
5 Exploring discourses on the new meatways

As Chapter 4 explained, my data analysis generally progresses from several dif-

ferent angles to the data.1 As an introduction to the data, Section 5.1 will explore

the themes and dimensions of the discourse contained in the four documents,2

especially as regards the new meatways.

Further, in Section 5.2, I will first discuss some of the frames found, both more

dominant as well as more counter frames, and explore in practice the three framing

devices introduced in Chapter 3. I will argue that the newmeatways have relevance

to the frames in the discourse and that the discourse itself matters, also in terms

of the ideologies it highlights. Following from discussion in Chapter 3 on values,

this section reflects upon the potential of certain frames to activate certain values,

in light of the data. Additionally, I will discuss two conceptual metaphors arising

from the data, and linking to wider discourses and literature. I will argue that, as

important framing tools, they both have implications for potential solutions to the

meat crisis.

Next, in Section 5.3, I will first explore how the four Ns (Normal, Natural, Nec-

essary andNice)— in other words, the fourmost common justifications and coping

strategies for meat eating — are reflected in the discourse, and what impact the

newmeatwaysmight have on how the four Ns are used. Subsequently, I will explore

other coping strategies, discussed in Chapter 3, as regards cognitive dissonance and

strategic ignorance to do with eating animals.These strategies may not be as obvi-

ous, but nonetheless do exist, and seeing them vis-à-vis the new meatways may be

useful, especially considering the potential of the new meatways to create discur-

sive consciousness and allow for more ambivalence to be acknowledged. Moreover,

I will explore in this section certainmorality-related questions as one clear example

of the new meatways making a difference, especially in terms of issues to do with

vegetarianism or veganism, on the one hand, and flexitarianism, on the other.

1 Occasionally, this way causes the same data examples being used in different parts of the

chapter, in order to demonstrate different issues, or the same issues, but from another angle.

2 “Document” refers to a Guardian article and the posts that follow it as one entity.
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Before concluding the chapter in Section 5.5 with a look at my research ques-

tion, I will discuss two more issues in Section 5.4 as reflected in the data, namely,

labels and labelling, and the potential of narratives to normalise a future with new

meatways, or without meat. Both topics may have some relevance for change.

I will still reflect upon my research question in the concluding Chapter 6, to-

gether with the related research task set for Chapter 3.

5.1 Descriptions, themes and dimensions of the data

The following sections contain descriptions of the four online newspaper articles,

including some comments about the posts following them, as well as depictions

of the themes and their dimensions found in the data (including both articles and

posts), relevant to the old and new meatways, and in particular to my research

question.3 I will discuss some topics, such as the relationship of the newmeatways

to vegetarianism and veganism, and the related issue of morality, however, mostly

separately.

5.1.1 Cultivated meat4

The CM (cultivated meat) article5 “Could lab-grown fish and meat feed the world—

without killing a single animal?” (written by Amy Fleming, published on 20 Septem-

ber 2017 in the online Guardian) is written in a narrative form,with the overarching

story being the journalist visiting a San Francisco prototype tasting event of culti-

vated carp croquettes made by Finless Foods, a start-up. This is by far the longest

of the four articles.6

3 See Chapter 4 formore on themes and dimensions. Note that I have not determined in detail

the themes I looked for in the data prior to the analysis. The only requirement has been that

they are related to my research themes and/or my research question.

4 I mostly refer to cultivated, plant-based and animal-based (conventional) meat in this book.

However, the data usually refers to cultured meat, instead of cultivated meat, as “cultured

meat” is a somewhat older and more established term than “cultivated meat”. In fact, the

term “cultivatedmeat” was not yet used in thewider discourses in 2017, the year for the latest

data. See Chapter 3 for some more discussion on these terms.

5 I have used codenames CM, PBM, INS and FLEX in the data analysis itself, and for brevity, I

also use them in this chapter when referring to the different articles, or their posts, as well

as to the individual posts quoted (e.g. “CM20” would be the 20th included post for the CM

article). The poster usernames are kept confidential in line with the policy of the Guardian

newspaper.

6 Although the articles vary somewhat in length and style, the posts are all restricted to thefirst

around 150 relevant posts within topic conversations (see Chapter 4 for more explanation).
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Similar to the PBM (plant-based meat) article discussed later, there are several

references in the CM article to the buzz in the new food high-tech start-ups,7 and

with a similar personal touch from the journalist. Moreover, there are references

to interviews with new food innovators and researchers, and overall, the article

is quite detailed and combines personal stories with facts. Although the article

focuses almost entirely on the new alternative industry (mainly cultivated meat

and fish, while mentioning new plant-based meats), it frames the conventional

meat industry and the new alternative meat industry in a fairly balanced way in

terms of attributes such as ”natural/not natural” and ”disgusting”, concerning the

process of producing conventional animal-based meat (or farmed fish) on the one

hand, or cultivated meat or fish on the other. The journalist also does not frame

conventional animal-basedmeat asmuch other than a clear problem, except for the

organic meat industry, whereas she frames the action in the article (visiting Finless

Foods and tasting their cultivated fish croquettes) as a mainly positive experience.

However, a message given in the article seems to be that humans’ eating animal

flesh in general is something that cannot be changed as such, even if conventional

animal-based meat could be replaced with cultivated meat. As regards the posts

to the CM article, there is a rather clear future orientation in the posts, imagining

the future often in a positive way concerning cultivated meat and fish.8 Other than

that, many different themes are touched upon, among them vegetarianism and

veganism.

Table 5.1 shows some themes and dimensions—related tomymain themes and

my research question — from the CM document, with examples from the data.9

For the INS article, the first around 150 topic conversation posts include all relevant posts that

exist for this article.

7 Examples of this include: “start-ups racing”, “wonder food”, “ideas to change the world”, “ded-

icates every waking hour to their vocation”, “exude confidence”.

8 Regarding future orientation, I ran the articles through a simple corpus linguistics program

(Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count, LIWC) which pointed to a future orientation in the CM

and PBM articles, something also observable from reading them. I used this program more

for experimental purposes. See also Chapter 4.

9 Since the examples from the posts in Tables 5.1 to 5.5 are not referenced to individual posts,

they are also not entirely verbatim in that spelling mistakes have been corrected. Elsewhere

in this chapter, when a particular post is referred to directly, the quotes may include spelling

mistakes.
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Table 5.1: Themes and dimensions in the CM document

Theme Dimensions Data extracts

Adequacy as a

meat

replacement

Works [could be] “utterly convincing simulacrum of

meat”; “cultured meat will one day be commonly

eaten theworld over”

Does not work “trymarketingthisdribble toa lion”; “if I can’t shoot

itmyself, I’m not interested in eating it”

Impacts on

environment,

animal welfare,

human health,

and culinary

impact

Better “potential solution to vile […] cruelty”; “absolutely

necessary before all our seas are dead and forests

burned”; “no human contamination with disease,

antibiotics, pesticides”; “subtle carp flavour”

Worse “where will sheep and cows go?”; “disaster for the

planet” [enabling even more population]; “new

threats to health”; “not appetising”

Attitude towards

CM

Positive “guilt-free”; “benchmark of scientific progress”

Negative “hip Californian fakemeat”; [close to] “reanimated

dead corpse”

Process of

take-up

Fast [processed food companies could] “be lining up”;

“start-ups racing to markets”; “for those knowing

real hunger and little choice”

Slow “wehave timetoopenourhorizonsbeforewehave

to open our wallets”; “still a longway to go”

Process of

normalisation

Cultivatedmeat

as normal

[included in] “takeaways, ready meals, burgers”;

“culturedmeat is […] straightforward”

Cultivatedmeat

as not normal

“renewableprotein source for space travel”; “lovely

pink beakers of human flesh”

Cellular

agriculture

start-ups

Making things bet-

ter for people/planet

“hurry and commercialize this”

Making thingsworse

for people/planet

“overpromising, under delivering”

Note: Cellular agriculture is a relatively new term preferred by the new industry. It refers to

making animal-based products, such as meat, fish, eggs, etc. by culturing cells.

 

5.1.2 New plant-based meat

Similar to the CM article, the PBM article “It looks like a burger, tastes like a burger

— but it’s a plant” (written by Nellie Bowles, published on 2 June 2016 in the online

Guardian) is also written in a narrative form, with the main story being another

California tasting event, this time of the plant-based Impossible Burgers by Im-

possible Meat, another start-up.
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The article presents the new plant-based meat as technology not that far from

processes involved in other, even basic foods like bread. The history of food is ”na-

ture combined with human ingenuity”. This time, ”through a deep, molecular in-

vestigation” into what makes meat meat, human ingenuity has managed to make a

product that is plant-based, but so similar to meat that the company aims to ”sati-

ate a beef-hungry American population” with something so realistic that ”even an

’uncompromising’ meat eater” cannot tell the difference. After tasting Impossible

Burgers at a special tasting event, the verdicts of the Guardian journalist and others

are positive, and the burgers are ”pretty good”, or ”as good as a bad [conventional

meat] burger”.

The posts to the article include some positive future orientation, somewhat less

than in the CM posts, but more than in the INS (insect article) or FLEX (flexitarian-

ism article) posts. There is a significant amount of discussion about vegetarianism

in the comments, although the topic of the article is a meat replacement product

intended for meat eaters. This may be partly because of some confusion regard-

ing the main target group for the Impossible Burger (i.e. it is mainly aimed for

meat eaters, not vegetarians), but vegetarianism and veganism come up as signif-

icant themes in all the data. In the PBM posts, it seems that especially people who

do not seem to want to change their own meat-eating habits bring this topic up.

Eating a plant-based burger as meat could feel like ”giving in”.

Several themes and their dimensions are shown in Table 5.2 with examples

from the data.
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Table 5.2: Themes and dimensions in the PBM document

Theme Dimensions Data extracts

Adequacy of

new PBMas a

meat

replacement

Works “uncannily beef-like, oozing […] fat”; [aiming to be a

product that] “satisfies as onlymeat does”

Does not work “makes no sense”; “we don't reconstitute chicken to

look like broccoli” [so whywouldwe do the opposite]

Impacts on

environment,

animal welfare,

human health

Better “way better” [for the environment]; “clear aims” [to re-

ducedamage]; “slightlybetter” [forhealth thanmeat];

“help reduce total number of animals tortured and

murdered”

Not better/worse [what effect] “would growing these plants on a mas-

sive, global scale [have on] soil, fertiliser use and run

off”; “doesn't have the nutrients ofmeat”

Attitude

towards old

PBM

Positive “surprised at how good [Quorn] is getting nowadays”;

“pleasant non-meat like texture”; “awesome” [when

not trying to be likemeat]

Negative “none taste likemeat”; “texturecouldusea littlework”;

“horrid” [when trying to be likemeat]

Attitude

towards new

PBM

Positive [involves a] “deep molecular investigation into desir-

able properties” [of meat]; [aims to] “annihilate meat

industry” [positive in the context]

Negative “turn off formany vegetarians and vegans”; “will never

havemass appeal”; “fakemeat for the rich”

Process of

take-up

Fast “huge market”; “the person who achieves [a success-

ful plant-based meat product] will make shitloads of

money”

Slow [in the] “evolution of things like this […] the price will

come downwith time and popularity”

Process of

normalisation

—What is a

burger?

NewPBMburger

as normal

“you can call anything a burger”; “what’s in a burger

anyway?”

NewPBMburger

as not normal

“doesnot look likeaburger”; “aburgerwithGodknows

what in it”

Target group of

consumers for

the new PBM

Vegetarians and

vegans

“why do vegetarians like to pretend they are eating

meat?”

Meat eaters [new PBM is for] “non-vegetarians who refuse to eat

something that doesn’t appear tobemeat”; [newPBM

ismeant to] “reduce the damage done by cows”

Notes: Attitudes towards old and new PBM here refer to what can be called old plant-based

meats, such as tempeh, Quorn etc., and the new generation of plant-based meats, i.e. the

Impossible Burger, Beyond Meat products and other similar recent products from the last less

than a decade, aiming to be completely meat-like (I count the time back to the first products

from Beyond Meat which came out in the US in 2012).
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5.1.3 Insects

Unlike the CMand PBMarticles, the INS article “Insects should be part of a sustain-

able diet in future, says report” (written by Emma Howard, published on 5 Novem-

ber 2015 in the online Guardian) includes no personal angle of the journalist, nor

does it contain any interviews with a personal angle as in the FLEX article.

The key point of this article is about using insects as a partial solution for find-

ing sustainable protein for the near future, focusing on both the United Kingdom

and the world at large. It also mentions seaweed and cultivated meat as other po-

tential options. Although little emotion is present in the writing (even regarding

the yuck-factor), the message is urgent: by 2020, land ”may be pushed to its lim-

its”. Similarly, ”reining in the world’s appetite for meat is essential to tackle climate

change”, and therefore, ”insects should become a staple of people’s diets around the

world”. At the same time, and in a contradictory way, insects are presented as a par-

ticularly important option as feed for meat animals.Thismay be because ”the yuck-

factor” is seen as a challenge as regards insects for human consumption, and be-

cause supposedly, ”fears of consumer backlash are preventing change” in reducing

or changing meat eating itself.

The INS article relies broadly on the UK Waste and Resources Action Pro-

gramme report (WRAP, 2015) on food challenges in the next ten years. Having

adequate sustainable protein for the UK population will be ”one of the defining

challenges of the coming decades”, according to the WRAP report. The Guardian

article stays quite fact-based, picking up arguments from both the WRAP report

itself, from a representative of WRAP, and from older Guardian articles and

another earlier report on meat consumption.

The posts to this article include a lot of humour.This is a specific feature of the

posts in this document, as compared to the posts in the other three documents.

The humour is more likely to come from the theme than the article itself and is

probably typical for the theme of insects more generally in current, especially on-

line discourse.10 There is a much smaller ”imagining the future” orientation in the

comments, as compared to the CM article.

Together with examples from the data, themes and dimensions in the INS doc-

ument are shown in Table 5.3. The humour theme is, however, not included in the

table.

10 More generally speaking, comments to articles in the online Guardian do contain such hu-

mour. However, the comments in the other three documents in the data mainly do not.
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Table 5.3: Themes and dimensions in the INS document

Theme Dimensions Data extracts

Significance Big “could be an excellent source of nourishment for hu-

mans”; “once you have the choice of worms or nothing

youwill LOVEworms” [in reference to a food collapse]

Small “fine as a snack (e.g. replacing crisps)”; “only the most

adventurous eaters […] will add insects to their diet”

Impacts on

environment,

animal welfare,

human health

Better “there'd be a lot less cruelty”; “healthier with less satu-

rated fats”; “your liver and intestines will be cleaner”

Worse “the environmental case for eating insects [is] dubi-

ous”; “howwell adapted the humandigestion is to eat-

ing […] insects”

Attitude towards

insect eating

Positive “a good idea”; “gourmet grubs in the foodie section”

Negative [food for] “poor people”; “revolting”

Method of

introduction in the

Global North

In processed

form

[when] “presented in an unrecognisable form” [insects

can be acceptable]

As whole

animals

“let’s see them have [insects] on the menu during the

Paris environment conferences”; “gourmet grubs”

Normality as food

in the Global North

Insects as

normal

“a lot of insects taste like pork”; “wouldn't taste any dif-

ferent to themashedupmiscellaneous protein youget

in nuggets, burgers and other processed crap”; “If you

eat shrimp you are prettymuch already eating insects”

Insects as not

normal

“for most people the 'Yuck' factor would prevent [in-

sects] becoming acceptable”

Insects as

normal for

meat animals

and farmed

fish

“theadoptionof insects as aprotein in animaldietswill

be ‘more straightforward’”

Relationship

between Global

North and South in

terms of eating

insects

Influence

North -> South

“newly-affluent people in emerging countries are also

ditching their insect diets as they aspire to eat ameat-

heavy Western diet […] so we in the West basically

need to start eatingmore insect-based proteins pretty

sharpish...”

Influence

South ->

South/North

“looks likeMexico's finding a newappetite for the little

blighters, especially in their posh restaurants”
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5.1.4 Flexitarianism

Themain content of the FLEX article “Vegans, vegetarians and now… reducetarians”

(written by Nell Frizzell, published on 25 June 2017 in online Guardian) consists of

an interview of Brian Kateman, the co-founder of the “Reducetarian movement”.11

The article is rather positive about flexitarianism, although the journalist ques-

tions the ethicalness of eating some meat when one tries to be ethical about meat

eating in the first place. Indeed, the journalist focuses on ethics regarding meat

animals and does not discuss the environment to the same extent, although Kate-

man in the included direct quotes talks about eating less meat for environmental

or health reasons and not so much for the sake of the animals. According to him,

the motivation, in fact, does not matter, the end result is what matters, whereas

it seems that the journalist is more concerned with animal ethics, and the consis-

tency of behaviour.The positivity from Kateman and the doubt from the journalist

hold opposite ends of this dimension, with the positivity seemingly winning at the

end of the article.

There is some double talk in the article about what flexitarianism actually is. On

the one hand, even a small cut inmeat eating is a ”huge win”, but on the other hand,

the article (and Kateman in particular) talks about eating meat only occasionally as

the flexitarian way. These two ways of eating are very different, in practice, and

in terms of their impacts, something that the article does not discuss. Most likely

for Kateman, flexitarianism denotes the second, more radical way, but he tries to

present it as easy, and therefore, as the first way (i.e.where every small step counts).

