
The scientists      ‘Meat is bad for the environment’.

The Food and Agriculture  ‘We must remedy this somehow’. 
Organization and the Swedish  
government authorities

(All together)    ‘Consumers must be informed  
      and educated about this. That  
      way, they can choose what to  
      eat more wisely, and put pres-  
                     sure on politicians and  
      commercial actors’.

By making this suggestion together, the scientists and authorities fol- 
lowed the script for how environmental problems are commonly 
managed: through individualized consumer responsibility. But in-
dividuals can refuse to play the parts they have been assigned, or 
rewrite the script.

This thesis analyses media and audience framings to identify poten- 
tial routes to making the Swedish meat production and consumption 
environmentally sustainable. Media is an important source of infor-
mation on environmental and food-related issues, and audiences 
include the individual consumers whose participation is sought in 
solving environmental problems. 
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Abstract 
The aim of this thesis is to identify potential routes of participation in environmentally 
sustainable changes of the Swedish meat production and consumption. Changes are 
needed as meat production and consumption have been linked to serious environmental 
problems, such as climate change, biodiversity loss, and land use change. Scientists, 
international organizations, and Swedish government authorities have identified indi-
vidual consumer responsibility as key in making that change happen. The public is to be 
informed and educated to make more environmentally sustainable choices as meat 
consumers, and become more supportive of policy instruments. This strategy, which 
mirrors the dominant approach to solving environmental problems, is suggested by 
government authorities despite their suspicion that media should have made most 
Swedes aware of the environmental impacts of meat. 

In this thesis potential participatory routes are identified through the analysis of 
Swedish news media and audience framings of meat production and consumption. 
Media framing is studied as an important source of information, and perhaps motiva-
tion, crucial in the individualized consumer responsibility approach. The media framing 
is studied through content analysis of mainstream and alternative radical newspapers. 
The audiences’ framing of meat may be influenced by media, but also by their everyday 
experiences, beliefs, values, and opinions. Focus group discussions with reception 
elements are the methods used for studying how audiences frame meat and use media in 
the process. The concept of participation is broadened to include passive and active 
forms to capture in which roles individuals consider to contribute to changing meat 
production and consumption. It is not self-evident that routes to change must include 
individual participation, since responsibility may be attributed to other actors, both by 
media and their audiences.  

The results imply only participatory route supported by media and audience 
framing. It is the one that mirrors the individualized consumer responsibility approach 
to solving environmental problems. The major barrier to the route is the audiences’ per-
ceived inability to act. In an alternative route supported by both media and audience 
framing, state-centered actors are made responsible for enforcing change. Here, the 
major barrier is the perceived unlikeliness of powerful actors assuming responsibility. 
Audiences construct no citizen roles for themselves to participate in. Neither does 
media, who only address audiences as consumers. Based on these findings it is suggested 
that the outlook for the individualized responsibility approach to making meat 
production and consumption environmentally sustainable is gloomy. At least if it the 
approach is to continuously rely on the information and motivation offered by media. 
 
Keywords: Meat, news media, audience, environment, framing, consumption, participation, 
responsibility 
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CHAPTER 1  

Participating in making meat production  
and consumption sustainable 

(T)he impact of livestock on the local and global environment is so 
significant that it needs to be addressed with urgency. Information, com-
munication and education will play critical roles towards the promotion 
of an enhanced willingness to act. 

Consumers, because of their strong and growing influence in deter-
mining the characteristics of products, will likely be the main source of 
commercial and political pressure to push the livestock sector into more 
sustainable forms. 

Steinfeld et al., 2006, p. 282 

In 2006, the environmental effects of the livestock sector were declared in 
an encompassing report issued by the Food and Agriculture Organization. 
The report launched meat production and consumption as an environmen-
tal issue; moreover, the report captured several societal developments in the 
description of how to handle the issue. Consumers were attributed with the 
responsibility to affect sustainable changes in meat production and con-
sumption. Wielding the weapon of individual consumption choices, con-
sumers were to pressure both commercial and political actors. The call to 
arms was the trinity of Education! Communication! and Information!  

