
industry, direct or indirec t economic subsidies may exist. Avoidance of communication on large

intensive farming operations. Avoidanc e of the use of fAfactory farmingo,

Personal legitimacy

Rest on the charisma of individual organisational leaders. Often
transitory and idiosyncratic.

No evidence of any charismatic global leader, however, nationally there may be in
leaders/CEO/owners of meat companies or meat retailing businesses, which are identified by consumers
and act as compelling reason to support company or trust in it s leadership/products/services.

Cognitive

Legitimacy based on
cogniti on rather than on
interest or evaluation.

Comprehensibility

Cultural models that furnish plausible explanations for the
organisation and its endeavours and which help participants arrange
their experiences into coherent, understandable accounts.

General a cceptance of meat -eating as necessary or inevitable based on cultural and nutritional
importance of the role of meat in the human diet. Supported through research, marketing, cultural
exchange. Reinforced actively by activities of the industry.

Taken -for-grandness

AFor things to be otherwise is
change is a feature.

Meat viewed still as ficornerstone of the main meal

as veganism, vegetarianism still only a sma
behaviour in some cultures.

Farming (meat/dairy) is viewed as the Afabrico
Meat eating is considered natural,
way. o

Il minority in many countries and may be marginalised

-meat industry outcomes based on mutual exchange

-meat industry outcomes. Appointment of

onsumer and company,

production practices in |line with

stances of well

nor mal and essentia
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2.6  Threatsto Legitimacy

Mathews (1993, p. 350) defines legitimacy and subsequently the threats to legitimacy, as
when:

nOrgani sations seek to establish congruence |
implied by their activities and theorms of acceptable behaviour in the larger social system

in which they are a part. In so far as these two value systems are congruent we can speak of
organisational legitimacy. When an actual or potential disparity exists between the two value
systems tbre will existathreat 0 or gani sati onal l egiti macy. o

It is worth noting that it is not possible for an organisation to satisfy all constituents, at any

time. However, satisfaction of all is not the criteria on which legitimacy rests on. Simply, no
organsation would be legitimate if this was the case. Legitimacy is socially constructed,

dependent on a collective audience, yet independent of particular observers (Suchman, 1995).

As well, legitimacy can be, and is most often is resilient to specific ev@nesmight expect,

however, that this would be somewhat dependent, on the severity of the challenge to

legitimacy and the stage any individual company was in, with regards seeking legitimacy. For
example, a particularly damaging event could be catastropti 0o a finew entrant o
build legitimacy, or to an established company which was already in a serious phase of

repairing or defending legitimacy.

Legitimacy is, however, dependent on a history of events (Suchman, 1995). These events do

not necessdy need to be longasting but can be transitory or episodic in nature, the key

point being that legitimacy is a dynamic construct. DecBamkin & Tobin(2002, p. 319

20) state that Acommunity expectaéacrosss are n
time thereby requiring organisations to be responsive to the environment in which they

operate. An organisation could, accepting this view, lose its legitimacy even if it has not

changed its aatities from previous activitiesThus, companies neé@ot only be ready to

respond tdhe sudderunexpectedegitimacycrisis butbe consciously aware of any slow

erosion of legitimacy over time.

Theincreasing interconnectivity of societies through the rapid process of globalisation over
the last 50 yearhasalsoresulted in the potential for increased scrutiny of organisations.
Information can be circulated quickly and be of interest to stakeholders who may reside far
from the event or incident that occurs. In this case, corporations must be awaienttfy
legitimacydamaging activities in other countries. Industry bodies set up at an international

level, for example the International Meat Secretariat or the Roabte on Sustainable Beef,



MEATING THE CHALLENGE OF OVERCONSUMPTION 82

which bring representatives from different companies fabound the world to a common
platform to discuss and strategize can be useful mechanism to help address such legitimacy
issues. At an individual level, we are also reminded that almost every corporation will

regularly need to defend itsgimacy, by themere fact that:

fiCorporations must fulfil both a competence and community requirement to realize

|l egitimacyé Satisfaction of stockhol der

community concerns (e.g., the despoiling of the environment) while, cdpyerse
responsibility to the larger community often occurs at the expense of the stoaiholder
(Hearit, 1995, p. 3).

Suchman (2005) also outlines three points where legitimacy maintenance can be problematic.