However, and as will be discussed later in Section 5.2.3, the first way can be a route

into the second way, although Kateman does not talk about this. Again, it is an

easier sell, when someone just has to think about a 10% reduction, and not the

further implications of a more profound change.

The posts that follow the FLEX article reflect the article well in that they are

quite focused on ethics, and vegetarianism vs. flexitarianism. However, there is a

lot of criticism regarding labelling the act of ”eating less meat” as something in

particular, i.e. reducetarianism, or flexitarianism.The posts are overall less enthu-

siastic about flexitarianism as part of an identity, many of those who are in princi-

ple positive about the idea of eating less meat see it just as a sensible way of eating,

not anything to fuss about. But others do see a point in the labelling itself. There

is less positive future orientation in the posts than in CM or PBM posts, similar to

the INS posts in that respect.

11 “Reducetarianism” is another name for flexitarianism. As mentioned in Chapter 2, this book

will usually refer to flexitarianism. It is the most commonly used term.
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With data examples, Table 5.4 presents some of the many themes and dimen-

sions in the FLEX article. The morality theme will be discussed in more detail sep-

arately, as will labels, and the transformation process.

Table 5.4: Themes and dimensions in the FLEX document

Theme Dimensions Data extracts

Voluntariness

of

flexitarianism

Voluntary “doing what they can”; “I’m a convert”; “privileged choice”;

“eating veggie more than not”; [for the] “meaningful im-

pact”; “movement”; “a group committed”

Involuntary [eatingmeat as a] “vegetarian relapse”; [eatingmeat when]

“the veggie-only choices are […] limited”; [eating small

amounts of meat] “at dinner parties just to keep people off

his case”

Impacts on

environment,

animal welfare,

human health

Better “huge win”; “harms our planet a little less”; “just smart”;

“healthier andhappier” [with lessmeat]; [animal] “suffering

reduced”; “meaningful impact”

Worse/not

better

“even a small amount [of meat] is still going too far”; “while

we're at it, let’s have a bit less slavery too. Just the odd one

every so often”

Attitude

towards eating

meat only

occasionally

Positive “pragmatic”; “25% of people in Britain have cut back”; “good

idea”; “occasional indulgence in the pleasures of flesh”;

“foods that are good for the body and the planet”

Negative [haveyour] “cakeandeat it”; “veganswithout thewillpower”;

“backsliding”

Attitude

towards

labelling eating

meat only

occasionally

Label as

positive

[having a label is] “convenient and it ensures thatmore peo-

ple stop eating meat”; “motivating others” [to follow exam-

ple]; “movement can be formed”

Label as

negative

“coming up with ridiculous terms”; [no need for label when

nota] “hardandfast rule”; “reflects thenarcissismofourage”

Transformation

(motivation)

Convenience “as the solemeat-eater in a vegetarian family I've [cut down]

myself”

Emotional “feels really good” [to eat only a littlemeat]

Rational “rebalancing proportions of different foods”; “eating less

meat atmy age is just smart”

Social

support

“as a family we started to cut right back on meat consump-

tionwhenmy son turned to a vegan diet”

Financial “just leaving [meat] out of a couple meals a week can save

you a fortune”; “the good stuff is expensive”

Moral “themoremeat you eat, themore damage” [and vice versa]
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Transformation

(process)

Slow “it makes sense that some people introduce [not eating

meat] gradually into their lives”; “just phasing things out”;

“I’m on the same path” [of cutting downmeat]

Fast “I stoppedeatingallmeats savefisharound3years ago”; “my

son switched to veganism”; “when I became a vegetarian […]

my parents kept servingmemeat”

Morality Positive “increasing expected utility” [with more people cutting

down being better than a few people turning vegan]

Negative “robbing onebankmakes you a criminal asmuch as robbing

ten”; “fundamental wrong” [of eating animals]; [flexitarian-

ism is] “giving your weakwill amisleading name”

Note: Veganism is included in these examples as the end point of the continuum discussed

later in Section 5.2.3.

5.1.5 Vegetarianism and veganism

Despite vegetarianism or veganism not being significant themes in any of the four

articles contained in the data, all the documents do include some discussion, and

the posts have often extensive and rather rich discussion on vegetarianism or veg-

anism.This is, therefore, an important context, or a counter theme for all the other

main themes, namely, cultivated meat, new plant-based meat, insects and flexi-

tarianism. More specifically, in the CM document there is a considerable amount

of criticism of, and defence for vegetarianism and veganism. In the PBM docu-

ment, there is extensive discussion on vegetarians or vegans as regards meat re-

placements, and on whether the new plant-based meat products are meant for

vegetarians and vegans, or for meat eaters. Further, in the INS article, there is

somewhat less discussion on vegetarianism and veganism, but there are still two

themes around it: eating a vegetarian or vegan diet being better than eating insects

(if the two were the actual available choices), and the idea of vegetarians and vegans

supplementing their diet with insects. Finally, the FLEX document includes exten-

sive discussion of vegetarianism and veganism, from a moral point of view, and

from a practical point of view. There is also discussion on the process of becoming

a vegetarian or vegan, and similarly to the CM document, there is both criticism

and defence towards vegetarian or vegan diets.

Many of the themes and dimensions related to the discussion on vegetarianism

and veganism are presented in Table 5.5 (covering all four documents, as indicated),

together with some examples from the data.
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Table 5.5: Themes and dimensions regarding vegetarianism and veganism in the data

Theme Dimensions Data extracts

Origin Voluntary “conscious lifestyle choice” (CM); “I'm an omnivore (di-

gestive options) by evolution, but I choose (brain func-

tion) to eat only plant foods” (CM)

Involuntary “a vegetariandietmost days simply because it's all they

can afford” (FLEX)

Impacts on

environment,

animal

welfare,

human

health, and

culinary

impact

Better “you’ll never lookback” [as regardshealth] (FLEX); [cook

in a plant-based restaurant as a] “masseur of vegeta-

bles” (CM); [as a meat eater] “you are asking someone

to respect your choice of contributing to damaging the

planet and promoting the mistreatment of animals”

(CM)

Worse [vegetarian/vegan food] “doesn't have the nutrients of

meat” (PBM); “anyone who tells themselves they are

vegetarian for environmental reasons is kidding only

themselves” (FLEX); “furry bunnies and rodents and

fluffy featheredfriendsareslaughtered inhugequanti-

ties togrow, storeandtransportgrainsandpulses” (CM)

Importance Big “what we eat has a huge impact on” [climate change]

(FLEX)

Small “fooling around with veganism and vegetarianism is

nothingmore than fiddlingwhile Rome burns” (CM)

Attitude

towards

vegetarianism

or veganism

Positive “being vegetarian or vegan has become fashionable”

(FLEX); “three and a half times as many vegans [in the

UK] in 2016 as 10 years earlier” (FLEX)

Negative [vegetarians in their] “sad little no fun caves” (PBM);

“giving up” [meat] (INS, PBM, FLEX); “restrictive and

hypocritical rules” [of vegans] (FLEX); “your proclivities”

[of eating a vegetarian diet] (FLEX)

Character of

vegetarianism

or veganism

Dichotomous

(black andwhite)

“being vegetarian is seen as a black-and-white deal”

(FLEX); “when the choice for a certain kind of nutrition

is turning into a religion” (FLEX); “Single-Issue Fanatics”

(CM); “you can't be a vegetarian and eatmeat” (FLEX)

Not dichotomous

(not black and

white)

“the free range stuff, I like it toomuch to be totally veg-

gie” (CM); “I'm simply eating a vegetarian diet more

days than not” (FLEX)

Managing Easy “quite happy already being a vegetarian” (CM)

Difficult “vegetarian relapse” (CM)
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Relationship

tomeat

(defined by

vegetarians

and vegans

themselves)

Likingmeat “as a vegetarian I would love there to be a guilt-free,

environmentally friendly, and utterly convincing simu-

lacrum ofmeat, in all its glory” (CM); “people who ethi-

cally avoidmeat-eating still miss what is for them […] a

lovely form of food” (CM)

Not liking

meat

“I have never loved meat and gave it up when I was

about 11” (CM); “never been keen on meat substitutes

— no need!” (CM); “As a vegetarian I don't look for veg-

gie alternatives that look/taste likemeat” (PBM)

Relationship

tomeat

(defined by

others)

Likingmeat “whydosomanyvegetarians like topretendthey'reeat-

ingmeat?” (PBM)

Not liking

meat

“who gets distressed by seeing a rawhamburger patty?

(besides a verymilitant vegan)” (PBM)

Relationship

tomeat eaters

Open “Q: How do you know someone is vegan? A: They'll

tell you.” (CM); “any thread about [vegetarianism] here

is overwhelmed with [vegetarians] banging the drum

while the other 98% […] ignore the issue completely”

(FLEX); “I am […] perfectly willing to make my dietary

choices a subject of discussion, but [meat eaters] don't

really like that either because I stand up to them and

I've thought the philosophy through more than they

have” (FLEX)

Closed “you chose to be vegan. That is your business” (CM); “if

you'd ever been vegetarian, youwould know thatmany

people […] accuse you of being a hypocrite […] even

though you have no wish to discuss your choice with

them” (FLEX); “the excuse I use” [for being vegetarian]

(FLEX)

Morality

aboutmeat

Positive “guilt-free” [cultivated meat for vegetarians] (CM);

“people who ethically avoidmeat-eating” (CM)

Negative “resolution-snapping burden of guilt” [when a vegetar-

ianeatsmeat] (PBM); “restrictiveandhypocritical rules”

[of vegans] (FLEX)

This introduction has demonstrated the rich discussion in the four documents,

pointing out many of the specific themes and dimensions relevant to the new (and

old) meatways, and to my research question. In the next sections, I will move to

the main analysis.
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5.2 Framing

This section will drawmore heavily fromChapter 3, in terms of how framing works,

and the connection to values. In Section 5.2.1, I will first discuss some conclusions

of analysing frames in the data. Subsequently, Section 5.2.2 will continue with the

frame theme, focusing on sustainability-facilitating values potentially being more

related to certain frames than to others. I will discuss what this may mean for

discourses around the new meatways. Finally on the focus on frames, in Section

5.2.3, I will present two topics arising from the data that are related to conceptual

metaphors as framing tools: the demand-supply dilemma discussed in Chapter 2,

which shows up in the data, and the idea of seeing daily (conventional animal-

based) meat eating, flexitarianism, vegetarianism and veganism on the same con-

tinuum, as “stops” on a road on which one may travel, in whichever direction.

Firstly, however, I will briefly outline the most relevant principles and conclu-

sions from Chapter 3 before moving on to the frames found in the data. Frames

are often an important focus in analysing discourse due to their power of defining

what is discussed, or not discussed, and how something is discussed. Discourses

create and change cognitive frames, and frames impact on discourses in return.

Through different frames, discourses also create and change meanings, activate

certain values (and emotions), and vice versa, certain values can impact on the

kinds of frames and discourses that exist or dominate. Similarly, there is a two-way

connection between discourses, frames and knowledge. When discourses change

or new discourses are born, new, but frequently present cognitive frames may not

only have an impact on value priorities or dispositions. Through general under-

standings, they may be able to discursively open the relevant social practices, as

long as any potential new practice elements are in congruence with each other. Fur-

ther on reviewing Chapter 3, the potential of prioritizing sustainability-facilitating

values through certain frames could be crucial for realising sustainable practices

— both at the individual and the societal level — as prioritizing certain values may

connect to (acceptance of) action towards sustainability, as long as these values are

salient enough, and different values regarding practices are in alignment, rather

than in conflict with each other.12

As discussed in Chapter 3, I use the analytical concepts in Strydom (2000,

drawing from Klaus Eder andWilliam A. Gamson) whereby three specific cognitive

framing devices help construct various frames in a discourse. These three framing

devices appearing in different proportions, and with different emphasis, to build

frames in public discourses are “factual”, “normative” and “emotive”. As illustrated

12 Action towards sustainability need not involve only altruistic values, it can also, for example,

be about responsibility towards one’s ownhealth andwellbeing,which in the context ofmeat

is a relevant connection.
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with the example in Chapter 3, framing devices build frames, and a larger discourse

can be seen to be built up from several different but generally compatible frames.

The division into three distinct framing devices simplifies matters to some extent,

as there can be overlaps between them, especially as regards the normative fram-

ing device. Despite such overlaps, I keep the framing devices mostly separate in

the analysis, and name them based on what is most apparent.13

5.2.1 Frames in the data

In general, the data consists of what can be seen as either crisis discourses — the

crisis of meat production with its disastrous impacts, and the crisis of sustainably

feeding a growing world population — or solution discourses, i.e. the ways the

crises can be resolved. Choosing between these two is also about framing.

All three framing devices can be recognized in the data, although the emotive

framing device shows up to a lesser extent than the other two. The titles and leads

of any newspaper articles influence the initial frame taken in by the readers, and

this frame is often reflected in the article itself as well as the posts that follow.

Therefore, Table 5.6 shows the titles and leads for each article, together with the

strongest framing devices present.14

13 See Chapter 4 for more on this issue.

14 I briefly considered multimodality in terms of frame analysis, in particular the visual effects

such as photos in the online articles. The conclusion is that the photos in these articles seem

to be largely supporting the generally fairly positive frames about the topics. In the end, I did

not include photos in my analysis.
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Table 5.6: Titles and leads of the articles — Framing devices

Title Lead Framing

devices

Could lab-grown

fish andmeat

feed theworld—

without killing

a single animal?

Criticsdismiss itasunnatural “Frankenmeat",but theSan

Francisco startups racing to take animal-free meat and

fish to market think it’s wonder food. So how were the

carp croquettes at theworld’s first cultured fish tasting?

Normative,

emotive

It looks like a

burger, tastes like

a burger—

but it's a plant

Impossible Foods is on a mission to make a burger so

similar to beef that even the most ardent meat lovers

can’t tell the difference. Have they succeeded?

Factual,

emotive

Insects should

be part of a

sustainable

diet in future,

says report

Alternative protein sources will be needed for humans

and livestock to reduce landandenergyuse, saysUKgov-

ernment’s waste agency

Factual,

normative

Vegans,

vegetarians

and now…

reducetarians

For anyone who has tried to cut out meat entirely and

failed, there’s a new movement which tries to take a

more pragmatic approach

Normative,

emotive

The titles, leads and article texts do seem to influence the discourse that takes

place in the posts. This can be seen, for example, from the way moral aspects are

emphasized or not emphasized in the titles, leads and article texts and how this is

reflected in the posts. For the PBM and INS articles, moral aspects are mostly not

explicitly present,15 and so it is also largely for the posts, especially for INS posts.

For the CM article,moral aspects are somewhat, although not very present, and the

posts follow this line.The only article that does reflect extensively on moral aspects

is the FLEX article where flexitarianism is seen as an at least partial solution to the

moral dilemmas around meat (more on this topic in Section 5.3.2). The posts that

follow this article reflect extensively on various moral aspects as well.

Further, Table 5.7 shows some examples from the different documents — in-

cluding the articles, but mostly from the posts — for the different framing devices

present.These are not meant to be inclusive of all different ways these framing de-

vices are used, but only include some of the typical uses. Section 5.2.3 concentrates

separately on two frames defined by two different conceptual metaphors.

15 Although here could be an example of two different framing devices overlapping: the new

meats are seen as better for the environment (factual), and therefore something worth pur-

suing (normative).
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Table 5.7: Typical framing devices in the data

Framing

device

Context in

which

applied

Data extracts

Factual Challenges “the problem of supplying the UK’s population with a nutri-

tional and sustainable protein supply will be ‘one of the defin-

ing challenges of the coming decades’, says the report” (INS ar-

ticle); “the road to public acceptance of culturedmeat is paved

with ‘gnarly problems, communication issues, regulatory is-

sues’” (CMarticle); “the company in the article are trying to pro-

vide an alternative to that which satisfies as only meat does”

(PBMposts)

Environmen-

tal

impact

(cultivated /

new plant-

basedmeat)

“how a clean-meat revolution could affect the landscape and

environment is riddledwith ifsandbuts” (CMarticle); “theother

potential problem that is not addressed in the article is how

much carbon emissions is generated in the processing vegeta-

bles to creating [the Impossible Burger]” (PBMposts)

Motivations

for eating

food

“the more likely scenario isn't that you would have people eat-

ing insects instead of meat but as well as meat. We don't eat

only thenutrientsweneedandnothingelse” (INSposts); “oneof

the best reasons for cutting back onmeat is financial; the good

stuff is expensive— either in terms of its asking price— or the

amount of energy required to cook it” (FLEX posts)

Historical

scale

“during the Second World War, people accepted significant

changes to their lives” (FLEX posts) “the meat industry is the

biggest sourceofhuman-causedsuffering inhistory. […] Factory

farming in particular will be a thing of the past one day” (FLEX

posts); “[mockmeat] startedwith theBuddhists creating [it] for

non-harm festivals that get the greater part of themeat-eating

population abstaining formeat for the duration of the festival”

(PBMposts)
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Marketplace

approach

“theonlyway you’re going todo [replacemeat] is amarketplace

approach and that entails creating a food that outperforms this

market” (PBM article); “ultimately it's going to come down to

cost. If these companies can get the cost of their animal protein

below the cost of farming the real thing then all the companies

who make processed foods will be lining up for it and finding

a way of selling it to consumers (probably also based around

cost)” (CMposts)

Competition “Selden, Post and the other cultured meat startups exude con-

fidence about solving the serum puzzle: with venture capital-

ists tokeepsweet,andstiff competition,acertainswaggermust

be displayed at all times” (CM article); “and you're right. No-

body will ever compete— these guys will own this market as a

monopoly forever. After all, Google tried but couldn't buy them

out, so obviouslyGooglewill now lose all interest in thefield af-

ter that setback. And it is incredibly unlikely that anybody else

is thinking ‘gee, if Google wanted in that badly, I want in even

worse!’” (PBMposts)

New

innovations

over time and

economies

of scale

“the costswill comedown (andas the article says, are doing so).