Swedish government authorities have relied on the same assumptions as 
the FAO when approaching the subject of Swedish meat production and 
consumption. They argue that meat consumption must change because 
Swedes eat a lot of meat and the production chain delivering that meat to 
dinner tables contributes to serious environmental risks (Swedish Board of 
Agriculture 2013a; National Food Agency, 2013; Swedish Environmental 
Protection Agency, 2011). To affect change, the public must be informed 
and educated so that they will assume responsibility and make environ-
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mentally sustainable choices as meat consumers, and become more sup-
portive of policy instruments. It is a case of the prevailing individualized 
consumer responsibility approach to solving environmental problems. This 
strategy is suggested despite suspicions that most Swedes are already aware 
of the environmental impacts of meat due to media coverage (SBA, 2013a). 
The suspicion is convincing considering that media is an important source 
of information on environmental issues—it brings them to public and 
political attention (Hansen, 2010). This function is especially important 
when causes and consequences are hard to detect, complex, unfold slowly, 
and are far-removed from everyday life. These features are characteristic for 
many environmental issues, including meat production and consumption 
(Bäckstrand, 2003; Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1995; Halkier, 1999; Korzen & 
Lassen, 2010). In this view, media functions as a bridge between scientists—
who detect the slowly unfolding impacts and draw causal relationships—
and individuals (Wibeck, 2014). 

Media is also an important arena for claims about how an environmental 
problem should be understood and handled, which makes media a powerful 
actor in their construction (Cox, 2012; Nisbet, 2009). Seeing media as 
producer of a public sphere captures its functions as powerful articulator of 
claims, while being an arena for other claims-makers (Cox, 2012; Dahlgren, 
2006). Extending the idea of the public sphere to also include everyday 
audience reception and utilisation of media, an important but sometimes 
forgotten link between involvement and active participation comes into 
focus, namely civic engagement (Burgess et al., 1991; Dahlgren, 2006). 
Media may 1) alert audiences to there being an issue, 2) suggest how the 
issue should be understood, and 3) propose appropriate routes of action 
(Benford & Snow, 2000; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007). By conveying this 
to audiences, media may contribute to involvement; people caring, and 
having knowledge and opinions about an issue. Knowing and caring about 
an issue are prerequisites for taking action (Amnå, 2008; Ekman & Amnå, 
2012). This raises questions about what information regarding meat audi-
ences have gotten through media. However, the aim of informing and 
educating, as it is expressed by FAO and Swedish government authorities, 
goes beyond making people aware of the environmental consequences of 
meat production and consumption. Therefore, questions about whether the 
media information facilitates or hinders active participation are also in need 
of answers. In addition to knowing and caring about an issue, people must 
feel able and willing to actively participate; they must be motivated (Amnå, 
2008; Ekman & Amnå, 2012; Lorenzoni et al., 2007). Consequently, it is 
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adamant to also investigate whether media makes its audiences feel able and 
willing to actively participate, and in what roles.  

Individual consumer responsibilization of the kind that FAO and 
Swedish government authorities see as a solution to the unsustainability of 
meat production and consumption has become a dominating approach in 
environmental policy debates in general (Anshelm, 2004; Connolly & 
Prothero, 2008; Moloney & Strengers, 2014; Soneryd & Uggla, 2015). The 
approach relies on information and education of individuals (Maniates, 
2001; Mont & Plepys, 2008). It has however been criticized for only offering 
one participatory role; that of consumer, while marginalizing other routes 
to sustainable changes (Maniates, 2001; Shove, 2010). These routes could 
involve collective efforts, shared responsibility between different actors and 
institutions, and other forms of individual participation than informed 
consumption choices. Nevertheless, the idea that information, for example 
provided by media, can lead to involvement, which in turn can spur indi-
viduals to actively participate has some support in previous research. There 
seems to be a correlation between news consumption, political discussions, 
knowledge about an issue, and active participation (Brichta, 2011; Couldry 
et al., 2010; Dahlgren, 2003; Erentaite et al., 2012; Keum et al., 2004; Living-
stone, 2005; McCombs et al., 2011; Swanson, 2000), but the relationship 
seems less straight-forward than what the FAO and Swedish government 
authorities suggest. Audiences are able to interpret and negotiate the infor-
mation media offers to them (Hall, 1980; Moores, 1990; Reese, 2001), and 
they do not necessarily assume individual responsibility just because they 
have been attributed with it (Dahl, 2014; Soneryd & Uggla, 2015). Con-
sequently, there is a need for research that pays attention to the complex 
relationship between media, its audiences, and participation (Reese, 2001; 
Carragee & Roefs, 2004; Olausson, 2011), and that acknowledges more 
forms of participation, and more ways of attributing responsibility, while 
paying attention to how different participatory roles are conceptualized 
(Shove, 2010; Wibeck, 2014). This thesis contributes with new knowledge 
on these issues. 