Firstly, legitimacy represents a relationship wathaudience, and the audience is likely to be
heterogenoydhereforeaudience demands can chaoger time Secondly, in maintaining
legitimacy an entity can become rigid and unresponsive through legitimatisation that
institutionalisesndustrystructureand behavioupreventing required change/s to respond
appropriately to legitimacy threat3 hirdly, institutionalisation can itself generate opposition
(p.594). For example, attempts to attqa@sitiveattention (marketing campaigns) can result
in the oposite effect of negative attentiand allowcertain stakeholdets attempt to

delegitimise the whole sector

2.7  Phases of legitimacy

Table 2 identifiephase®f legitimacy in which a company/industry will operate within.
These different phases indieavhether the organisatiagin a phase ajainng, maintainng,
repaiing, defendhg or even extenidg legitimacy,along with specific examples in the meat
sector.In each phaserganizations will employ various strategies and actions to ensure that

their operations arer become to bg@erceivedaslegitimate (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975).

That is, they wil!/l attempt to establish cong

or implied by their activities and the norms of acceptable behavioue ilarier social
system of which they ar éelheaddpian totother ftalyes 6fh e ws
legitimacy management to the three (gain, maintain, repair) set out by Suchman (1995) is
helpful in providing further detail to the legitimation acties that might be employed by
companiesn different phased~or example, the additional stage of extending legitimacy,
whereby an organisation enters new markets or changes the way it relates to its current
market (Tilling 2004, O 6 Do n o lw&@Gibbs, 090D pRoyvidedfarthdr detait to

the specific legitimation activities that might be employed at this time, and which could be

1
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Ai ntense and proactive as management attempt
potenti al ¢ ond&Gibks,ue0, p.480D). Lefisntady may also be threatened

by a sudden disruptive event (internal or external) and therefore require immediate defence

| egi ti macy. egikimation activiies ;ehdaodpe intengeland reactive as

managementeite mpt s t o c ount e& GibbshI®90t phl8ITdlingd(2002A s hf or d
argues for the addition of the O6possibility
to) defend the threat to its | eguitimatemexty and
legitimacy and be disestablished because the loss might be so serious and/or ongoing in

nature that it could prove to be fatal. Industries of this nature might include CFC

manufacturers, nuclear power stations in countries where nuctgdests have led to

overwhelming social disapproval or the tobacco indudtitling, 2002). Table 3also

identifies the use of different strategies and activities in different organisational phases of

legitimacy as they ight apply to the meat industry.

2.8  Model of Legitimation

A possible cycle or moddhat sets out differemthases of legitiney, as indicated iffable3,

is outlined in Figurel5. There are, however, a feadditional noteso the model that extend
further than the earliatiscussionn sections 2.5 to 2.8or exampleijt is propose that

actual legitimacy defence only occurs when there is some real or perceived loss of
legitimacy.This is becausmaintenance of legitimacy requgsome effortgrom the
organisation, yet these effortsgaaimed largely anaintainng passive supparfhey are also
generally centred around perceiving future change and protecting past accomplishments
(Suchman, 2005)

In contrastpursuingactive support, requires mobilisation of stakeholder support teward

something ofivaluej and thereforeepresents a resource intensive activity for an
organisationinvolving an active decision on behalf of the organisation to invest in such a

strategy. Therefore, any investment in active legitimation activities mil @ccur when

there is perceived or real loss of legitimacy, now or in the fu@rgf the organisatiofis

seeking to extend legitimaayhich goes far beyond mere maintenance of current legitimacy

to the creation of ne wcyéxperthtionsldtheacasd ofwi t h it n
perceived or redlutureloss of legitimacytheorganisatiorwill be forced intodefendng its

legitimacy.lt is suggested that once organisations move into a phase of defending legitimacy,

the goal should betomoveasfa as possi ble out of this phas
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legitimacy to acquire again the relatively stable phase of maintenance. This avoids becoming
trapped in the vicious cycle of attack and defence which reinforce attacks on legitimacy and

ultimatelylead to further loss of legitimacy.

There is interest in understanding further, howewbgt happens inrganisations that do not
successfully repair legitimacy and who may corgitol lose legitimacy over time. This is
depicted by the arros\at (a)in both directions in Figur&5. For those extending legitimacy,

the aim will be likewiseto move quickly out of the extending legitimacy phasgaim and

then reacta new stable maintenance phdsdhe case of the meat industry, there is interest
therefoe, in determining how the industry makes sensthetlifference phases of

legitimacy, maintenance, defence, and repair phases and whethsiopgedunities for

extending legitimacyb), f or exampl e into déa differenti

solely reliant on animal meat.