Think of the difference between the powerful computer in your

phone today, and room-sized computers fifty years ago” (CM

posts); “it's a pity that when things get popular and mass pro-

duced the price doesn't fall. Like people ten years ago saying PV

would fall to a coupleof bucks awatt. Bet they are feelingdumb

nowhuh? Oh, hang on...” (PBMposts)

Consumer

power

“but fears of a consumer backlash are preventing change

[in policies about meat], according to a leading think tank

[ChathamHouse]” (INS article)

Efficiency “If [the Impossible Burger] takes off it will likely become a

consumer product eventually […] Animal Flesh is an expensive

product tomake, it requires an intense amount of water, crops,

and land to produce. Through in the cost of the machines and

electricity used to slaughter and cut the livestock into meat

to consume and [the Impossible Burger] might end up being

cheaper than beef under the right circumstances” (PBMposts);

“eating insects is still higherup the foodchain thanavegetarian

diet and the insectswouldhave tobebredon something. Sowe

aremore talking about insect farms.While you could get some

recyclingwealreadyaredoing foodwaste toenergy” (INSposts)

Meeting

the demand

“the interest in meatless meat has to do with finding an eco-

nomically viable substitute for a growing population of meat

eaters” (PBM posts); “[another poster:] ‘an industry that is

shovelling 10 billion pounds of ground mince into Americans'

mouths every year’ In response to consumer demand, you

should note. They aren't being force-fed in detention” (PBM

posts); “which product can satisfy the craving of the population

formeat?” posits [Mark] Post (CM article)
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Normative Co-responsibility “everything we do has an impact, veganism has an impact.

[…]No-one is perfect, or innocent, so let’s just all dowhatwe

can” (FLEX posts); “I think we all do our bit, it'll at least help.

I've not the crusading temperament, but I'mwilling to pitch

in” (FLEX posts); “look, if you don't want to eat meat, that's

absolutelyfineanddandy, but thatdoesn't absolve you from

the responsibility of doing your part in the much more im-

portant and urgent need to reduce emissions in all other ar-

eas” (PBMposts)

Meat is

a choice

“thereareenoughplantswithenoughprotein toeat, soyou'd

need to insist a lot in eating some animal to prefer worms

and bugs over lentils” (INS posts); “I'm an omnivore (diges-

tive options) by evolution, but I choose (brain function) to

eat only plant foods” (CMposts)

Hypocrisy “not sure why meat eaters tie themselves in knots trying to

point out relatively minor contradictions in other people's

behaviour instead of facing their own shortcomings” (FLEX

posts); “let’s see them have insects on the menu during the

Parisenvironmentconferences. Itwouldbenice if theycould

provide the lead on this.....” (INS posts); “the 'holier than

thou' brigade” [vegetarians/vegans] (CM posts); “what gets

my goat is finger-wagging vegetarian hypocrites who have

multiple offspring but still get on their stupid box and lec-

ture others about theunsustainability of eatingmeat” (PBM

posts); “I lovehowmeat eaters blame sanctimonious vegans

for their refusal to consider being vegetarian. Nothing like

missing the point entirely. ‘I'd be all for women's rights, but

those damn feminists are so annoying!’” (CMposts)

Sacrificing for

common good

“theVeganSociety’s formaldefinitionmaybethat ‘veganism

is a way of living which seeks to exclude, as far as is possi-

ble and practicable, all forms of exploitation of, and cruelty

to, animals for food, clothingor anyother purpose,’ butwhat

we hear is ‘veganism is a way of life that ruthlessly excludes

anyone who enjoysmilk in their tea and will joylessly judge

every element of your life until you give in and start wearing

hemp’” (FLEXarticle); “during the SecondWorldWar, people

accepted significant changes to their lives — rationing was

the norm, and recycling went through the roof. We can do

this” (FLEX posts)
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Freedom to

choose

“I don't think I should be told whether or not to eat meat”

(FLEX posts); “telling people you need to eat less meat is

never going to work, especially uneducated, red neck, lib-

ertarian Americans” (PBM posts); “are you scared youmight

eat a vegetable burger bymistake one day?” (PBMposts)

Responsibility

lies with

policymakers

“the problem of supplying the UK’s population with a nu-

tritional and sustainable protein supply will be ‘one of the

defining challenges of the coming decades’, says the report”

(INS article); “here's an idea — ban intensive farming” (CM

posts)

Only

vegetarianism

/veganism as

moral

(flexitarianism

as notmoral)

“I'm sure the infrequency of your meat consumption is a

great comfort to the animal you do eat, which had a crap

life/death because you, however infrequently, are the mar-

ket for its flesh” (FLEX posts); [have your] “cake and eat it!

Basically ‘reduce your guilt over contributing to animal suf-

fering, by giving your weak will a misleading name’” (FLEX

posts); “robbing one bank makes you a criminal as much as

robbing 10. Andmany people have thatmoral basis for their

vegetarianism or veganism” (FLEX posts)

Cultivated meat

solving

themoral

question about

eating animals

“cleanmeat, clean conscience” (CMarticle); [cultivatedmeat

can be a] “guilt-free, environmentally friendly, and utterly

convincing simulacrum of meat” (CM posts); “if it tasted

good I wouldmuch rather eat culturedmeat than a real an-

imal or fish” (CM posts); “I would feel much happier about

myself if I knew no animals were being bred and the envi-

ronment destroyed to suitmy appetites” (CMposts)

Eating

insects as

immoral

“even though I deem it unlikely that insects can feel pain or

suffer, the fact that wewould be farmingmillions uponmil-

lions of them would still be negative on the ethical scales,

considering that there isanon-zeroprobability that theycan

actually feel pain and suffer” (INS posts)

Emotive Joy “afterwards, Selden and Wyrwas [from Finless Foods] are

flushed with the raw elation of having given birth to some-

thing important” (CM article); “love the idea of eating kill-

freemeat” (CMposts); “we celebrate anyonewho decides to

reduce the number of animal products they eat” (FLEX arti-

cle)
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Ambivalence “I used to think I'd eat [my chickens in the backyard] but I've

got soft-hearted” (FLEXposts); “the Impossible Burger is tar-

geted tomeat eaters who are uneasily aware of the high en-

vironmental costs of the cattle industry” (PBM posts); “have

you ever thought that killing those animals [you eat] might

contribute tomaking you unhappy?” (CMposts)

Fear “millions— if not billions—of people are going to die from

[climate change] impacts before this century is through and

whatweeathas ahuge impact on that” (FLEXposts); “please

God they hurry and commercialise [cultivatedmeat] before

all our seas are dead and all the forests burnt” (CMposts)

Being part

of a

community

“as a family we started to cut right back on meat consump-

tionwhenmy son turned to a vegandiet. Everyone is health-

ier and happier with their diet and we're all trying different

things” (FLEX posts)

Positive/

negative

connection

to nature

“the animal world is being fucked up by technology, mod-

ern farming and overpopulation” (CM posts); “more farmers

would become custodians of nature, rather breeders of ani-

mals” [if people did not eat somany animals] (CMposts)

Positivity

of something

special

“eat more plant-based meals, save a packet and occasion-

ally indulge in the pleasures of a special piece of flesh” (FLEX

posts)

The framing devices in Table 5.7 point to some common frames contained in

the articles. For example, for the CM and PBM articles and posts, typical frames

include what can be called the Market frame,16 the Innovation frame, the Efficiency

frame and the Competition frame which all emphasize the factual framing device,

and can be seen exemplified in Table 5.7 under “factual”.17 On the other hand, the

Responsibility frame, introduced in Chapter 3 as a historical master frame (for the

present times, according to Strydom, 1999; 2000), and emphasizing the normative

framing device, is more typical of the FLEX document, although it also shows up

in the other documents to an extent. Especially in the FLEX document, we can

speak of a Co-responsibility frame (Strydom, 1999), as there is a sense of society

and collective human behaviour being able to transform itself, if “everyone does

16 Frames are often written with an initial capital letter.

17 However, to build a whole frame from framing devices, often more than one framing device

would be employed. So, for example, for an Innovation frame, one of the factual framing

devices, e.g. related to costs of cultivatedmeat coming down, could be combined with a nor-

mative framing device whereby, when cultivated meat is cheap enough, the moral question

related to eating animals can be solved. In other words, innovation will solve the issue.
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their bit”, even if not all posters agree with such a sentiment, or the need to touch

meat-eating related practices in the first place. In the other three documents, co-

responsibility is visible as well, although to amuch lesser extent. Remarkably, these

documents include more focus on blame and reasons for inaction, along with giv-

ing responsibility for change more to policymakers.

As I mentioned in Chapter 3, some frames built from the framing devices tend

to reflect ideologies, which in turn affect the manner and emphasis with which the

three framing devices are applied (Strydom, 2000).

The dominant ideology as regards meat eating is carnism (Joy, 2010).18 How-

ever, as discussed in Chapter 3, dominant ideologies tend to not be visible: “the

most common is the most obscure” (Lehtonen, 2000:7), or as van Dijk (2006) puts

it, when an ideology becomes part of the “common ground” accepted by all, it is

no longer a recognizable ideology. However, perhaps since carnism has historically

had counter ideologies in vegetarianism and veganism, it can be a recognizable ide-

ology, although not easily so. In the data, many of the frames do reflect carnism,

in other words, the Carnism frame is rather present, as so much of the discussion

circles around the necessity, naturalness, normalness, or niceness of meat, the four

Ns that are used as common justifications for eating meat. However, not everyone

calling meat Nice, or Normal, for example, is an (individual) carnist.19 Especially

societal carnism is, however, present also in other ways. First, in the following data

extracts, the underlying carnism is used for justifying cultivated meat as a neces-

sary product, as opposed to the new plant-based meats:

Sowhy isn’t [Josh Tetrick,CEO ofHamptonCreek]making plant-basedmeat alternatives?

“I can’t imagine the people I was raised with in Birmingham Alabama under any scenario

choosing a plant-based hamburger ... it’s an identity thing.”

CM article

 

“The question is, which product can satisfy the craving of the population for meat?” posits

[Mark] Post. “At the moment it’s there and it’s increasing ... culturing is going to cover the

entire gamut of meats that are out there. It will be much more difficult to achieve that

goal with vegetable-based proteins.”

CM article

And, the underlying carnism is used to justify the need for the new generation of

plant-based meats:

18 Joy (2011) argues that neocarnism is another, more recent dominant ideology as regards

meat.

19 Section 5.3.1 will discuss the four Ns further.
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The goal [of Impossible Foods] is to offset some of the damage done by cows and to satiate a

beef-hungry American population that consumes 10bn pounds of ground beef every year.

Doing this requires science.

PBM article

Secondly, implied criticism of carnism is present in the data:

Like you have no other choices [than to eat meat]. Free yourself from the indoctrination

of what is "normal" food. Humans can live healthily without the brainwashing of needing

meat and dairy in their diet.

CM12, 20 Sep 2017

 

What a bizarre observation [that vegetarians would prefer eating meat to a plant-based

burger]. That's like saying every non-smoker secretly wants to neck down awhole pack in

an hour.

PBM46, 3 Jun 2016

The more commonly recognizable frames mentioned above, i.e. Market frame, Ef-

ficiency frame, Competition frame, Innovation frame, but also Consumer power

frame and Meeting the demand frame found in the data and included in Table 5.7,

can be grouped together to a frame reflecting capitalism (Capitalism frame), as they

all rely one way or another in capitalism’s take on how markets, economies and so-

cieties work. In other words, such frames indicate that markets, new innovations

and competition and efficiency will solve problems (such asmeeting the unsustain-

able and growing demand for meat) by making tasty, efficiently produced, innova-

tive products cheap enough so that as many people as possible can buy them, e.g.

cultivated meat or the new generation plant-based meats. Additionally, because of

the supposed consumer power to both create demand (whether for meat, or for

meat replacements), and reject unpleasant policies (such as a meat tax or other

restrictions on meat consumption), the hands of policymakers are often tied, and

the markets will deliver better solutions than policymakers could.

Rather central to the discourses around meat, the Meeting the demand frame

is, in fact, connected to the Carnism frame. Meeting the demand is a topic for

Section 5.2.3.

The Capitalism and Carnism frames can be seen as dominant frames in most

current societies, defining much of the discourse around meat, as well as meat re-

placements, to the extent that the replacements feature in the discourses in the first

place. Both of these frames can also be seen as part of the dominant social paradigm,

introduced in Chapter 3, and seen by some as incompatible with sustainability (e.g.

Berzonsky & Moser, 2017; Peattie, 2011).

Another dominant frame existing in the data could be thought of as the Ab-

solute morality frame which is evident in the discourse around vegetarianism and
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veganism, in that nothing short of absolute abstention from meat can be defined

as vegetarianism or veganism, and additionally, vegetarians and vegans should be-

have consistently in all areas of life, for example, so that vegans do not use any

leather. Flexitarianism as an ideology counters the Absolute morality frame.

Defining what are dominant ideologies and what are counter ideologies may

not always be straightforward, but it can safely be said that emerging ideologies

are likely to be counter ideologies (at first at least), and flexitarianism can certainly

be seen as an emerging ideology. Another emerging ideological frame, regarding

the larger sustainability discourse, could be called the Sufficiency frame, and flex-

itarianism would certainly fit under that as well. The other new meatways, eating

cultivated meat, new plant-based meats and insects are alternatives that may fit

with both capitalism and carnism, in addition to, in part, the idea of a sustain-

ability transformation. This is a relevant distinction to make between these new

meatways. The probable conflict between strong sustainability and capitalism (as

part of the dominant social paradigm) is increasingly recognized in literature (see

e.g. Peet et al., 2011; Schmelzer & Eversberg, 2017), and between truly sustain-

able future food systems and growth-based economies (Hadjikakou & Wiedmann,

2017), and more specifically between meat eating and capitalism (e.g. Nibert, 2013;

Twine, 2014).20 In the context of the newmeatways, it can be said that those frames

may be competing with each other as regards possible aims for a transformation.21

The different frames most closely associated with the different new meatways may

suggest somewhat different futures, although they may also possibly combine and

benefit from each other. These topics will be returned to in Chapter 6.

The individual behaviour change policy frame22 (or the “ABC model”, Shove,

2010) or Individual responsibility frame, still rather present in policy discourses

regarding more general sustainability issues, such as energy use or transporta-

tion, is not directly present in the data, but could be said to be implicitly so, as

it is in opposition to the Co-responsibility frame. In the data, some people resist

changing their own meatways or the meatways of the world, and some people con-

sider change necessary, at the individual level as well, and many posters seem to

have already changed their own meatways. To the extent that it is present in this

implicit way, the Individual responsibility frame is likely to be either reflected here

from discourses around, for example, energy use or transportation, or it may be a

20 However, synergistic frameworks between capitalism and strong sustainability are also ex-

plored (see Geels et al., 2015).

21 See Strydom (2000) and Eder (1996) for frame competition.

22 The Individual behaviour change policy frame refers to policymakers giving themain respon-

sibility for sustainable society to consumers rather than to the policymakers themselves, or to

other societal actors. This is not about co-responsibility which implies that all societal actors

are partially responsible for making change.
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product of civil society discourses around meat.The missing discussion as regards

policies or policymakers and meat eating is likely to do with the fact that policy-

makers have until now indeed barely touched the topic, as discussed in Chapter 2.

5.2.2 Frames and sustainability-facilitating values

As discussed in Chapter 3, sustainability-facilitating values (see Figure 3.5) — in-

cluding co-responsibility, concern for, and unity with nature, social justice and

equality—are linked to concern for and action on environmental and social causes,

as well as general higher well-being (for the body of literature, see Chapter 3). Also

eating less meat is linked to such values being prioritized (de Boer et al., 2007).

Importantly, according to Schwartz value theory, people’s value systems univer-

sally include these values, even though they may not be prioritized in daily lives or

expressed in behaviour. Moreover, these values are higher in terms of value hierar-

chies, as they are related to the successful functioning of human groups (Schwartz,

2012).