The rationale for studying how media covers meat as an environmental 
issue is that media is an important source of the type of information, and 
perhaps motivation, that is crucial in the individualized consumer responsi-
bility approach to solving environmental problems. However, to get a fuller 
picture of how this role can be played by media I include the audiences. The 
audiences’ everyday experiences, beliefs, and social relationships are integral 
when they negotiate the mediated information to construct understandings 
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of meat as an environmental issue, and appropriate routes of action. 
Furthermore, I do not restrict the potential routes of action to the individu-
alized consumer responsibility one, but want to explore which ones that are 
constructed by media and audiences. Making meat production and con-
sumption environmentally sustainable will unavoidably mean changes for 
individual consumers, why they are key actors in the transformation. Indi-
viduals can participate in affecting change in several ways: a) as consumers 
by substituting meat with plant-based products and/or choosing less harm-
fully produced meat and b) as citizens, supporting policies for change, 
trying to influence public as well as private actors, joining movements, 
staging a protest etc. (Ekman & Amnå, 2012; Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). 
However, I do not presuppose that individual active participation must be 
included in the routes, since responsibility may be attributed to other 
actors, both by media and their audiences.  

1.1 Aim and research questions 
The aim with this study is to analyse media and audience framing of meat 
in order to identify potential routes of participation in environmentally sus-
tainable changes of the Swedish meat production and consumption. To 
map out these routes, I shed light on facilitators of and barriers to parti-
cipation in different parts of the complex relationship between media 
framings, audience framings, and different forms of participation.  

I employ a framing perspective to unveil how news media communicate 
information and motivational resources, how individuals understand meat 
production and consumption and their roles in relation to this topic, and how 
audiences interpret the news media frames. What I delve into is how different 
ways of framing an issue relates to different participatory possibilities for 
audiences. Frames are viewed as links between media texts and their 
audiences (see Nisbet, 2009; Olausson, 2009; Reese, 2007; Van Gorp, 2007). 
The way media framing is carried out also influences possibilities for parti-
cipation, through individual or collective action (Nisbet, 2009; Olausson, 
2009; Van Gorp, 2007). Connecting what a frame does to its potential of 
generating action Snow and Benford (1988) divides the core tasks of framing 
into diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational framing. In my view, the links 
between media and their audiences are multidirectional. One cannot draw 
conclusions about media’s role based on its content alone, because the rela-
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tionship between media and its audiences is not one of simple, linear 
transmission.  

The media framing of meat production and consumption is investigated 
through an analysis of Swedish mainstream news media Dagens Nyheter 
and Aftonbladet and the two alternative radical newspapers ETC and 
Dagens ETC. Newspapers, especially the nation-wide ones, still reach many 
audiences in Sweden and play key functions in the public sphere, and as 
sources of information. Print news media has more space to handle 
information about complex issues, like environmental ones, than do broad-
cast media (Djerf-Pierre et al., 2015; Hadenius, Weibull, & Wadbring, 
2011). Alternative radical media is included to capture potential diversity in 
agenda-setting and framing, as these take an oppositional stance against 
mainstream media (Atton, 2002a; Harcup, 2005). The audiences’ pivotal 
interactive framing, including their use of news media frames, is studied in 
focus group discussions with reception elements. 

Although this thesis focuses on the environmental sustainability of meat 
production and consumption, other concerns, such as, animal welfare and 
health, will be brought up because they influence not only how meat pro-
duction and consumption are understood, but also, ultimately, which parti-
cipatory routes are possible. 

The analysis will provide answers to the following research questions: 

• How has meat as an environmental issue developed on the 
news media agenda? 

• How do news media frame meat as an environmental issue? 
What problems, causes and solutions are identified? 
Which actors are attributed with responsibility? 

• How do audiences frame meat as an environmental issue? 
What problems, causes and solutions are identified? 
Which actors are attributed with responsibility? What is moti-
vational? 

• How may audiences use media’s information and motivational 
resources when framing meat as an environmental issue?  

• How may participation be facilitated or hindered by media and 
audience framings? 

In the remainder of chapter one I will clarify my view on participation, and 
the role of the individual participant and how it relates to the role of the news 
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media audiences. I also clarify my view on the role of media in relation to 
participation and audiences. 