Establizhing Legitimacy

Repairing Legitimacy

Gaining Legitimacy

Exending Legitimaow e Mzintaining Legitimacy

Losing Legrtimacy — > Defending Legitimacy
-—
Disestablishment/Exiting
Legitimacy

Figure 15.Proposed Model of Phes of Legitimacy

at
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Table 3. Phases of Legitimacy
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(majority of

organisations).

Organisations will monitor changes
and seek to preserve current
legitimacy status.

Seek to manipulate perception by deflecting attention from the issue of concern to other related issues through an
appeal to emotive symbols

Use of symbolic activities to affect images of the organisation by providing explanation, rationalisations, and
legitimation for activities (Pfeffer,1981: 4)

Phase Description Strategies and Actions Examples
Establishing/ Gaining Early stages of a f | Proactive Interesting examples of emerging meat
Legitimacy devel opment, fiorgan alterna tives that are potentially in a phase of
aware of socially  constructed Strategies utilised fall into 3 main categories (a) efforts to conform to established instituti onal environments; (b) gaining legitimacy could be: in -vitro meat
standards of quality and desirability efforts to select audiences that are supportive; (c) efforts to manipulate environments to create new audiences and production, insects as alternative protein
as well as perform in accordance legitimation beliefs (Suchman, 1995). Potential actions: source, growth of meat substitutes (mock
with accepted standards of meat), Impossible Burger.
professionalismo (H T Seek to change the perception of the firelevant publicsé
2). T Seek to educate and inform its O6relevant publicsd about c
1  Adapt output and goals to conform to prevailing definitions of legitimacy.
1 Attempt through communications, to alter the definition of social legitimacy so that it conforms to the
organi sationds present practices, output and values.
1 Attempt through communications, to become identified with symbols, values or institutions that have a
strong sense of legitimacy.
Maintaining Societ al limits on business are Strategies utilised fall include (1) ongoing role performance and symbolic assurances that all is well, and (2) Utilisation of CSR reporting, development of
Legitimacy conti nuously defined and redefined. attempts to anticipate and prevent or forestall potential ¢ hallenges to legitimacy (Ashforth & Gibbs, 1990: 183). Partnerships with international policy and

research organisations, partnerships with

CSOs, Round -Tables on
Sustainability/Sustainable Beef, De velopment
of industry or voluntary market certification;

input and participation into development of
standards in international standards

A Manipulate perception by deflecting attention from the issue of concern to other related symbols through an
appeal to, for example, emotive symbols;
A Change external e xpectations o fits performance.

Seek to change external e  xpectations of its performance. Stop highly visible legitimation effo rts. processes ( €.g.,1S0). Lobbying.
Stockpile supportive beliefs, attitudes , goodwill and accounts
Extending A point where an organisation Proactive. St r ategies fAapt to be intense and proactive as managemegl nvestment by tr adimpanhiesn a
Legitimacy enters new markets or changes th e |wary potential constituentsd (Ashford and Gibbs, 1990, p. 18| inmeatalternativessuch as soy -based
way it relates to its current market. alternatives as diversification strategy.
Defending Legitimacy is threatened (internal or Reactive. fLegi ti mati on actintiegnsees anedh dr eeaoc thievd as management at t ¢ Reactionto WHO IARC Monographs
Legitimacy external) and organisation is forced (As hford and Gibbs, 1990, p. 183). evaluation of the carcinogenicity of
to defe nd legitimacy. consumption of red meat and processed
meat. Lobbying
Repairing Organisati ons actively seek Proactive . Elements of a strategy to repair legitimation, that an organisation may utilise, include 40 BSE, Horsemeat Scandal
Legitimacy strategies and interact with i . ) 5 ) . ] ] ) ]
stakeholders to A Eo! uc .at e and inform its fArelevant publ i cs 0 sapbrbomtancaand ual c| Marketing campaigns. Partr.]ersh|ps with
_activiues; - _ . y _ trusted partners. Co  -opting respected
A Change the perceptions ofothe firelevant publi athletes, scientists, celebrities to endorse

safe, healthy meat.

40 Note that these elements emge from Lindblom (1994) where she uses them in the context of gaining or maintain legitimacy, however they appear to M@a dgh 1S F2 NJ G KS
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