Reviewing Chapter 3 further, values can be better engaged by certain discourse

frames than by others (Lakoff, 2010). Significantly, pro-social, or pro-environmen-

tal policies can activate the related values in the larger society, rather than (just) the

other way around, with societal value priorities producing certain kinds of policies

(Hoff-Elimari et al., 2014). However, value conflicts are commonwithin not only so-

cieties, but also within individuals, and they may prevent the engagement of these

sustainability-facilitating values (e.g. Maio, 2011) at both societal and individual

levels. In short, value frames related to sustainability, such as co-responsibility or

concern for nature, present in discourses can help prioritize such values. Depend-

ing on what value conflicts may or may not be present, prioritizing sustainability-

facilitating values can motivate people for action, for demanding change, or for ac-

cepting otherwise tough sustainability-related policies (e.g. Crompton, 2016). The

frames that do not prioritize such values may be less likely to motivate for persistent

environmentally beneficial action. For example, discourse frames related to money

tend to link to values that can hinder sustainability, such as the cultural or societal

level values of hierarchy and mastery (Kasser, 2011).

In this brief section, I will have a look at how, and if, sustainability-facilitating

values are present in the frames the data contains. There is, in fact, a similar divi-

sion between the articles for this as there is regarding the Co-responsibility frame.

In other words, although frames related to sustainability values are present for the

CM, PBM and INS articles, they are less present there than they are in the FLEX

article. For example, the PBM article focuses largely on the new plant-based meat

products and their qualities. However, on the sustainability-facilitating value side,

a partial motivation for these new products is given as “to offset some of the dam-

age done by cows”. Further, a particularly powerful statement in the PBM article

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839454336-010 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839454336-010
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


244 The New Meatways and Sustainability

is that “the biggest threat to the global environment right now [is] the use of an-

imals for food” (discussed later in the posts that follow the article). Similarly, the

INS article frames using insects as food or feed as a partial solution to the problem

of “supplying the UK’s population with a nutritional and sustainable protein sup-

ply” in the near future, and “reining in the world’s appetite for meat is essential to

tackle climate change”. Although the need to protect the environment is present,

both of these articles have a rather human-centred view. The CM article has a hu-

man-centred approach as regards the importance of protecting the environment,

but it also celebrates the idea that with cultivated meat, it may be possible to not

cause cruelty to animals while continuing to eat meat. In other words, caring for

nature — as far as farm animals can be seen as part of nature —matters in and of

itself.

On the other hand, the FLEX article is to a significant extent built around sus-

tainability-facilitating values. Protecting the environment, or nature, for humans,

and for its own sake, is more present than in the other articles. Besides, these val-

ues are touched upon with the specific features of flexitarianism. It is constructed

as responsible, honest, yet broad-minded (in that it is not a strict way of eating),

incorporating some freedom and providing for inner harmony (in that cognitive

dissonance need not be involved). Likewise, flexitarianism is framed as not being

about public image or social recognition.23 For example:

For anyone who has tried to cut out meat entirely and failed, there’s a new movement

which tries to take a more pragmatic approach.

FLEX article

 

We celebrate anyone who decides to reduce the number of animal products they eat —

and the motivation doesn’t matter.

FLEX article

 

The reason people eat less meat isn’t for some badge, some public status, it’s because it has

a meaningful impact on the world.

FLEX article

The posts that follow the four articles largely reflect the value presence in the arti-

cles. Therefore, the FLEX posts contain the most discussion that can be linked to

sustainability-facilitating values, as already reflected in the data extracts earlier in

this Section 5.2 in the discussion regarding frames. However, some of the points

that are brought up in the FLEX article as essential to flexitarianism, are criticized

23 Preserving public image and gaining social recognition are related to self-enhancing values

which less often coincide with self-transcending values. See Chapter 3.

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839454336-010 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839454336-010
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


5 Exploring discourses on the new meatways 245

in the posts. To some, flexitarianism seems to be, in fact, about irresponsibility and

dishonesty:

Basically "reduce your guilt over contributing to animal suffering,by giving yourweakwill

amisleading name" […] There is no negotiationwith dead animals, either they're suffering

and dead or they're not, this is just excusing inability to "stick to it".

FLEX134, 25 Jun 2017

Or, to others, it is indeed about public image:

This simply reflects the narcissism of our age where everyone has to have a label attached

to them as if to say "look at me, this is what makes me different”.

FLEX129, 25 Jun 2017

Yet, most of the posters seem to embrace the idea of flexitarianism, and one can

theorize that for these people, sustainability-facilitating values are being activated,

perhaps more so than from reading the other articles or posts, in particular since

these values can be seen as more relevant to the concept of especially strong flexi-

tarianism.

Following the discussion in the previous section, those frames that tend to be

fairly dominant in the discourse about the newmeatways—new,more sustainable

products—tend to also not have as strong links to sustainability-facilitating values,

whereas the still somewhat less dominant frames about the new meatways — e.g.

flexitarianism — do tend to have stronger links to such values.

As discussed earlier, conflicts between values are often preventing sustainabil-

ity-facilitating values from influencing action. However, all the newmeatways may

have, in principle, a benefit linked to value expression in behaviour, as opposed to

vegetarianism or veganism. The new meatways may, at least in some contexts, be

better in line with values such as providing for family, convenience, tradition, free-

dom, politeness, and pleasure, than vegetarianism or veganism alone have tradi-

tionally been able to be. To note, the above values do mostly not belong to the self-

transcending values (considered facilitating sustainability), and so, importantly,

the new meatways can better align sustainability values with other values priori-

tized by people more generally.

5.2.3 Two conceptual metaphors as framing tools

Conceptual metaphors were discussed in Chapter 4. In short, a conceptual

metaphor (originally from Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) is ”a way of knowing the world”

(Foss, 2009:270), where one idea (target domain, e.g. time) is understood in terms

of another (source domain, e.g. money). People’s knowledge of the source domain

(e.g. that money is valuable, not to be wasted) carries over to explain the target
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domain.24 A conceptual metaphor can often make a point more efficiently and

comprehensively than typical argumentative structures can. Moreover, metaphors

play a key role in framing perceptions, and therefore, in framing action. Foss

argues further that change in society or, change at an individual level, can be

generated by changing metaphors.

The two conceptual metaphors in the following two subsections can in part be

traced back to the Metaphorlist (Lakoff et al., 1991), a compilation and analysis of

conceptual metaphors found in (mostly) academic literature.

5.2.3.1 Journey on a continuum

Smil’s (2002) suggestion for a global shift in replacing a significant amount of meat

in processed meat products with plant-based proteins is seen by Jallinoja et al.

(2016) not only as a practical way to go about a somewhat involuntary transforma-

tion to using more plant-based proteins instead of meat, but also, as mentioned

in Chapters 2 and 3, as a way into seeing meat eating, and plant-based proteins

and vegetarianism, as different points on the same continuum, rather than as op-

posites. Much of that continuum is then comprised of different versions of flexi-

tarianism (from weak to strong), and its endpoints are veganism at one end, and

individual carnism25 at the other end.

The conceptual metaphors of a continuum, as well as a journey,26 might be

helpful in several distinct ways, all of which can be found in the data. As a counter

point, the more relaxed attitude in flexitarianism (the term coming from “flexible

vegetarianism”) causes some tension between those (vegetarians or vegans) who

call for a more black-and-white moralism — referred to in this chapter as an all-

or-nothing approach27—aboutmeat eating and those who accept the imperfection

of their own vegetarianism, or that of others. The all-or-nothing approach refers

to two ways of reacting in this case, either justifying no action or defining one’s

own action rigidly. For an example of the first reaction: why cut car driving, if

one still flies? Why mess with diet (to decrease its impact), if one still drives? Also,

why eat a vegetarian diet when even with that diet some animals will die? These

kinds of arguments are present in the data likely as coping strategies for cognitive

dissonance. They will be returned to in Section 5.3.

24 So, in the traditional format ofwriting out conceptualmetaphors in statements and in capital

letters, TIME IS MONEY.

25 See Chapter 3.

26 In the traditional format of conceptual metaphors, we could say, for example, that DIET

CHANGE IS A JOURNEY, or more generally LONGTERM PURPOSEFUL ACTIVITY IS A JOUR-

NEY. The latter metaphor can be found in the Metaphorlist (Lakoff et al., 1991).

27 In psychology literature, all-or-nothing thinking is referred to as splitting.
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The second reaction, relating to defining foodways strictly, is more relevant to

flexitarianism and the continuum idea:

That's fine if your basis for not eatingmeat is environmental or health-based. In that case

a reduction rather than elimination is still a positive thing. If the basis is that it's simply

morally wrong to eat other living creatures then even a small amount is still going too

far. Robbing one bankmakes you a criminal asmuch as robbing 10. Andmany people have

thatmoral basis for their vegetarianism or veganism. I'm not disagreeingwith his general

concept that it's good to cut down. As the sole meat-eater in a vegetarian family I've done

that myself. Just not sure the justification would fly with a lot of people.

FLEX68, 25 Jun 2017

Here, on the other hand, is an example of a counter point to the above, i.e. accepting

that flexitarianism, although imperfect, may be a good way to go about reducing

harm:

As a utilitarian, morality is about increasing expected utility: it's not an all-or-nothing

thing. Black-and-white deontological morality is outdated. If more suffering is reduced

by many people reducing their meat consumption, as opposed to a few people becoming

vegan and the rest not wanting to go that far, then I support reducetarianism. As it hap-

pens, I don't knowwhich approach is the best, but I suspect reducetarianism is part of the

solution. I'm a vegan myself, and I do encourage people to go as far as they possibly can,

but if reducetarianism really is the only way to get certain people to reduce their meat

consumption, then I support it.

FLEX75, 25 Jun 2017

The second of the two above examples points to flexitarianism possibly helping peo-

ple to start a journey towards less meat, and for them “to go as far as they possibly

can”, on a road, so to speak. Moving along — back or forth — on that continuum

is also acceptable for the more relaxed attitude inherent to flexitarianism (e.g. de

Boer et al., 2014), and so, speaking of a “vegetarian relapse” (CM34, 20 Sep 2017) be-

comes unnecessary.28 As Jallinoja et al. (2016) argue, the continuum idea may make

replacing (some, or an increasing amount of) meat with plant-proteins a more re-

laxed affair, and therefore, more easily a routinized and embodied practice.

Even though e.g. Verain et al. (2015) note that flexitarianism can just be a food

style among many others, rather than a step on the road towards vegetarianism,

it could be that the different clusters of eaters (such as those identified by Verain

28 Conceptualising the journey as nonlinear, andnot unidirectional,may be quite central in fact:

“If progress is movement in a forward direction then stopping, slowing down, or stepping off

the path altogether may seem like failure, even though that could be a counter movement

to achieve a sense of balance” (Andrews, 2017a:274).
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and colleagues) are indeed on the same continuum from avid meat lovers to veg-

ans, but they are just at different points on that journey. Importantly, some might

never move forward, while others walk all the way. Even if flexitarianismwas “only”

another food style, promoting it (Jallinoja et al., 2016) becomes easier when it (the

road) has a name:

Giving it a label means that amovement can be formed. It's a bit like a political party. You

could say "we believe that policies x, y and z should be implemented" or you could say "I'm

a member of the Labour Party" or "I'm left-wing".

FLEX133, 25 Jun 2017

The relaxed attitude around flexitarianism as a food style couldmake trying a partly

vegetarian diet possible for more people, some of which will make a permanent

change: “[A label] ensures that more people stop eating meat” (FLEX 133, 25 Jun

2017).29

Another benefit to thinking of reducing meat eating as a journey is that gener-

ally, a slower change in individual eating habits may be better than a fast switch.

For example, Zaraska (2016a) argues that a fast change tends to be resisted more

than a slower change. Similarly, a considerable number of people (also represented

in my data) are ex-vegetarians or vegans, so-called lapsed vegetarians or vegans (see

Asher et al., 2016) due to the, often especially social, difficulties of maintaining the

diet. When seen as a journey on which one can go back and forth, there is no need

to think of oneself being an “ex-veggie”.

People do tend to think of “going veggie” as a switch (rather than a journey),

sometimes in a positive sense, especially when referring to a personal or family

change that has taken part in the past:

Go vegetarian or vegan. You'll never look back in terms of health.

FLEX46, 25 Jun 2017

 

The kids have gone vegan and vegetarian and we've supported them in that (which has

been a hassle but they have ended up eating much healthier […] food I think) — and we

have gone almost fully vegetarian partly for simplicity, but mainly due to an acceptance

of the arguments for, such as health, environmental concerns and animal welfare.

FLEX103, 25 Jun 2017

 

When I first went veggie I used to use meat substitutes, but the[n] I learned to cook.

PBM25, 3 Jun 2016

However, even in these examples, a journey is referred to in “you’ll never look back”,

and “going veggie” could actually be seen as going somewhere, i.e. being on a jour-

29 Labels will be explored more in Section 5.4.1.
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ney, although most often this phrase seems to be understood as referring to a

quicker change.However, a “switch” is also seen in a negative sense, especially when

talking about a larger group of people and potential change in the future:

The switch to a vegetarian diet just isn't feasible for many.

CM5, 20 Sep 2017

Here the idea of a switch is seen concretely, hypothetically positive if it existed:

I do not thinkhumanbeings are to blame for our evolutionary proclivity for deliciousmeat.

If only that were a switch we could turn off.

PBM131, 3 Jun 2016

Seeing the process of change as a slow journey, at least on a scale of individual

human lives, is specifically present in some posts:

I think not eating meat is now one of the solutions to our species's survival, and as such it

makes sense that some people introduce it [not eating meat] gradually into their lives.

FLEX123, 25 Jun 2017

 

I'm on the same path. I stopped eating mammals some time ago, recently stopped eating

chicken.

FLEX87, 25 Jun 2017

There is a considerable amount of discussion in the data (mostly outside the FLEX

document) regarding vegetarians and vegans either liking meat (but not eating

it) or vegetarians and vegans disliking meat.30 The idea of a journey would seem

particularly crucial for those who continue to desire eating meat, even though they

try to follow a low/no meat diet. For example, cultivated meat can be seen as “a

great halfway house” on a more general journey frommeat eating to vegetarianism

or veganism for those who do not find following a vegetarian or vegan diet (yet)

“feasible” (both quotes are from CM5, 20 Sep 2017). Further, “mock meat” (plant-

based meat) is referred to as “transitional food” (by PBM39, 3 Jun 2016), when on

transit, i.e. on a journey from meat eating to veganism.

In the posts following the FLEX article, eating animals is compared to slavery.

The topic is introduced by someone making an argument against flexitarianism

(“lets have a bit less slavery too”, FLEX118, 25 Jun 2017), but then as a counter point,

this comparison is made to support the idea of flexitarianism:

Slavery didn't just end instantly either. There were incrementalists and people who

wanted reform of the system to "reduce" its severity, too. If people were so resistant to

abandoning slavery, then a kind of reducetarianism for slavery would have been justified

30 Table 5.5 reflects some of this discussion.
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too.

FLEX121, 25 Jun 2017

The FLEX document is indeed the one that is mainly concerned with the metaphor

of a continuum and a journey. The posts to the FLEX article itself certainly reflect

on the article referring to meat reduction as a point on a continuum (or spectrum):

“The central premise of reducetarians is that vegans and vegetarians—who have reduced

their animal intake so successfully that they’re not eating anyat all—are part of the same

spectrum as people who are dissatisfied with factory farming and so have decided to, say,

only eat meat once in a while”, says Kateman.

The article also sees flexitarianism as a more relaxed way than all-or-nothing vege-

tarianism or veganism. Right from the beginning, the article lead frames this: “For

anyone who has tried to cut out meat entirely and failed, there’s a new movement

which tries to take a more pragmatic approach”.

Even just calling flexitarianism a movement, can actually be seen as “moving”

along a path. However, and as mentioned in Section 5.1, the FLEX article some-

what fails to emphasize the idea of a journey, and instead conceptualises flexitari-

anism, conflictingly, either as a small and easy switch: “if people were to cut back

by just 10% that would be a huge win” (quoting Brian Kateman), or as amore radical

change, in that reducetarians would “only eat meat once in a while” as in the above

longer quote from Kateman.

However, as shown above, the posts to the FLEX article certainly help one see

meat reduction as a journey. Figure 5.1 visualises these ideas in two-dimensional

space.

To explain the diagonal, meat reduction and flexitarian line in Figure 5.1, the

closer the intended change is to a quick switch (from daily meat to much less, or

no meat), the more difficult it is likely to be, and the more likely one is to stay close

to a daily meat eater. On the opposite end of the meat reduction and flexitarian

line, the slower the journey of change is, the easier it is, and the more likely one is

to eventually be able to eat even a vegetarian or vegan diet, if desired. However, the

reason why the diagonal line is also the flexitarian line (and not only about meat

reduction) is that flexitarianism can usefully be seen as a journey, on which one

may move more freely, and sometimes also “backwards”.

5.2.3.2 The hungry beast

Chapter 2 discussed the meat demand paradigm, or frame, according to which

the world will need 75% more meat production by 2050, due to population and in-

come increases along with rapid further urbanization, and importantly, it is this

demand that the meat industry tries to adjust to. Moreover, this frame largely ex-

cludes other ways to supply the majority of the world population with adequate
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Figure 5.1: Meat reduction process, and flexitarian journey

Source: Figure by author.