1.2 Participation beyond but including political consumption 
The view on participation taken in this thesis is an inclusive one. It spans 
different spheres: the private, the civic, the public, the parliamentary politic, 
and the market. It can be passive or active. It can be individual or collective. 
Its actions can be aimed at politicians, but also media, businesses, NGOs, 
and other citizens.1 The benefit of such an inclusive view is that the par-
ticipating individuals are not limited to one role or one type of action.2 
Participation as it is defined here makes it similar to concepts such as 
involvement and engagement. I however use participation as an umbrella 
covering both involvement and civic engagement, i.e. passive forms of 
participation, as well as active participation. I see involvement as caring, and 
having knowledge and opinions about an issue. Civic engagement instead 
refers to action related to the awareness of and interest in an issue (see 
Ekman & Amnå, 2012).3 As the name implies the actions are predominantly 
tied to the civil society sphere, and they can be seen as a training ground for 
active participation. However, they are not only a step towards active 
participation, or a way to feed involvement, but can also be seen as 
important for a vital democratic society where people can voice their 
opinions, be heard, and help shape the debate on an issue (Dahlgren, 2006). 

 
1 Ekman & Amnå (2012) use a similarly wide definition in their typology of participatory 
forms, as do Sörbom (2002) in a study of how political commitments have changed in 
Sweden. The inclusive view can be contrasted with those that only focus on formal partici-
pation (e.g. Rowe and Frewer, 2005), or passive participation (e.g. Brichta, 2011).  
2 Participation as I define it refers to behaviours intended to creating change, here manag-
ing environmental issues. I understand it as a wider framework for understanding the 
actions of individuals than for example the attitude-behaviour one. Where behaviour in the 
attitude-behaviour relationship refers to actions taken by individuals to minimize their 
environmental impact (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2012), the participatory actions I include go 
beyond that. In my view there is a difference between asking why individuals do not behave 
pro-environmentally versus asking how individuals can be motivated to participate. Both 
formulations deem individual action important, but the second allows many types of 
actions, not restricted to direct minimization of one’s own environmental impacts. 
3 Defined liked this involvement is similar to concepts such as “consciousness” (e.g. 
Pohjolainen et al., 2016), and “attitudes” (e.g. Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2012), but also to 
some definitions of “public engagement” (e.g. Lorenzoni et al., 2007).  
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What unites the different forms of active participation is that they are aimed 
at creating change at a collective level; change that goes beyond the indi-
vidual and the immediate family. The change of interest in the context of this 
study is making the Swedish meat production and consumption environ-
mentally sustainable. Individuals can participate in a myriad of ways that do 
not aim at other societal or political change and those actions are outside the 
scope of this study. An individual can combine many forms of participation; 
spheres overlap, several actors and institutions can be targeted at once, and 
the passive/active, as well as the individual/collective dimensions are dy-
namic (Amnå, 2008). In chapter 3 I develop my view on the different forms 
of participation, and how they relate to framing functions.   

All forms could be carried out in attempt to making meat production and 
consumption sustainable. Partially based on empirical results from this study, 
one form will be more in focus than others, namely political consumption. 
The focus on political consumption is also based on two reasons connected to 
features of the scientific and policy discussions about meat and environ-
mental issues. The first is that making the meat sector sustainable will require 
consumption changes.4 The second is that individual consumer response-
bilization has become a key feature in debates about environmental issues 
(Connolly & Prothero, 2008; Moloney & Strengers, 2014; Soneryd & Uggla, 
2015). The dominance of individual environmental responsibility in Sweden 
is reflected in the political debate (Anshelm, 2012), the media (Berglez et al., 
2009; Höijer, 2010; Olausson, 2011), and how individuals discuss environ-
mental issues (Dahl, 2014). Individuals are encouraged to participate in the 
solving of environmental problems and a preferable role for them to do so in 
is that of ‘consumer’ (Halkier, 1999; Terragni et al., 2009). Or if it is in a citi-
zen role, the participation is still often limited to changing one’s behaviour, 
i.e. by taking the bike instead of the car or by turning down the heat at home 
(Maniates, 2001; Paterson & Stripple, 2010; Shove, 2010). This narrowing of 
what participation in relation to environmental issues entails has also been 
observed by Dahl (2014).  

When it comes to political consumerism, i.e. individuals taking on 
responsibility as consumers, Stolle and Micheletti (2013, p. 39) define it as 
“consumers’ use of the market as an arena for politics in order to change 
institutional or market practices found to be ethically, environmentally, or 
politically objectionable”. Four types of actions are included: boycotts, buy-

 
4 See 2.4. 
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cotts, discursive forms, and lifestyle commitments. In relation to changing 
meat production and consumption, boycotting is the refusal to buy meat 
from certain animals or produced in a certain way. Buycotting on the other 
hand, is the selection of products based on them being preferable to com-
parable products for political, ethical, or environmental reasons. The dis-
cursive forms of political consumerism concern the seeking out and relay-
ing of information about corporate policy and practices, or products. It can 
be directed at businesses, the public, family and friends, as well as political 
institutions. Lifestyle commitments are when people use their private 
spheres to take responsibility for the allocation of common values and 
resources. Here it is equal to vegetarianism and veganism. General reduc-
tion of one’s meat consumption does not readily fit into the typology of 
political consumption, but is nevertheless an important form of parti-
cipation in making meat production and consumption sustainable. 

Taking the view that individual participation is necessary in making 
sustainable changes of meat production and consumption does not mean 
that other actors are absolved of responsibility. Neither does it mean that 
collective action is rejected as a route to change. There is a collective logic to 
individualized consumer responsibility—a critical mass must participate in 
order to achieve societal changes. Bickerstaff and Walker (2002) have 
shown that people do not believe that “others” will act unless political 
leadership forces, or at least, culls them to do so. However, people also have 
doubts about whether governmental actors will take on that kind of respon-
sibility. Bickerstaff et al. (2008) have suggested that institutions should 
demonstrate their responsibility-taking, e.g. by being transparent about 
their governing, to make individuals more prone to take action, thereby 
breaking the gridlock.  

Taking a broad perspective on participation, one that includes individual 
as well as collective action, and spans several spheres, directs attention also 
to the participation aimed at getting other actors to assume responsibility 
and do their part in affecting change. The focus on the individual’s role is 
based on the development of new arrangements to solve problems; arrange-
ments where responsibility is broadened to increasingly include citizens and 
their dealings in the private and civic, as well as the public and market 
spheres. These have developed as a complement to more traditional and 
state-centred forms of governing, through for example legislation and taxes 
(Soneryd & Uggla, 2015). Especially when it comes to complex, prolonged, 
and diffuse problems, such as environmental ones, governments and 
authorities have not been, or been perceived as, efficient in solving them 
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(McCombs et al., 2011; Stolle & Micheletti, 2013; Swanson, 2000). Conse-
quently, I have to develop a typology of participation that allows people to 
act not only as consumers or only as citizens but captures the myriad ways 
in which people can participate. In the next section I will elaborate on my 
view of the individual in relation to different participatory roles, and in 
relation to media.  

1.3 The participant: Media audience, consumer,  
citizen or all of the above? 

I view individuals as media audiences when I focus on the interplay between 
them and news media. They encounter news media frames as audiences and 
they interpret them as audiences. At the same time individuals are con-
sumers; they choose to buy or not to buy meat for consumption. Likewise, 
they can choose what media to consume or use. Furthermore, the audience 
as well as consumer roles can be combined with citizen roles.5 Focusing on 
the role of the individual does not mean I view the individual as a solitaire, 
or able to play only one role. The roles are not mutually exclusive but 
neither are they interchangeable. All individuals are media audiences, all are 
consumers, but not all are citizens when it comes to changing meat pro-
duction and consumption. I equate the citizenship role with active parti-
cipation as it entails that the individual “participates in the life of a com-
munity in order to improve conditions for others or to help shape the 
community’s future” (Adler & Goggin, 2005, p. 241).6 