Note: The diagonal arrow indicates the flexitarian journey.

protein. According to this frame, intensive meat production needs to intensify fur-

ther to cut greenhouse gas production, and less intensive, or extensive production

(in the Global South) needs to either transform into intensive production or use

other ways to make meat production more efficient. This frame is still strongly

present in policy discourses.31 However, very lately, mainly following the increas-

ing awareness of the contributions from meat production to climate change and

biodiversity loss, has some discussion on reducing meat eating in the Global North

entered certain policy documents, for example, some documents published by the

IPCC (e.g. IPCC, 2015; 2018; 2019).The topic has, however, been present in academic

discourses, as well as in some civil society discourses for a considerably longer time.

As regards my discourse data, there are several expressions that I interpret as

corresponding to a conceptual metaphor related to theMeeting the demand frame,

namely, what I call the hungry beast. To explain, the articles, especially the PBM

article, but also the CM and INS articles, and a number of posts (especially to the

PBM article) refer to different groups of people, in the Global North (especially in

the United States) or in the South, as if they were one singular entity with certain

beast-like qualities. Importantly, the beast metaphor is not meant to depict actual

humans as animal-like or to dehumanize anyone; the idea is simply to reveal the

metaphorical dimensions of seeing meat demand as something natural, unified

31 The assumption that intensification significantly decreases GHG emissions from extensive

animal farming has been called into question (see Hayek, 2019).
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and something that cannot be argued with. The qualities of unpredictability, large

size and power are linked to the idea of the demand for meat in this metaphor.The

beast also some powerful own will (and a great hunger), whereby the industries

just have to comply with the demands (of the beast).

In the examples that follow, this beast must be fed, and in particular, fed with

meat, for it to be satisfied: 32,33,34

US may be among the world’s most carnivorous nations, but as China’s economy swells,

the planet’s most populous country is catching up.

CM article

 

The promise from Impossible Foods […] is theywill bemaking burgers so realistic that even

an “uncompromising” meat eater won’t be able to tell the difference. The goal is to offset

some of the damage done by cows and to satiate a beef-hungry American population

that consumes 10bn pounds of ground beef every year. Doing this requires science.

PBM article

 

Yes, apparently if [a domestic animal is] not a dog or a cat it is just an object to be abused,

terrified and murdered to satisfy the obesemasses.

PBM92, 3 Jun 2016

 

As the article says, they're a company trying to diminish the negative impact of the beef

industry—an industry that is shovelling 10 billion pounds of groundmince into Amer-

icans'mouths every year. They're trying to produce a viable substitute.

PBM126, 3 Jun 2016

Here is an answer to the above post (PBM126), emphasizing the demand factor:

[PBM126:] “an industry that is shovelling 10 billion pounds of ground mince into Ameri-

cans' mouths every year”

32 The expressions that refer to the hungry beast are in bold in the examples that follow.

33 This analysis combines extracts from different articles and different posts to build the

metaphor, via showing different aspects of a narrative of a “hungry, uncontrollable, meat-

eating beast” present in the discourse. Although the purpose is not to claim that any one

article or post would have all these aspects within it, the PBM document as a whole does

actually contain all the elements.

34 In the traditional format of writing out conceptual metaphors, we can use, for example, a

statement such as HUNGRY POPULATION IS A BEAST or POPULATION IS A HUNGRY BEAST.

Similar, even stronger statements, PEOPLE ARE ANIMALS or LUSTFUL PERSON IS AN ANI-

MAL (“lust” does not (need to) refer to sexual desire here, but other desires such as a strong

appetite), can be found in the Metaphorlist (Lakoff et al., 1991).
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In response to consumer demand, you should note. They aren't being force-fed in de-

tention.

PBM128, 3 Jun 2016

An uncontrollable desire makes humans more like animals. Sometimes it is the

appetite itself that is a beast that needs to be controlled, rather than simply fed:

Reining in theworld’s appetite formeat is essential to tackle climate change, according

to a report published last year by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.

INS article35

The wild animal is also growing bigger, even in an uncontrollable way:

The biggest threat is undoubtedly the out-of-control human population growth. All

these sticking plasters aren't going to change that (and just wait till the Chinese de-

mand for beef catches up to the Americans.) Fewer meat-hungry people means fewer

methane-emanating cows, it really isn't that hard to understand. Yet many governments

are subsidising childbirth. Insanity.

PBM75, 3 Jun 2016

 

The interest in meatless meat has to do with finding an economically viable substitute

for a growing population of meat eaters.

PBM22, 2 Jun 2016

 

It's simple maths. The world has a steadily increasing population. As the middle classes

of poorer countries grow, so does their appetite for meat.

PBM23, 2 Jun 2016

In other instances, the beast that needs to be fought is the Western food culture:

The targetmarket for these products is peoplewhowouldn't have eaten those veggies any-

way. They would just keep eating beef burgers, which is an unsustainable practice long-

term. It would be nice to encourage people to come back to eating healthy foods properly,

but this would take a long time (if it was even possible). You would be battling against

an entire culture of fast food and instant gratification.

PBM7, 3 Jun 2016

And in other instances, the beast is more addicted to meat than just hungry (a

carnivorous animal does need meat):

35 “Reining in” refers to controlling something, including controlling a large animal by using

“reins”, straps.
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But in the eyes of the cultured meat trailblazers, fancy vegetarian food will never have

mass appeal. Demand for meat, and fish, is only going one way. “The question is, which

product can satisfy the craving of the population for meat?” posits Post.

CM article

 

There isn't enough farm land on the planet to raise the livestock and grow the crops to feed

the livestock to supply the global meat habit.

PBM23, 2 Jun 2016

There is some criticism as well for the existence of the hungry beast:36

You don't counter propaganda by providing fakes. The key problem is induced desires and

resultant massive over-consumption. It's not about substitution for reasonable levels

of food intake, or about nutrition, or about taste. The fake meat is not the solution to a

problem, it perpetuates the primary problem.

PBM130, 3 Jun 2016

 

Like you have no other choices [than to eatmeat]. Free yourself from the indoctrinationof

what is "normal" food.Humans can live healthilywithout the brainwashing of needing

meat and dairy in their diet.

CM12, 20 Sep 2017

Parallels to this metaphor could be drawn from Edward Bernays’ (a nephew of Sig-

mund Freud) theories, applied to the public relations industry he created in the

United States in the 1930s, of how advertising can tap into people’s unconscious

needs to create desires. So, the beast, or the uncontrollable wild animal, would

then be the Freudian unconscious human mind (Nadine Andrews, personal com-

munication, 10 May 2018).

The hungry beast metaphor connects my data well with the more general dis-

course (see Chapter 2) about the near future of humanity, as regards food and popu-

lation growth, and as regards the future of eating meat. Metaphors activate certain

frames, and in the case of the hungry beast (in this context) the frame being rather

naturally activated is the Meeting the demand frame. This metaphor can also be

seen to combine the Capitalism frame with the Carnism frame in connection with

the newmeats, as the proponents of new meat products aim to satisfy the (societal

and/or individual) carnists world over.

The new meats, i.e. cultivated meat, the new plant-based meats, and even in-

sects to an extent, are functioning in the same Hungry beast (Meeting the demand)

36 In these two extracts, the bold text refers to the idea of “induced desires”, or of the beast

actually being a creation of themeat industry and the current global discourse aroundmeat.
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frame. In particular, the ambition of the start-ups is to create huge worldwidemar-

kets for these newmeats, to replace (much of) conventional animal-basedmeat.The

beast has to be fed with meat, or with something likemeat.The underlining notion

that such a product (old meat or new meat) is absolutely necessary is usually not

touched upon in the dominant discourses, often reflecting capitalism or carnism.

Finally, the hungry beast metaphor intriguingly links to a dog metaphor that

Zaraska (2016a:102) uses when discussing our current meat-eating practices: “we

love eating meat because it is well sold to us”, and the meat industry “wag[s] the

dog of demand as hard as it can”.The dog metaphor links to both the hungry beast

metaphor and the demand-supply dilemma of whether it is the industry largely

creating the demand, or whether the industry is just responding to an urgent need.

There seem to generally be two main interpretations for the tail wagging the dog

metaphor. The first is that the action of the tail wagging the dog takes place, for

example, when followers control their leader.37 In Zaraska’s sense above, the de-

mand is the leader (the dog), but the meat industry (the tail, a follower) controls

it. The second interpretation is that to “wag the dog” means to “purposely divert

attention from what would otherwise be of greater importance, to something else

of lesser significance”.38 So, in this interpretation, the discourse of meat demand

may be distracting from themeat industry’s strategy to actually create the demand.

Neatly combining to this, the “dog of demand” itself (from Zaraska, above) can be

seen as a meat-eating beast which needs to be fed (by the meat industry).

5.2.3.3 Metaphors and the policy context

One of the crucial consequences of the dominance of the Meeting the demand

frame in mainstream discourses regarding how to handle meeting the food and/or

protein demand by 2050 is that research into behaviour change in meat is still

lagging far behind research on technological emission reduction from meat pro-

duction, due to the low priority among policymakers (Garnett, 2011). Remarkably,

flexitarianism runs counter to the Meeting the demand (with meat) frame. Noting

from the data, the counter discourses around flexitarianism imply a different way

of meeting the challenges as regards food futures.

Metaphors themselves have a connection to policy (Spencer, 2010) in that, by ac-

tivating certain frames, metaphors contribute to the discursive construction of an

issue (e.g. meat as a problem or not), and therefore they contribute to the policies

seen as relevant to that issue.Both of the conceptualmetaphors discussed above call

for certain — although potentially different — kinds of policies, with the first (the

37 Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English, 1978.

38 From UsingEnglish.com, viewed on 23 May 2018. Also, similar definitions can be found in

Urbandictionary.com and Dictionary.com. This interpretation of the metaphor seems to be a

more recent one.
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journey) more likely to activate a counter frame which encourages flexitarianism,

and the second (the hungry beast) a currently dominant frame which encourages

more meat production, whether old or newmeat. It will be seen whether a struggle

(Strydom, 2000) between these two different and somewhat opposing frames will

take place in the context of meat,39 or whether the frames could somehow com-

bine, in particular, so that the demand for the new meats would be balanced with

the principle of strong flexitarianism.Being aware of the frames expressed through

these two metaphors can, in any case, be very useful, and contribute to change as

such. For example, the “beast” may be hungry, but it need not necessarily be fed

with meat. Instead, it can be fed with a combination of new meats and pulses, in

the spirit of strong flexitarianism, for example.

Finally, in addition to the individual level journey towards less or no meat, the

societal transformation away from the old meatways into new meatways can be

seen as the grand journey of transformation of the meat system,40 involving experi-

mentation (going back and forth) with different alternatives. This journey is then

part of the larger sustainability transformation journey. As regards the new meat-

ways and the discourses around them, and the increasing problematization of the

current meat system, this journey has already started.

5.3 Meat-eating related challenges

5.3.1 Coping strategies and the new meatways

In Chapter 3, I discussed the different strategies used by many meat eaters to cope

with cognitive dissonance, a common phenomenon arising from the conflict be-

tween eating animals, yet not wanting to hurt animals — a conflict in values. Sim-

ilarly, cognitive dissonance can be said to arise from not wanting to harm the en-

vironment or even one’s own health, and yet engaging in activities that do harm

them. Changing actual behaviour is also a coping strategy, with vegetarianism or

veganism being the traditional ways to do this, and the new meatways adding im-

portant options to these.

By all means, not everyone who eats meat uses coping strategies. In Chapters 2

and 3, I discussed the idea of a continuum to cover all meatways.The previous sec-

tion in this chapter explored the data as regards the impact of thinking of different

39 Magneson-Chiles (2013) refers to a discursive struggle, in connection with cultivatedmeat and

various future expectations regarding it. Comparable discursive struggles could be fought

between different new meatways.

40 Calling the societal level transformation of the meat system as a journey is from van der

Weele (personal communication, 25 January 2019).
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meatways as on a continuum.This continuum covers everyone from an avid (indi-

vidual) carnist to a strict vegan. At the individual carnist end, it may well be that

coping strategies are not required, if no prioritized values are in conflict, whereas

someone at the vegan end of the continuum is likely to have used the coping strat-

egy of changing his or her actual behaviour, i.e. by ceasing to use animal products,

at least for food and drink. A good part of the continuum consists of flexitarians,

from weak to strong, and most flexitarians do use either their flexitarianism as a

coping strategy, or they use some other strategy, as do what I call societal carnists,

i.e. people who prefer to eat meat on a regular (usually daily) basis, out of a habit, a

social convention, or because meat is Nice. At the same time, these people may be

somewhat uneasy about their diet. A societal carnist has normalised regular meat

eating (usually as a small child), but carnistic values (see Chapter 3) are likely to not

all be prioritized by societal carnists.

In literature (discussed also in Chapter 3), coping strategies include the four

Ns41 — meat being Normal, Natural, Necessary and Nice — as justifying meat

eating, in addition to a group of other coping strategies identified especially by

Rothgerber (2014) and by Onwezen and van der Weele (2016). Together with some

of the other coping strategies, the four Ns can be seen as more direct justifications,

whereas indirect justifications include some of the other strategies for coping with

cognitive dissonance.These justifications, as discussed in Chapter 3, are often part

of strategic ignorance of the value and emotion conflicts, and of knowledge regard-

ing what eating animals actually entails. Importantly, the (on- or offline) presence

of vegetarians or vegans makes meat eaters particularly prone to using coping be-

haviours (Rothgerber, 2014).

As regards the data, there is a range of coping strategies present,many of which

are identified in literature. However, some of the strategies identified in literature

are not really present, or if they are, they are only present concerning a discussion

of the behaviour of others. In terms of the four Ns, the data has somewhat different

takes on the concepts. Below, I have attempted to include all the ways that the four

Ns are used either for justifying meat eating or for justifying the new meatways. I

also include the Not Ns, i.e. expressing something as Not normal, Not natural, and

so forth.

First, although the traditional sense of meat being Normal is indeed expressed:

“more than half of the animal kingdom eats the other half. Hence I think it’s nor-

mal” (CM43, 21 Sep 2017), much of the use for Normal in the data is for normalising

the new meatways. The articles do this:

41 Joy (2010) discusses the first threeNs,Normal, Natural andNecessary in her theory regarding

carnism. The fourth N has been added later by Piazza et al. (2015).
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People are already coming around to the idea of produce grown in factories rather than

fields.Marks and Spencer has introducedmicroherbs cultivated free from pesticides in air-

raid shelters […] And perhaps knowing that cultured meat isn’t a new idea might help

normalise it.Winston Churchill was banging on about it in 1932. “We shall escape the ab-

surdity of growing a whole chicken in order to eat the breast or wing, by growing these

parts separately under a suitable medium,’’ he wrote, presciently.

CM article

 

Comparing the process of culturingmeat cells to […] brewing beer. That hallowed, ancient

process tends to happen in giant, sterile, sealed fermenters,which are not unlike the biore-

actors that will be used for culturing meat in industrial quantities.

CM article

 

Ground cricket flour is already beingused as a protein source inNorthAmerica, [Swannell]

said. The adoption of insects as a protein in animal diets will be “more straightforward”,

added Swannell.

INS article

 

For Brown, all foodmanufacturing relies on technology to some extent. “The entire history

of food has been nature combined with human ingenuity”, he said. “Bread isn’t something

that falls off a plant.”

PBM article

 

At the tasting, the crowd lined up for sliders. The general consensuswas a lot of shrugging.

“Burger”, one tester described it as between bites. “Pretty good.”

PBM article

Further, the posts are using Normal in a way that can be seen as working towards

normalising the new meatways:

Mockmeat is created formeat-eaters, an attempt to getmeat-eaters to eat lessmeat.Not

many vegans eat this— it's considered a transitional food. It started with the Buddhists

creating fake meat for non-harm festivals that get the greater part of the meat-eating

population abstaining for meat for the duration of the festival.

PBM39, 3 Jun 2016

 

And time, I feel, will also produce more willing consumers, people not yet born who will

grow up with this as an entirely normal idea. I feel absolutely certain that cultured meat

will one day be commonly eaten the world over.

CM143, 20 Sep 2017
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Yes, yes [the Impossible Burger] is [a burger]. Burger these days refers to the form. It isn't

a hamburger, but nor are chicken burgers, fish burgers, etc.

PBM2, 3 Jun 2016

 

I just eat food too. But I only eat meat two or three days a week. I now eat more fruit and

veg than ever in my life.

FLEX16, 25 Jun 2017

In particular, many of the INS posts are about normalising insects as food:

A lot of insects taste like pork, particularly in the larval stage and you'd eat the ones that

are palatable and we have history digesting.

INS16, 5 Nov 2015

 

The Aztecs and Maya ate -- and still do -- insects for their protein. Fried worms are tasty

and crunchy with a texture like cheeze puffs. Grasshoppers are something like popcorn

vinaigrette.

INS73, 5 Nov 2015

 

Do you eat prawns, crab or lobster? I know they're not the same as insects, but they cer-

tainly share a number of traits and it turns out they're probably more cloesly related to

insects than previously thought. Lobsters really are cockroaches of the sea.

INS4, 5 Nov 2015

Normalising the newmeatways will be returned to in Section 5.4.2. In opposition to

Normal,Not normal is used occasionally for the newmeatways or for vegetarianism

or veganism, but additionally, it is used for conventional meat eating, as in “free

yourself from the indoctrination of what is ’normal’ food” (CM12, 20 Sep 2017) or

in “meat from animals will become a premium product and with time may become

socially unacceptable in many societies” (CM132, 20 Sep 2017).

Second, and different from Normal, Natural is used mainly to justify meat eat-

ing, this being a typical example: “whilst I hate the term natural there can be lit-

tle debate; we evolved from an omnivore diet so clearly eating meat was natural”

(CM65, 20 Sep 2017). However, there are also attempts tomake the newmeats more

Natural: “she describes the raw paste of harvested cells within them as having a

delicate flavour of the sea, a little like the water in an oyster shell” (CM article).

Further, there is criticism for the importance of Natural as an argument, for ex-

ample in the CM article: “Naturalness is perhaps one of the most slippery concepts

ever to have been massaged by advertising copywriters”. The posts reflect this as

well: “What’s so good about things being ’natural’, whatever that means? Smallpox

is natural, mosquitoes are natural” (CM67, 20 Sep 2017). The opposite, Not natural,

is used more variably, often for cultivated meat: “Frankenstein’s creation was a re-
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animated dead corpse. Are cells grown invitro far removed?” (CM140, 20 Sep 2017),

and for eating conventional animal-based meat:

Weare only omnivores in the sense thatwe do eatmeat, not because our biology is adapted

to meat consumption. Eating meat is as "natural" as eating a deep-fried Mars bar; we can

do it, but if we do it everyday there are health consequences.

CM75, 21 Sep 2017

Additionally, and as could be expected, Not natural is often used for the way con-

ventional animal-based meat is produced:

No one can argue that intensive farming is natural. Eating insects is arguably more nat-

ural, and yet westerners turn their noses up at the idea.

CM article

 

The critics who dismiss [cultivated meat] as unnatural are going to be very upset when

they find out where their meat currently comes from.

CM121, 20 Sep 2017

 

Animal Flesh is a[n] expensive product to make, it requires an intense amount of water,

crops, and land to produce.

PBM68, 3 Jun 2016

Third, Necessary is used in equally varied ways.There are some, although not many

references to people personally finding meat eating Necessary, however, it is more

common to say that farming animals is Necessary:

Here we go again. If we didn't eat cows,we wouldn't breed them. Therefore they wouldn't

even exist in the first place.

PBM95, 3 Jun 2016

 

We do need our grasslands for biodiversity.

CM21, 21 Sep 2017

 

Total rubbish [to say that if you care about the environment, you should not eat meat].

Wait till you have to denude all the forests to plant your silly soya bean and other crops to

sustain the population of the planet on only vegetable matter. Let's see how the world is

then.....

PBM139, 3 Jun 2016

However, a common use for Necessary is also to justify the new meatways:

Alternative protein sources will be needed for humans and livestock

INS article
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“I decided that without question the biggest threat to the global environment right now

was the use of animals for food”, Brown said. “But the only way you’re going to [replace

meat] is a marketplace approach and that entails creating a food that outperforms this

market.”

PBM article

 

We're already at the stage where we need to start eating less meat in order to not com-

pletely destroy the planet. But telling people you need to eat less meat is never going to

work, especially uneducated, red neck, libertarian americans.But imagine if you canmake

a burger that tastes like meat, costs a 5th of the price, is actually healthy, and doesn't dec-

imate the environment. The person who achieves that will make sh*t loads of money!

PBM23, 2 Jun 2016

 

[Cultivated meat] will get there because it has to. too many humans on this rock.

CM3, 20 Sep 2017

 

More worrying is the fact that because usWesterners don't have much tradition of eating

insects, newly-affluent people in emerging countries are also ditching their insect diets as

they aspire to eat a meat-heavy Western diet. And the last thing the planet needs is the

whole of China and India getting hooked on meat, with all its disastrous environmental

impacts. Sowe in theWest basically need to start eatingmore insect-based proteins pretty

sharpish...

INS46, 5 Nov 2015

 

I think not eating meat is now one of the solutions to our species's survival, and as such

it makes sense that some people introduce it [not eating meat] gradually into their lives,

and should not be made to feel like advocates for rape/slavery for doing so.

FLEX123, 25 Jun 2017

The opposite justification, Not necessary, is similarly used in varied ways, to ei-

ther justify that the new meatways are Not necessary, or that meat as such is Not

necessary. Sometimes criticism of the new meatways is to defend the status quo:

Insects are fine as a snack (eg replacing crisps) but they just don't do the job of a steak.

So we either need genetically modified, cow-sized insects (the stuff of horror) or to stop

listening to these ridiculous think tanks.

INS93, 5 Nov 2015

However, most of these justifications seem to be used to support discontinuing

meat eating, as even when the new meatways are considered Not necessary, it is to

say that vegetarianism or veganism is all that is needed:
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I don't even see the point of culturedmeat at all on this basis, it would be easier and better

to turn farming around the world to vegetables, nuts and grains used to feed people.

CM2, 20 Sep 2017

 

Anyone would think getting more than adequate protein from plant sources was difficult

(it isn't). There are many vegan bodybuilders and athletes who do well without any ani-

mal form of protein. So why bother with insects.

INS66, 5 Nov 2015

 

The key problem is induced desires and resultant massive over-consumption […] the fake

meat [such as the Impossible Burger] is not the solution to a problem, it perpetuates the

primary problem.

PBM130, 3 Jun 2016

 

Given thatwe don't live in [a hunter-gatherer] society however,meat eating results in an-

imals being imprisoned and oppressed all their liveswhichmakes eatingmeat under these

circumstances all the more wrong, and as it is arguably no longer necessary for survival it

is even less defendable.

FLEX126, 26 Jun 2017

Fourth and last, when Nice is used to describe meat, it is often with short and

confident appeals to senses: “a lovely form of food”, “delicious”, “yummy”, “meat,

in all its glory”. Especially the CM article focuses, however, on similar sensory as-

pects of cultivated meat and fish: “a succulent beef meatball”, “sushi or sashimi

softer and better than the best sushi you have tasted”. In addition, it talks about

the new plant-based proteins, with the Impossible Burger being “uncannily beef-

like, oozing cholesterol-free fat and pink through the middle”.The PBM article also

describes the Impossible Burger as “very tasty”. As regards the posts in general, the

only new meat (in the sense of this book) the posters in the data have had an op-

portunity to taste are insects, and this personal experience is shared by many, for

example:

I've tried several types [of insects]. Some were quite delicous.

INS10, 5 Nov 2015

 

I remember the excitement of handing over the cash for a tin of Za-Za insects at the deli in

Broomhill, Sheffield, back in 1964. […]What were they like? Chewy and the main flavour

I remember was salty— possibly soy sauce. […] Still wish that I'd tried the neighbouring

can of chocolate coated ants.

INS65, 5 Nov 2015
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Not nice is applied less frequently than Nice. The first 2013 cultivated burger is

described in the CM article as “dry and anaemic”, insects are claimed by a couple

of INS posters to be “tasteless”, and a PBM poster guesses that the Impossible

Burger would taste “gross”. Some posters are identifying as vegetarians or vegans

who refer to meat as Not nice: “never loved meat”, “not pleasant”, and “repellent”,

but many of the posters identifying as vegetarians or vegans talk about meat as

Nice.42

As regards the other coping strategies expressed in the data, as said, many, but

not all of those discussed in literature (and mentioned in Chapter 3) can be found

in the data. In addition, there are some that I consider to work as coping strategies,

but to my knowledge, they are not discussed as such in literature.43 Table 5.8 lists a

variety of the strategies together with examples from the data. In some cases, the

data contains criticism of certain coping strategies, rather than expressions of the

actual strategies.44 I will discuss the most interesting issues for the new meatways

after the table.

Table 5.8: Further coping strategies in the data in addition to the four Ns

Coping

strategy

Description Data extracts

All or

nothing

Unless one tries

to eliminate all

harmful impacts,

it is not worth

just

doing some (e.g.

Rothgerber,

2014)

“what gets my goat is finger-wagging vegetarian hyp-

ocrites who have multiple offspring but still get on their

stupid box and lecture others about the unsustainability

of eatingmeat” (PBMposts); “it’s impossible to be vegetar-

ian. If you eat bread, vegetables or fruits you are complicit

in the death of thousands of rodents and other pests from

pest control (which is arguably the death of more animal

life per calorie thanmeat)” (PBM posts); “why is the life of

an animal more important than the life of a plant?” (FLEX

posts); “if you'd ever been vegetarian, youwould know that

many people take it as a personal insult, and accuse you of

being a hypocrite in someway” (criticism, FLEX posts)

42 A strict vegetarian or vegan referring to meat as nice, is probably less about a coping strat-

egy, and more about stating one’s opinion about meat. If however, someone identifying as a

vegetarian or a vegan still eats meat, Nice may be a coping strategy. Further, a vegetarian or

vegan referring to meat as Not nice, may indeed be using a coping strategy.

43 It may be that the discourses around meat currently develop, diversify and change fairly

rapidly, and academic literature may not be able to keep up with them in all cases.

44 In Table 5.8 these cases are indicated with the word “criticism” in brackets after the quotes.
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Disassocia-

tion

The animal is

separate from

the

food product

(e.g.

Rothgerber,

2014)

“frankly, the vast majority of people who eat meat would

never be able to slaughter their own meat and will only

buy, cook and eat it so long it's no longer recognisable as

the animal it once was” (criticism, CM posts); “it would be

great to see a move to sustainable agriculture (and meat

raising is/should be a big part of that)” (PBM posts, note

“meat raising”); “how many billions of cows, calfs per year

are chopped up and their dead bodies eaten? Most folks

can'tmake the connection” (criticism, PBMposts)

Avoidance One actively

avoids situations

and information

that would likely

increase cogni-

tive

dissonance (e.g.

Rothgerber,

2014)

“have you ever thought that killing those animals might

contribute to making you unhappy? It will make more

sense if youseewhereyour foodcomes from” [link toEarth-

lings video about cruelty to farm animals] (criticism, CM

posts); “you have no qualms [about the way meat is cur-

rently produced]? Factory farmed chickens???” (criticism,

CM posts); “[the Impossible Burger is] not a burger then.

We don't reconstitute chicken to look like broccoli. I don't

get this” (PBMposts, noteequatingmakingvegetables like

meat andmakingmeat like vegetables)

Devaluing

vegetarians

Criticizing

vegetarians and

vegans makes

one

less inclined to

feel

uncomfortable

about meat

eating

(e.g. Rothgerber,

2014); do-gooder

derogation (Min-

son

andMonin, 2012)

“there you go, virtue signalling, holier than thou attitude

and all. Man I am sick of this behavior. Respect others. [re-

ferring toanotherposter sayingthathe/she found iteasy to

become a vegetarian]” (CM posts); “many of these Single-

Issue Fanatics hate fellow humans,more than their love of

animals” (CM posts); “go peddle your Gaia guilt trip some-

where else. I'm not interested in your vegan horse shit.

Meat is delicious!” (PBMposts); “Plus the veganswill be up

in arms due to us finding another of gods ‘wonderful crea-

tures’ [insects] to abuse and kill mercilessly” (INS posts)
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Envi-

ron-

mental

melan-

cholia

One’s personal (food)

choicesdonotmatter,

we are all doomed

anyway (concept

from Lertzman, 2015,

but not in connection

withmeat)

“fooling aroundwith veganism and vegetarianism is noth-

ing more than fiddling while Rome burns” (CM posts);

“the biggest threat is undoubtedly the out-of-control hu-

manpopulationgrowth.All these stickingplasters [suchas

newplant-basedmeats] aren't going to change that” (PBM

posts); “unless fossil fueluse is scaledbackdrastically soon,

all talk of burger choices— ham, fish, chicken, or lentil —

is just ineffectual tinkering on the edges” (PBMposts)

Disgust One feels disgust

towards meat alter-

natives (no need to

eat), or towards meat

(not possible to eat)

(not yet in literature

as a coping strategy

formeat)

“Try marketing this dribble [cultivated meat] to a lion ...”

(CM posts); “clear, pink liquid resembling the run-off from

defrosting pork” (CM article); “I know it is a good idea I am

just not sure I can stomach it” (INSposts); “thedifference is

that [if you]eat some invertebrates they can leaveeggsand

end up eating you. When you [hear] stories of tapeworms

in the brain it really doesn'tmake someone feel hungry for

eating live insects” (INS posts); “I've been a vegetarian for

over forty years & for the record I've nevermissedmeat—

if theygot that close to the taste&textureofaburgermade

from an animal it would be repellent tome” (PBMposts)

Free-

dom of

choice

One should be

free to choose

what to eat (not

yet in literature as

a coping strategy

formeat)

“I care about the environment but only a wanker will tell

me ‘I shouldn't be eating meat’” (PBM posts); “I care more

about ignoring what sanctimonious people tell me to do

[when they tellme to not eatmeat]” (PBMposts); “I try not

to mess with people about what they're eating as a rule. I

eat what I want, they eat what theywant” (FLEX posts)

Blam-

ing

vegans

It is the fault of

annoying vegans

thatmore

people are not trying

to

not eatmeat (not

yet in literature as

a coping strategy

formeat)

“we're omnivores; it's not unnatural [to eat meat]. That's

the sort of hyperbolic bullshit that turns people off vege-

tarianism” (CM posts); “it's attitudes like yours which actu-

ally encouragespeople tonot try thealternative” [referring

to another poster saying that eating somemeat is morally

just as bad as eating a lot of it] (FLEX posts)

As mentioned in Section 5.1, one observation from the data is that vegetarian-

ism and veganism seem to hold such power in the discourse that even when they

are not the topics of the articles in question, a considerable amount of the discus-

sion revolves around them, and various coping strategies are employed. For some

posters, the new plant-based meats seem to hold similar agentive power as vege-

tarians and vegans in terms of causing resentment. But here it may be because the

new plant-based meats are (supposed to be) just as good as meat, so there would
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be no reason not to eat them instead of meat. This brings out the value conflict

(in those employing coping strategies) and restricts freedom of choice, and in fact,

makes it more obvious that meat eating is a choice, not a necessity. One should,

therefore, in principle, switch from eating meat to eating the new plant-based (or

cultivated) meat products as soon as they are widely available.

Many of the traditional coping strategies (as discussed in literature) are not

used extensively in this particular data. For example, the four Ns are often used

in ways that justify the new meatways, rather than just the status quo, i.e. the old

meatways. It can be said that the meanings of the four Ns are particularly varied,

as discussed above. The main conclusions are that Normal focuses often on a new

normal, e.g. eating the alternatives, or not eating conventional animal-basedmeat,

or at least not eating industrial meat in the future; Necessary focuses on the urgent

change required; and Nice is often also applied to the new meatways, in addition

to the old meatways. Only Natural is most often used in the traditional sense of

eating animals being innate to humans. The varied ways of using the four Ns may

have some significance for opening up meat-eating related practices discursively.

Combining and comparing Nice and Necessary, a noteworthy observation can

be made between those posters who identify as meat eaters and those who identify

as vegetarians or vegans. Meat eaters employ both Nice and Necessary (regarding

meat), and many vegetarians or vegans employ Nice and Not necessary (and some

combine Not nice and Not necessary). There may be two linked explanations to

this. Either the realisation that meat is Not necessary makes it indefensible for

some people to continue eating it, despite it being Nice, or, those who do not want

to give meat up justify their practice by it being Necessary. Further, the posters

who identify as vegetarians or vegans tend to be criticized for claiming that some

old plant-based meats would have the same qualities as meat, or be just as Nice

as meat: “these claims of ’taste like meat’ usually come from people who rarely

eat meat and who seem to not remember what it actually tastes like” (PBM55, 3 Jun

2016).Whethermeat is addictive to humans (Zaraska, 2016a) or not, itmight at least

be possible to move away from that addiction. However, dislike or disgust towards

meat can even be seen as a coping strategy in terms of coping with vegetarianism

or veganism which are often difficult to maintain, especially socially.

Several of the coping strategies identified in literature — such as denial of ani-

mal mind, or denial of animal pain — are not employed in this data. And, in some

cases, important coping strategies are more criticized, rather than employed, in

particular so with disassociation and avoidance (see Table 5.8) which have been

considered perhaps the most fundamental coping strategies in general as regards

meat eating. It could be that the new meats “create a kind of safe space in which

there is room for ambivalence that in daily life [would normally lead] to strategic

ignorance” (van der Weele, personal communication, 25 January 2019). Therefore,

these basic coping strategies need not be employed as much in this context. It may
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also be that some people are more aware of these strategies due to the discourses

from the last years, thus employing discursive consciousness.

Criticism of vegetarians and vegans— especially in the general devaluing sense

– is, however, fairly common in the data.This discourse has historic roots, as men-

tioned in Chapter 3, andmuch recent and current media discourse around vegetar-

ianism and veganism is negative (see Cole & Morgan, 2011; Nørregård Vørre, 2011).

Minson and Monin (2012) call the putting down of vegetarians and vegans by meat

eaters do-gooder derogation.The all-or-nothing criticism, focusing largely on the idea

of hypocrisy and inconsistent behaviour, is a widely used coping strategy. The all-

or-nothing issue is actually a larger point that connects to the issue of morality, a

topic for the next section.