 
5 Livingstone (2005) has discussed the bridging of the concepts of ‘audiences’ and ‘publics’. 
She turns against the suggestion that they are oppositional by pointing out that in a 
mediated world, they are made up of the same people. She also suggests a broader defini-
tion of citizenship, to more accurately capture the actions carried out with the intention of 
participating in political life, but which do not fit into definitions of the formal political 
system.  In doing so, she cautions against making sweeping claims about media turning 
people into passive audiences or pleasure-seeking consumers. Reversely, audiences should 
not be equated with publics (or active citizens in my terminology) as it would obscure 
passivity and disengagement. In my understanding Livingstone (ibid.) requests more 
nuanced analyses of the relationship between media and those who use it, as well as the 
relationship’s connection to different political activities.  
6 With such a definition civic engagement is excluded from active participation, which it 
also is in the framework of Ekman & Amnå (2012). Yet, civic engagement does involve 
taking action. I view it as forms of participation that can be more or less active, depending 
on why they are carried out. Writing a letter to the editor or voicing one’s opinion in a 
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The consumer and citizen roles can be combined, which is what happens 
when individuals participate in political consumption. As stated above, there 
are other ways in which citizens can participate. Every way requires indi-
vidualized responsibility-taking, i.e. that one makes a “reasonable individual 
choice involving considerations about the societal effects of one’s actions” 
(Stolle & Micheletti, 2013, p. 21). The choices might be individual but it is my 
understanding that they are made in relation to other individuals, i.e. in 
collective social settings such as families, friendships, and workplaces. 
Though there are many ways in which individuals can participate they are 
often encouraged to take responsibility for environmental issues specifically 
as consumers (Halkier, 1999; Terragni et al., 2009). Many Swedish consumers 
have also heeded those demands and incorporated environmental considera-
tions into their everyday consumption practices (Stolle & Micheletti, 2013), 
sometimes viewing them as acts of political participation (Sörbom, 2002).  

The assumption that information and education will increase the know-
ledge of consumers and lead them to make environmentally sustainable 
choices lingers on (Halkier, 1999; Anshelm, 2004), despite the critique 
against it.7 The approach has been critiqued on the basis of it not leading to 
active participation (e.g. Lorenzoni et al., 2007; Moloney & Strengers, 2014), 
i.e. there is a value-action gap that cannot be bridged by more information 
and education. It cannot be bridged because individuals are not passive 
receivers of information (Kollmuss & Agyeman, 2012; Nisbet, 2009), and 
because behaviour change does not follow from knowing what one should 
do; the relationship is more complex than that (Atkins & Bowler, 2007; 
Halkier, 1999).8 Information and education are not the only governing tools 

 
discussion can be considered actions that help shape a community’s future. On the other 
hand, media use can be carried out with the sole intention of learning more, without 
putting the knowledge to use to shape the community’s future. In summary, civic engage-
ment is hard to pin down as either passive or active. 
7 Shove (2010) calls the approach the ABC model of social change, and deems it para-
digmatic in environmental policy, but also in research into social change.  
8 The practice approach has been used as an alternative to the ABC-approach (e.g. Halkier, 
2009). Shove (2010) and Holt (2012) are advocates of focusing on culturally and socially 
significant practices instead of behaviour; if the practice approach includes looking into the 
institutional structures, the traditions, and the social configurations that sustain unsustain-
able ways of life. Holt (2012) adds that these must be seen as specific to specific markets. 
Following Holt’s (ibid.) line of thinking, the cultural and social significance of meat is not 
the same as that for driving a gas-guzzling car. Therefore, he argues that little can be 
explained by studying pro-environmental attitudes or behaviour in general. 
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used to support individualized responsibility. Maniates (2001) has put for-
ward another type of critique; he dismisses individualization of responsi-
bility altogether. He does not believe that the individualized approach to 
consumption is able to solve any environmental problems since it bypasses 
institutions and he argues that institutional thinking is essential. In his view 
individuals must envision themselves as citizens working together to contri-
bute to the solving of problems and the individualization of responsebility 
results in individuals imagining themselves as consumers first and citizens 
second. I do not make such a sharp delineation between acts of citizenship 
and political consumption, nor between individual and collective action. It 
has indeed been shown that political consumers tend to be active in several 
forms of participation (Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). Furthermore, so-called 
citizen-consumers are not only focused on their own interests, even if they 
do also include those in consumption choices. What separates citizen-con-
sumers from other consumers is that they are more solidarity-oriented and 
more often have other-regarding motivations, such as environmental and 
ethical concerns, for their consumption choices (Johnston & Szabo, 2010; 
Keum et al., 2004).  