The three coping strategies identified above as “not yet in literature as a coping

strategy for meat” need some further mention. Firstly, disgust need not be a cop-

ing strategy, but from the data, it seems that it can be used as such. As mentioned

in Table 5.8, disgust can be used to justify both continuing to eat meat — when

expressed towards alternatives such as cultivated meat or insects — and not eating

meat when the disgust is expressed towards meat, as in the case of some vege-

tarians or vegans. Secondly, employing the need for freedom of choice — linked

to individualism and the current dominant social paradigm — is likely to be one

of the reasons policymakers have not really touched meat eating as a practice. At

least it is one of the reasons used as a justification in the data for continuing with

meat eating. Lastly, blaming “militant veganism” for one’s own inaction may be a

rather new and perhaps still rarer coping strategy, and although it is related to the

more general criticism of vegetarianism and veganism, it is still worth a separate

mention.

Environmental melancholia is not discussed by Lertzman (2015) as a coping

strategy in connection with eating animals, but it certainly seems to fit in this

context. Environmental melancholia tends to prevent action, and therefore, it can

be used as a coping strategy for maintaining the status quo, in this case continuing

with meat eating, even when the awareness of the many negative environmental

impacts is there.

As discussed in Chapter 3, strategic ignorance helps to keep certain problematic

practices from changing in a deliberate manner towards being less problematic.

The wider,more varied and in-depth the discourses about these practices are, how-

ever, the less convenient strategic ignorance may be to maintain, the more likely

discursive consciousness about the practices is, and the easier a certain amount of

ambivalence about the practices may be to acknowledge by recognizing the con-

flicting values and related emotions (see also van der Weele, 2013). Acknowledging

the ambivalence may on its own lessen denial and strategic ignorance, and reveal

similarities between meat eaters and vegetarians and vegans. The new meatways,

therefore, offer a way to expand the discourse, away from the conventional animal-
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basedmeat vs. nomeat dichotomywhereby the vastmajority of people in the Global

North reject the no meat option. There is a possibility that the new meatways may

eventually lessen the negative (coping strategy) type discourses around vegetarian-

ism and veganism, and even help normalise these diets further by bringing them

to the wider discourses. The fact that vegetarianism and veganism appear to be so

strongly present in the discourses around the new meatways, at least in my data,

can be a sign of such a process.

5.3.2 Morality and the new meatways

Questions of morality are about right and wrong.While moral questions related to

eating have been more or less ignored by most, eating animals, in particular, has

been a significant moral question to a small minority of people for millennia, gen-

erally solved by abstaining frommeat or other animal products. In the last decades,

questions of morality as regards industrial animal farming and eating intensively

farmed animals have become an additional moral issue for a growing number of

people, as discussed in Chapter 2. Even so, this has been reflected largely only at the

level of discourse, and the amount of animal flesh eaten has seemingly not been

substantially affected by these moral concerns. It is one thing to be concerned,

even in a moral sense, and quite another to act upon on the concerns in terms of

practices so central to human lives as eating. Adopting a consistent vegetarian or

vegan diet has been beyond most people’s realm of everyday possibilities in loca-

tions of the world where meat is widely available. Therefore, strategic ignorance

and the related coping strategies, discussed in Chapter 3 and in the previous sec-

tion, have been a relevant, yet unacknowledged part of life for many, but by no

means all meat eaters. As will be seen from the below discussion, strong flexitar-

ianism, while breaking some moral codes, stands out from the new meatways as

being, however, able to offer a workable solution to the morality of meat.

As regards the data, moral aspects are variably reflected on in the articles and

posts. In the PBM and INS articles, moral issues are not really present, at least

not explicitly, and so it is also largely for the posts, especially for INS posts.45 For

the CM article, moral aspects are somewhat more present, and the posts follow

this line. The only article that does reflect extensively and explicitly on morality is

the FLEX article. The posts that follow this article reflect widely on various moral

aspects and challenge the position taken in the article itself. In the case of all the

four documents, the posts reflect onmoralitymore than the articles do,which could

45 The relative absence of explicit moral statements in the articles may be accidental, or it may

be intentional. Further, as in the frame analysis, I focus mainly on explicit expressions of

morality. However, morality may be hidden, e.g. in factual statements such as “meat is bad

for the environment” (“therefore it should not be eaten”).
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indicate the importance of such issues to people. Section 5.2.1 looked at framing

devices and frames, and in connection with this, and Table 5.7 included some of

the moral arguments included in the data.Therefore, I will not repeat this exercise

but concentrate on a few key points where the new meatways make a difference to

the discourse, and could help transform meat-eating related practices.

First, Section 5.2.1 mentioned the Absolute morality frame, evident in the dis-

courses around vegetarianism and veganism in the data, in that nothing short of

absolute abstention frommeat can be defined as vegetarianism or veganism in this

frame, and additionally, vegetarians and vegans should behave consistently in all

areas of life. This morality can be thought of as an all-or-nothing approach which

can be understood in two distinct ways, as mentioned earlier. First, unless one does

everything (to avoid harm, for example) it is not worth doing just something, and

since doing everything would be impossible, one needs not do anything. Second,

only absolutely clean behaviour is good enough, therefore one must be strict about

one’s own behaviour.Meat eaters (see Table 5.8) tend to justify their behaviour with

the first understanding: “[quote from another post, PBM136:] ’the bottom line is

this, if you care about the environment, you shouldn’t be eating meat’; Or driving,

or flying, or travelling anywhere unless by bike or foot, etc.” (PBM145, 3 Jun 2016).

Meat eaters can also blame vegetarians and vegans for hypocrisy using the sec-

ond understanding: “finger-wagging vegetarian hypocrites” (PBM14, 3 Jun 2016).46

Finally, vegetarians and vegans in the data are using the second understanding

to blame flexitarianism for immorality: “robbing one bank makes you a criminal

as much as robbing ten” (FLEX6, 25 Jun 2017). Posters themselves refer to this as

“black-and-white morality”.47

As seen in the data, flexitarianism counters the Absolute morality frame as an

ideology, and in both senses of the all-or-nothing approach: flexitarianism is about

less harm being better thanmore harmwhichmakes it, on the one hand, difficult for

meat eaters to deny onmoral grounds as a viable strategy, andmakes the argument

about vegetarian or vegan hypocrisy lose ground. On the other hand, it may be easy

for strict vegetarians or vegans to deny flexitarianism onmoral grounds. Being that

the meat eaters currently vastly outnumber strict vegetarians and vegans, it may

matter more for societal change how flexitarianism is received amongmeat eaters.

Additionally, however, many vegetarians and vegans are in reality strong flexi-

tarians, even if they would not call themselves that. Flexitarians (who do call them-

46 See also Section 5.4 on meat eaters acting as guardians of morality in social situations with

vegetarians or vegans present. This is also about using the second understanding of the all-

or-nothing approach.

47 This second understanding can also be seen as a conceptual metaphor: GOODNESS IS

WHITE/BADNESS IS BLACK, whereby only “white” i.e. “completely pure” is good and accept-

able. This metaphor can also be found in the Metaphorlist (Lakoff et al., 1991).
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selves that) are similar to out-of-choice vegetarians or vegans in the sense that all

three groups are likely to have acknowledged some degree of their ambivalence

about meat and have decided to change their own practices, but the key differing

characteristics of flexitarianism are flexibility and absence of absolutism. Being

that vegetarians and vegans often cease to follow their diets due to absolute moral-

ity being very difficult to follow in practice and especially socially, flexitarianism—

in particular, the strong version — can be an attractive option to them.

Ideally, flexitarians would be satisfied with long-standing, cheap, much less

resource-intensive protein alternatives, such as pulses, in addition to the occasional

meat. Inmy discourse data, nobody is really combining flexitarianism as a diet with

the new meats, cultivated or new plant-based meats, or insects, as the discourses

around the different themes are not yet properly merging. However, it would be

hard to claim that using the new meats (as much as they exist as real products)

as part of a flexitarian diet would be wrong (arguing this would be against the

flexibility principle), and the new meats could indeed work as an enrichment of a

flexitarian diet, as long as the principle of absolute strong reductions in impacts is

followed. Further, using the new meats as part of a strong flexitarian diet replacing

conventional animal-based meat, rather than in addition to conventional animal-

based meat would be very relevant in terms of impacts.

As argued in Section 5.2.3 following frame analysis of the data, flexitarian-

ism goes against the Meeting the demand frame, whereas the new meats would

likely support the Meeting the demand frame. Vegetarianism and veganism also

run counter to the Meeting the demand frame. However, due to the difficulty of

realising the Absolute morality frame, vegetarianism and veganism, in fact, para-

doxically support the Meeting the demand frame. To explain, strict vegetarianism

and veganism often end up as unsuccessful projects — there are five times as many

lapsed vegetarians and vegans in the United States, as there are current vegetari-

ans and vegans (Asher et al., 2016) — and since conventional meat eating has been

the only identified fall-back option, the unsuccessful vegetarians and vegans have

ended up as, somewhat involuntarily, supporting conventional meat eating as the

only realistic option.48

Remarkably in the data, vegetarians and vegans are blamed for being hypocrit-

ical, but flexitarians are generally not blamed for being hypocritical.49 Generally, if

flexitarians are blamed for something, they are blamed for being immoral, as they

are still involved in eating animals. Considering which accusation is worse from a

moral point of view is instructive: pretending not to harm at all (but still harming),

or knowingly and admittedly harming, but harming significantly less that would

48 However,many of the lapsed vegetarians and vegans endup eating lessmeat than an average

American (Asher et al., 2016).

49 Except in the “calling weak will [vegetarianism as] flexitarianism” (FLEX posts).
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be possible. Hypocrisy can be seen as a form of lying (about good behaviour), and

lying about good behaviour could be expected to be seen as worse than honest bad

behaviour.50

A further relevant point as regards morality and the newmeatways, as opposed

to the old meatways, is related to guilt. This moral emotion has two basic links to

meat eating. Firstly, meat eaters may feel guilty about eating animals (or caus-

ing serious environmental harm with their diet) whether or not this shows up in

their behaviour, hence the need for coping strategies, and the strong reactions to

the presence of vegetarians and vegans (Adams, 2001; Rothgerber, 2014). Secondly,

vegetarians and vegans often feel guilty when “falling off the wagon”, i.e. when

failing to follow their diets strictly. Here is one instance for each from the data:

Reduce your guilt over contributing to animal suffering [when not being able to follow

vegetarianism/veganism], by giving your weak will a misleading name [flexitarianism]

FLEX134, 25 Jun 2017

 

Sadly though I shell out for the free range stuff, I like it too much to be totally veggie.

CM1, 20 Sep 2017

Presumably, the new meatways could cause less guilt, as neither cultivated meat

nor new plant-based meats are supposed to involve the purposeful killing of sen-

tient animals, and they are supposed to be environmentally considerably less harm-

ful. Further, insects may not be categorized as sentient animals either (although

the science is not yet clear on this), and it has been calculated that growing in-

sects on an industrial scale could be environmentally advantageous, as compared

to conventional animal-based meat. Although even strong flexitarianism may still

involve killing sentient animals, it is about radical reductions in harm — a result

that would be likely to cause less guilt as such.51 In the data, there are indeed signs

of seeing the new meatways positively in this way:

I would feel much happier about myself [eating cultivated meat] if I knew no animals

were being bred and the environment destroyed to suit my appetites.

CM50, 20 Sep 2017

 

[Cultivated meat could be a] guilt-free, environmentally friendly, and utterly convincing

simulacrum.

CM11, 20 Sep 2017

 

50 The post-truth era may of course change that perception.

51 Not following the newmeatways, i.e. going back to conventionalmeat eating would be likely

to cause guilt, but the likelihood of that happening with flexitarianismmight be considered

smaller than with vegetarianism and veganism.
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Are reducetarians just veganswithout thewillpower?Or, are they simply doingwhat they

can do without the resolution-snapping burden of guilt?

FLEX article

The final point related to morality to make in this section is about the idea of “clean

meat”.52 The CM article refers to clean meat as a term that is “catching on: clean

meat, clean conscience”, although no posts in the data pick up on this theme. As

mentioned in Chapter 3, some instances have extended “clean meat” to cover the

new plant-based meats. Both are often presented as perfect replacements (from

the point of view of the eater) for conventional animal-based meat, and both are

supposed to be “clean” in a moral sense, with plant-based meat perhaps even more

“clean” in this sense than cultivated meat, not purposefully using animals at all.

Adopting “cleanmeat”, or another similar term—such as “newmeats”—as a larger

category consisting of cultivated and plant-based meats could further erase the

strict definition of meat, and facilitate a transformation away from conventional

meat eating.The current competition between the start-ups working towards each

alternative, cultivated on the one hand, and plant-based on the other, could deter

the companies from using the same umbrella term if each group would prefer to

see themselves as the only real solution to the meat crisis.

Finally, the other two new meatways, eating insects and eating a flexitarian

diet, are morally not as clean, as one is about eating large amounts of tiny animals,

and the other one is usually about continuing with eating conventional animal-

based meat, although radically less of it.

5.4 Additional tools for change

5.4.1 About labelling

A relevant topic rising from the data, and worthy of a separate discussion, is the

issue of labelling, i.e. the function and usefulness of labels, in this case concerning

meat eating.53 The topic is mainly found in the FLEX document, but it also comes

up in the INS posts.

The title for the FLEX article—“Vegans, vegetarians and now…reducetarians”—

suggests that there are many different labels related to (not) eating meat. However,

52 The term “clean meat” was created in 2016 for cultivated meat by the Good Food Institute,

an organisation involved in advancing the development of cultivated meat and new plant-

based meats.

53 Asmentioned in Chapter 3, this discussion is not about eco-labellingwhich is related to prod-

ucts, but about the labelling of behaviour.
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the article is not going into a discussion about labels, and it mainly seems to re-

gard “reducetarianism” as a fitting name for a newmovement.The posts that follow

FLEX article reflect the article’s focus on ethics, and vegetarianism vs. flexitarian-

ism.They are, however, overall less enthusiastic about flexitarianism (or reducetar-

ianism) as part of an identity. Many of the posters in principle positive about the

idea of eating only a little meat see it more as just a sensible way of eating, rather

than anything to fuss about. There is, therefore, a significant amount of criticism

regarding labelling ”eating less meat” as something in the first place (reducetar-

ianism, flexitarianism, etc.). Some posters consider such labels unnecessary for

themselves or for others:

Yeah, the name is silly. See also flexitarian or sustainetarian for equally silly names for

about the same thing. It doesn't really need a label of its ownwhen it's not a hard and fast

rule imho. Personally I'm simply eating a vegetarian diet more days than not.

FLEX4, 25 Jun 2017

Theabove post is arguing that labels are necessary for describing strict diets, not for

flexible ones. There is no need for labels for something that does not involve hard

rules as such. By definition, flexitarianism is flexible, so it automatically makes its

own label unnecessary.

Other posters go further, up to the point of considering labels ridiculous:

“where I draw the line is coming up with ridiculous terms for someone who just

cuts down onmeat consumption” (FLEX3, 25 Jun 2017), embarrassing: “it seems I’m

one of these, I agree with some of the other commenters here that the new label

isn’t really necessary, I’d feel a bit of a nob referring to myself as a reducetarian”

(FLEX103, 25 Jun 2017) or narcissistic: “this simply reflects the narcissism of our

age where everyone has to have a label attached to them as if to say ‘look at me,

this is what makes me different” (FLEX129, 25 Jun 2017). It could be of course that

new labels tend to be embarrassing in the beginning when they are new (to an

individual, or to society).

Other posters consider the informative function of labels, even though still crit-

icizing it:

I call myself vegetarian, but I hate the expression, simply because it creates this false di-

chotomy, and sounds as if I'm trying to stand on moral high ground. I use the expression,

though, because otherwise I'm forced into eating obscene quantities of meat whenever I

socialise or attend anything with food.

FLEX144, 25 Jun 2017

In the above post, the label for vegetarianism is used in an informative function, in

order to simplify the social situation, to make it clearer to a host what is wished for

in terms of food, and to help the vegetarian guest to enjoy him/herself. It is used

out of necessity, however, and to this poster using a (vegetarian) label brings with it
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a false image of standing on “moral high ground” (a topic for the previous section).

Indeed, the difference between labels “vegetarian” or “vegan”, on the one hand, and

“flexitarian”, on the other, is quite clear. When observed vegetarianism is flexible,

and so, in practice actually flexitarianism, insisting on still calling it vegetarianism

tends to create conflict:

Actually, I'm vegetarian, except when other people are cooking, in which case I think it a

bit rude to make them do something different for me— a position which actually seems

to irritate some vegetarians more than simply carnivorism...

FLEX7, 25 Jun 2017

 

Well it probably is a bit rude to impose on someone's hospitality in that way and expect

them to cater for your proclivities, but at the same time, you can't be a vegetarian and eat

meat. So, a dilemma.

FLEX8, 25 Jun 2017

These appear to be typical problems for vegetarians to encounter. If they are flexible

about their meat eating (and eat some meat when offered), they are good guests,

but get blamed by guardians ofmoral vegetarianism, i.e.meat eaters who guard the

moral behaviour of others, and if they are not flexible, they get a label(!) as difficult

guests. Eventually, these problems can turn a vegetarian into an ex-vegetarian, as

social reasons seem to be among the most significant for this reverse process (see

Asher et al., 2016).However,when there is a label for it, you can be a flexible vegetar-

ian (flexitarian) and eat some meat. Among meat-related food labels, a flexitarian

label may be likely to create a less strong reaction than a vegetarian or vegan label,

even though vegetarians and vegans might still feel uneasy about flexitarianism.