I also want to emphasize that attributing individual responsibility for 
solving environmental problems does not make individuals automatically 
assume it. Soneryd and Uggla (2015) stress that individualization of respon-
sibility may be predominant in current society, but that it should not lead us 
to the assumption that all individuals have individualized responsibility. 
Individuals can put up resistance against individualization of responsibility 
(Dahl, 2014; Soneryd & Uggla, 2015), as well as attribute responsibility to 
other actors (Hinchliffe, 1996; Iyengar, 1996). Furthermore, if individuals 
assume individual responsibility, it does not mean that they view the con-
sumer role as the preferred participatory one, or the only one. Soneryd and 
Uggla (2015) also caution us against making the assumption that people 
find consumption actions and individual responsibility indistinguishable. 
For example, an individual consumer can boycott meat while viewing it as 
part of a collective effort, ask grocery stores to include more vegetarian 
options in their range of products, sign petitions about the introduction of 
an environmental tax, vote for politicians who vie to reform meat 
production, and so on. The possible combinations of actions are virtually 
endless. Media coverage can, and has, played a role in suggesting certain 
understandings of environmental issues, and certain participatory roles to 
its audiences. 
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1.4 News media offering information and motivation 
Media use is an integral part of people’s everyday life. We browse through 
the morning paper we possibly still subscribe to, whether by turning the 
pages manually or scrolling through it on our mobile device of choice, at the 
breakfast table or on our way to work. We will walk past placards, catch 
some of the hourly radio news broadcasts or talk shows about current 
affairs, pick up a free paper, click on an eye-catching headline of an article a 
friend has shared in social media, and maybe read the comments. Some-
times we pay attention, sometimes we do not. A colleague will come up at 
lunch and ask whether you saw or read this or that, and a discussion might 
follow. Perhaps you want to know more about an issue and go searching for 
information, or perhaps you make the decision to go on a “news diet” to 
take a break from the constant flow of information. Sometimes we are the 
one who shares an article or a news clip, writes a comment, discusses 
current events, writes a letter to the editor, or simply learns something we 
did not previously know, and forms a new opinion. In other words, media 
can play a smaller or bigger part in our lives, and in society. Furthermore, 
there are different views on what role media could and should play, for its 
audiences and for society. Because the environmental unsustainability of 
meat can be thought of as a public matter, in which the participation of 
individuals is sought, I will begin by discussing the role of media in society, 
with a focus on the relationship between media and participation. Then 
follows a presentation of my view on the role of media in relation to its 
audiences, and why it is important to include the actual audiences in the 
study. Finally, I provide an overview of the characteristics of Swedish media 
reporting of environmental issues. 

In the context of this study I view media as a constructor of meat 
production and consumption as an environmental issue. How the issue is 
constructed is studied through analysis of how it is framed. Through 
particular ways of framing media suggests 1) whether there is an issue, 2) 
how the issue should be understood, and 3) what route of action that is 
appropriate.9 To its audiences10 media can play an informational as well as 
motivational role. Suggests and can are key-words in the previous sentences, 
because what role media plays is contingent on its audiences. They have the 
 
9 I develop my view on how news media does this in Chapter 3. 
10 See previous section for my view on audiences, and which audiences I focus on in this 
study. 
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power to do this, but do not control the thoughts and actions of its audi-
ences (Strömbäck, 2004). Hence, it is my view that news media can play a 
central role for how audiences understand an environmental issue, and how 
they choose to act in relation to it, but news media is still only one of many 
resources the audiences can use (see e.g. Anderson, 1997; Cox, 2012; 
Hansen, 2010). Acknowledging the complexity of audience reception pro-
cesses is also a move away from information deficit models of environ-
mental communication and participation.11  

1.4.1 The role(s) of media in relation to participation 

A substantial amount of research has gone into whether and how media 
influence the participation and engagement of audiences. The importance 
of media has been pointed out in the fields of political communication, 
environmental communication, food and consumption research, and meat 
consumption research. It has been shown that there is a correlation between 
news consumption, political discussions, knowledge about an issue, and 
active participation (Brichta, 2011; Couldry et al., 2010; Dahlgren, 2003; 
Erentaite et al., 2012; Keum et al., 2004; Livingstone, 2005; McCombs et al., 
2011; Swanson, 2000).  

Although the relationship between news audiences and news media is 
often described as interactive, few studies investigate the relationship 
between media and its audiences directly (Carragee & Roefs, 2004; Olaus-
son, 2011; Wibeck, 2014), whether it comes to construction of understand-
ings of environmental issues, environmental consumption concerns, or 
participatory possibilities. I have positioned myself along those who empha-
size the interactivity; focusing rather on the relationship between news 
media and audience framing than on the influence of media on the engage-
ment of audiences. In this approach, research focuses on how individuals 
come to see themselves as citizens, willing and able to actively participate. 
Media may take part in shaping this process, which is rooted in everyday 
life (Dahlgren, 2003). The approach is also a call for the inclusion of less 
formal forms of participation, the kind which takes place outside of voting 

 
11 The information deficit model, which is connected to the ABC approach as well as linear 
effects models of communication, posits that lack of correct information is what is standing 
in the way of individual participation. Hence, the only measure needed is communication 
of accurate information to the public (see e.g. Blake, 1999; Wibeck, 2014). 
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booths, political parties, and narrow conceptualizations of the public sphere 
(see Couldry et al., 2010; Dahlgren, 2006; Livingstone, 2005).  