Other posters do see a point in labelling as such, beyond the informative func-

tion, and regard labels as potentially powerful. For them, labels make things exist,

and they make patterns of behaviour easier to adopt:

You see, these "ridiculous terms" [such as "flexitarianism"] often motivate others to reduce

their own meat consumption.

FLEX17, 25 Jun 2017

 

Giving it a label means that amovement can be formed. It's a bit like a political party. You

could say "we believe that policies x, y and z should be implemented" or you could say "I'm

a member of the Labour Party" or "I'm left-wing". It's convenient and it ensures that more

people stop eating meat, which is only a good thing.

FLEX133, 25 Jun 2017

Flexitarianism ”ensures that more people stop eatingmeat” because of the power of

a movement tends to lead to more recruits, but perhaps also because flexitarianism

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839454336-010 https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb - Open Access - 

https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839454336-010
https://www.inlibra.com/de/agb
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


5 Exploring discourses on the new meatways 275

may be appealing to more people than vegetarianism or veganism, and when it is

labelled, adopting it becomes easier.

The INS posts consider the potential of positive labels helping people to over-

come initial negative feeling or reactions as well: ”do you think if [insects] were

referred to as land shrimp it could help get over typical Western reactions?” (INS4,

5 Nov 2015).

Individual words — and therefore, labels — can have a lot of agentive power.54

In addition to the above examples of flexitarianism and insects, the label “clean

meat”, or even “new meat” could potentially be a powerful way to get more people

interested in trying the new plant-based and cultivated meat products.

It seems obvious that labelling can help with behaviour that requires a par-

ticular effort. Labelling creates identity, and identity helps to keep the behaviour.

However, as discussed in the previous section, in the case of strict labels, such as

vegetarianism or veganism, labelling can create guilt when one does not follow it

to the letter. A label for flexible behaviour can, therefore, be seen as ideal from this

point of view. The label helps to keep the behaviour, and at the same time, there is

less reason for guilt. Additionally, a label about flexible behaviour may be seen as a

positive label more often than not.

From the data arises also a theme of “watching (or not watching) other people’s

behaviour”, in particular in the FLEX posts. Some posters claim this not to be an

issue:

To grow up is to realise that no one is watching you; to mature is to realise no one cares

enough to watch you. Just live your life.

FLEX25, 25 Jun 2017

 

I try not to mess with people about what they're eating as a rule. I eat what I want, they

eat what they want.

FLEX36, 25 Jun 2017

Such obliviousness might seem to go against certain theory, including social la-

belling theory. Indeed, several posts are arguing the opposite position:

Not surewhymeat eaters tie themselves in knots trying to point out relativelyminor con-

tradictions in other people's behaviour instead of facing their own shortcomings.

FLEX96, 25 Jun 2017

 

I take the mickey [out] of vegetarians. My best [mate] is one of them. Here's the thing

54 See e.g. a study by Chung et al. (2016) for the difference in people’s reactions to “pink slime”,

in contrast with “finely textured beef” — different words / labels for the same “meat” used

for certain processed meat products.
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though, I don't hate them. I don't dislike them. I take the mickey because I don't care and

it's their choice to take themickey out of me back. I don't understandwhy people don't get

this.

FLEX28, 25 Jun 2017

 

Although if you'd ever been vegetarian, you would know that many people take it as a

personal insult, and accuse you of being a hypocrite in someway, even though you have no

wish to discuss your choice with them.

FLEX26, 25 Jun 2017

 

People _are_ watching me. […] if people observe vegetarian behavior, they take it as a

personal insult. It's quite odd. One person I know who normally avoids meat eats small

amounts of it at dinner parties just to keep people off his case. I am more truculent and

perfectly willing tomakemy dietary choices a subject of discussion, but the believers don't

really like that either because I stand up to them and I've thought the philosophy through

more than they have.

FLEX34, 25 Jun 2017

Who is watching whom is, however, up for debate:

You really think non-vegetarian spend more time badgering vegetarians than vice versa?

2% of the UK population (mostly kids waiting to grow up) and any thread about it here

is overwhelmed with them banging the drumwhile the other 98% (OK, besides me now)

ignore the issue completely.

FLEX35, 25 Jun 2017

If someone has a label, it seems to be calling for other people to somehow evaluate

it, and the more controversial the label is, the more social evaluations. There tend

to be certain values attached to labels, and these values may make other people feel

threatened if they feel they should prioritize these particular values, but they do

not. This links to Section 5.3.1 and the coping strategies of meat eaters. A vege-

tarian often arouses negative emotions in meat eaters, thereby the label is viewed

negatively, especially if the vegetarianism is ethically based on environmentalism,

or the right of animals to not be harmed or killed for human pleasure. Health veg-

etarianism seems to be viewed more positively, as it is associated with values that

tend to be easier to acknowledge, or prioritize, than the values associated with

vegetarianism based on environmentalism or animal rights. Therefore, there are

vegetarians who publicly often justify their vegetarianism on health reasons, even

though their actual motivation would be related to animal ethics (Wilson et al.,

2004), as they do not want to be labelled as “PETA people”.The data has an example

of this:
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I'm pretty much vegetarian. The excuse I use is that I have IBS and that digesting meat is

difficult. Indigestion is an excuse anyone can use; it's true that humans don't digest meat

as efficiently as carnivores.

FLEX33, 25 Jun 2017

Labelling and social labelling (Cornelissen et al., 2007; Lacasse, 2016) have certain

benefits for the new meatways, especially flexitarianism: labelling itself helps to

keep the behaviour, as long as it is seen by others as positive, and additionally;

social labelling can eventually help shift motivations, e.g. a behaviour that is en-

vironmentally more sustainable may start from health or social reasons, but end

up being about sustainability. This further enables people to persist with the diet.

In the data, this can be observed for the families who initially turn “flexitarian”

(by purposefully eating less meat) to support their vegan or vegetarian children,

but eventually start preferring the flexitarian diet for its own sake, as a kinder way

towards oneself, the animals and the environment, as in the following:55

As a family we started to cut right back on meat consumption when my son turned to a

vegan diet. Everyone is healthier and happier with their diet and we're all trying different

things.

FLEX53, 25 Jun 2017

 

The kids have gone vegan and vegetarian and we've supported them in that […] and we

have gone almost fully vegetarian partly for simplicity, but mainly due to an acceptance

of the arguments for, such as health, environmental concerns and animal welfare. […] It

feels really good and I think we'll stick to it.

FLEX103, 25 Jun 2017

The positivity of the label is a crucial factor, as when the label is viewed negatively,

such shifts inmotivation can actually go the other way, as is the case for lapsed veg-

etarians mentioned earlier (and in Asher et al., 2016). As a potentially more positive

label, flexitarianism may have power over labels such as vegetarianism or vegan-

ism. Promoting flexitarianism as a more feasible meatway than total abstention

from meat would indeed seem useful (see also Jallinoja et al., 2016). However, for

sustainability, it is crucial to focus on strong flexitarianism and radical absolute

reductions in impacts.

55 However, these posters have likely not recognized themselves as flexitarians, merely as peo-

ple eating lessmeat. Of course, “eating lessmeat” canbe seen as a distinctmeatway, although

not as recognizable as flexitarianism.
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5.4.2 Normalising futures with the new meatways

As discussed in Section 5.3.1, some of the discourse reflected in the data involves

attempts to normalise the newmeatways.On the one hand, through this, themean-

ing of Normal (as one of the four Ns) is therefore extended by some towards cover-

ing cultivated meat, insects and even the new plant-based meats. Even “occasional

meat eating” is presented as normal by some, i.e. nothing to make a fuss about (nor

use a label for). On the other hand, the normalness of meat as such is questioned

by some posters. Although the meaning of Normal requires constant reproduction

in any case (Shove, 2010), such a purposive process of normalisation within dis-

courses is an important way of how something unfamiliar can have a chance of

becoming part of everyday practices.

Extending the meaning of Normal meat is semantic broadening in the use of

words or expressions; it is about extending the meaning of meat to cover previous

non-meats that may or may not have been food in general.56 A sign of the power

of such semantic broadening is the fight over the meaning of meat or milk that is

currently going on in courts in the United States and Europe. Donaldson (2016a)

defends the trend of calling new plant-based protein products meat (or milk or

eggs) with the idea that such repurposing of narratives of meat (or milk or eggs)

away from what the industries have done until now (happy cows in the field) may

change the connotations towards plant-based foods in general into more positive

ones. Jallinoja et al. (2016) also call for new meanings and associations for plant-

based foods, including pulses, to enable them to be normalised as meat replace-

ments.

There is a possibility that the new meatways could help normalise vegetarian-

ism and veganism further as realistic options for the future, by lessening the need

for negative discourses around vegetarianism and veganism—currently often used

as a copingmechanism in connection with cognitive dissonance—and by bringing

them to the wider discourses, as can be seen to an extent in the data discussing the

new meatways.

Asmentioned in Chapter 3, creating new narratives can be an important part of

normalising something new. It can be about imagining a future where this “some-

thing” is a positive part of life (Stibbe, 2015). Not being able to imagine such a

future, makes this “something” much less likely to become reality. An increasing

amount of calls are indeed made for positive frames and narratives about sustain-

able futures, both in academic literature and in the media. On similar lines, there

are calls for new stories about a future where animals are no longer farmed for

56 In many languages, e.g. in English, the original meaning for “meat” was actually “food”, as

discussed in Chapter 3.
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food, as currently, we have difficulties imagining a world without meat animals.57

To some extent, the data does include such stories, including stories of the future

involving the new meatways.

The CM article, in particular, is imagining positive futures when talking about

“doing something new” with cultivated meat and fish; them having “taste of the

future”, with their inventors exploring “new culinary possibilities” and “extraor-

dinary dishes” with “structural wonders”, and the plant-based protein innovators’

“life mission” being to “transform the food industry”. The CM posters focus less on

the future food products themselves — apart from reassuring doubters that cul-

tivated meat will become feasible in terms of price in the not so far future, and

this will make it sellable to consumers — and more on imagining a world where

cultivated meat is widely eaten instead of conventional animal-based meat:

Meat from animals will become a premium product and with time may become socially

unacceptable in many societies. It's easily possible to imagine a world where eating ani-

mals is viewed as little better than cannibalism is viewed now.

CM132, 20 Sep 2017

 

Even more farmers would become custodians of nature, rather breeders of animals [in re-

sponse to a question by another poster as to what will happen to all the animal farmers

of today].

CM133, 20 Sep 2017

 

Time, I feel, will also produce more willing consumers, people not yet born who will grow

up with this as an entirely normal idea. I feel absolutely certain that cultured meat will

one day be commonly eaten the world over.

CM143, 20 Sep 2017

 

Itwill take a sufficiently long time, and grow sufficiently gradually, that all livestock alive

todaywill have been and gone. Fewer sheep and cowswill be bred.Althoughwe'll still pre-

sumably want wool and milk, at least until someone grows a wool or milk culture.

CM150, 20 Sep 2017

The FLEX article imagines how a small reduction in meat eating (10%), feasible for

everyone, would be “a huge win” for lessening the negative impacts from meat, in

addition to being positively less than “perfect”, while one would eat “as many foods

as possible that [are] good for [one’s] body and good for the planet”. In this nar-

rative, the negativity associated with vegetarianism and veganism is wiped away

with flexitarianism, since “you cannot ‘fail’ at trying to eat better; and you’re not a

hypocrite if you do your best”. Although such a 10% reduction may be unrealistic in

57 See e.g. the 2017 film End of Meat by Marc Pierschell.
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terms of creating “a huge win”, and the idea behind the kind of flexitarianism that

the FLEX article is promoting is actually about much larger reductions, the posi-

tivity of the narrative could no doubt help start a change at some level at least. The

FLEX posts include stories of positive change in the present, but equally applicable

for the future:

As a family we started to cut right back on meat consumption when my son turned to a

vegan diet. Everyone is healthier and happier with their diet and we're all trying different

things.

FLEX53, 25 Jun 2017

 

The kids have gone vegan and vegetarian and we've supported them in that […] and we

have gone almost fully vegetarian partly for simplicity, but mainly due to an acceptance

of the arguments for, such as health, environmental concerns and animal welfare. […] It

feels really good and I think we'll stick to it.

FLEX103, 25 Jun 2017

And the FLEX posts also include a narrative of a future without meat:

The meat industry is the biggest source of human-caused suffering in history. But reduc-

etarianism is surely part of the solution. Themeat industry and factory farming in partic-

ular will be a thing of the [past] one day.

FLEX121, 25 Jun 2017

The PBM article is more modest in using emotive framing, nonetheless, the posi-

tive future promise of plant-based meat start-ups is to make “burgers so realistic

that even an ‘uncompromising’ meat eater won’t be able to tell the difference” while

offsetting “some of the damage done by cows and [satiating] a beef-hungry Ameri-

can population”. On similar lines, the PBM posts focus on the future products, with

some posters imagining “a burger that tastes like meat, costs a 5th of the price, is

actually healthy, and doesn’t decimate the environment” being a winner for both

its inventor and the world, while “having a part in annihilating the meat industry”.

The making of the future products would be relatively straightforward as:

Plants grow almost everywhere on earth. Breaking crops down to their molecular struc-

tures and rebuilding them into a "meat"alternativewouldnotnecessarily require a specific

crop. Local production facilities would reduce the issue of transportation.

PBM119, 3 Jun 2016

As regards how to manage future agriculture with the new plant-based proteins

providing food for everyone:

They could use the land that is currently used to grow food for cattle. Then they can re-

habilitate the land the cows currently use into forest. Or whatever it was before the cows
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got there.

PBM118, 3 Jun 2016

The INS article is the least enthusiastic about positive future with new meatways

and merely asserts that “novel foods in Western diets will incorporate insects to

some degree, in a similar way to the spread of sushi from Japan in 2000s”. Some

of the posts that follow the INS article take an equally pragmatic view to the future

of eating insects as the PBM posts do with new plant-based meats, in imagining

insects simply incorporated in existing processed foods:

If it looks the same or better, tastes the same or better, is healthier with less saturated

fats, and is safer for the reasons above, plus all the other reasons, least of all price, why

not?

INS13, 5 Nov 2015

Similarly, farming insects in the future will be straightforward:

Sometimes the improved in new and improved isn't a lie. And you could farm insects the

way we currently farm free range chickens or grow tomatoes in greenhouses, except

there'd be a lot less cruelty, and they'd be easier to harvest at the end.

INS16, 5 Nov 2015

Frames that work together can build a narrative (Olsen, 2014). Viewed together

as groups of frames, the above narratives about the future with new meatways

incorporate all three framing devices, factual, normative and emotive, focusing on

practical aspects, how things ought to be, and how positive such newmeatways can

be. Incorporating all three elements in single narratives would likely be important

for impactful, positive stories about the future.

5.5 Conclusion

My two research goals set in Chapter 1 are, firstly, about exploring social practice

theories and the connections between discourses and social practices, in order to

create a framework that could help enable purposive change in unsustainable social

practices, and secondly, and more specifically, about how the new meatways and

discourses around them could enable a purposive transformation in meat-eating

related practices. Chapter 6 will present more specific findings from this Chapter 5

related to my research question while reflecting in detail on the first more general

research task.

As regards this chapter, in employing critical discourse analysis to study my

research question, I have taken a kind of wait-and-see attitude (Tonkiss, 2004) to

the data. As a result, I have found several potential ways discourses around the new
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meats can make a difference for transforming unsustainable meat-eating related

practices. Some of these are based on concepts discussed and developed earlier in

the book and reflected in the data, and some are arising from the data itself.

Based on the conceptual developments in Chapter 3, I argue that the discourses

around the new meatways can enable purposive transformation in meat-eating

related practices through their agentive power to increase discursive conscious-

ness of current, unsustainable practices, and the related conflicting values and

emotions. In the process, strategic ignorance may be diminished, discursive con-

sciousness increased, and value priorities and dispositions better acknowledged.

The practices may open up discursively, which can be seen as a prerequisite for

purposive change.

Each of the sections to this Chapter 5, apart from the introductory Section 5.1,

includes one or more answers to my research question. Cognitive framing is rele-

vant throughout. More specific discussion will follow in Chapter 6, but to describe

the sections briefly, Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 examined frames and their connection

to values. Section 5.2.3 studied the two conceptual metaphors of the journey/con-

tinuum and the hungry beast in relation to how they can explicitly and implic-

itly impact on the stability and instability of meat-eating related practices. Section

5.3.1 focused on strategic ignorance and the related coping strategies, while Section

5.3.2 examined the relationship between the newmeatways and vegetarianism and

veganism. Finally, Section 5.4.1 centred on labels and labelling, and Section 5.4.2

examined processes of normalisation of the new meatways, as reflected in the dis-

courses.

In Chapter 6, I will elaborate further on the results from the data, while con-

necting themmore with the conceptual developments in Chapter 3. I will alsomake

connections from the discourse level back to the level of social practices.
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