In this view, media holds a nested and manifold position in society; they 
produce a public sphere where social actors are offered space to articulate 
their opinions and interests (Schulz, 2004), while being powerful articulators 
themselves. When forming a public sphere media set boundaries for what 
issues can be brought up, by whom, and how they are discussed (Cox, 2012).12 

However, as I take on an extended view of the public sphere it also includes 
audience reception and utilisation of media, i.e. there is a blurring of the lines 
between the public and private spheres. Media links the spheres together, and 
the everyday media consumption itself becomes a form of passive partic0ipa-
tion; it keeps audiences in tune with public, and sometimes distant, matters 
(Burgess et al., 1991; Dahlgren, 2006). In my understanding this shift in focus 
mirrors that of those who have widened the definitions of participation, and 
they seem to be motivated by similar reasoning. For one, there is the need to 
understand how individual participation is expressed when formal forms are 
declining and disbelief in governments’ abilities to solve pressing societal 
issues, e.g. environmental ones, is increasing (Couldry et al., 2010; Dahlgren, 
2006; McCombs et al., 2011; Stolle & Micheletti, 2013; Swanson, 2000). 
Secondly, there is the need to understand more about how passive partici-
pation, i.e. involvement and civic engagement, turns into active participation. 
In other words, what makes people able and willing to take action (Amnå 
2008; Ekman & Amnå, 2012), and how media can facilitate or hinder these 
different forms of participation (Dahlgren, 2003; Livingstone, 2005). Viewing 
the role of media in society this way bears similarities to the claim that media 
has the power to suggest understandings and courses of action, but do not 
control the audiences. Likewise, it has the power to shape the public debate 
on an issue, but do not singlehandedly control it.13  
 
12 Though media is a powerful actor, it should not be thought of as almighty. There are 
other arenas where claims about issues are articulated and courses of actions are suggested, 
e.g. the governmental arena, research communities, and industry (Anderson, 1997). As 
media bring these arenas and actors within them together (e.g. Schulz, 2004), it offers a 
window into how different actors deal with an issue. Furthermore, it is one of the arenas 
most easily accessible to individual citizens.  
13 How great the power of media to shape the public debate is, and whether it is growing 
stronger or diminishing is up for discussion. Mediatization theories posit that there is a 
process of increasing influence by the media; society is increasingly dependent on the 
media and their logic (Hjarvard, 2008; Jansson, 2002; Schulz, 2004; Strömbäck, 2008; 2011). 
On the other hand it has been suggested that the current day point-and-click environment 
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The view that media functions as a public sphere is connected to the 
view of media as being in service, and contributing to democracy; providing 
information needed by people to act as citizens in society (Strömbäck & 
Jönsson, 2005).14 What then do people need in order to participate in 
making meat production and consumption sustainable? As I stated in the 
beginning of this thesis, people need to know there is an issue, they need 
information about it, and they need motivation to act. That media provides 
information has been pointed out in many different fields of research. In 
environmental communication media is said to play an important role by 
putting environmental issues on the agenda and providing the public with 
information about them (Anderson, 1997; Cox, 2012; Hansen, 2010). In 
food consumption research media has been cast a source of consumer 
information (Atkins & Bowler, 2007). In media, environmental challenges 
to food consumption, i.e. attempts to influence others and to restructure 
food production-consumption networks, are constructed (Halkier, 2009; 
Lockie, 2006). Media may also serve to bridge the gap between meat 
producers and consumers, which is important as environmental impacts are 
directly related to production processes and therefore often intangible to 
consumers (Grunert et al, 2004; Korzen & Lassen 2010).  

 
of news has made it easier to avoid “hard news”, and only be exposed to opinions in line 
with previously held ones, and to a narrower range of issues. This development has in turn 
been connected to journalism’s reduced role of directing attention to pressing public 
matters, and the diminished agenda-setting function of news. At the same time, people 
have access to information and opinions in many forms, from many sources and at all 
times. There are also ample opportunities for them to share information with others and 
express their own opinions – in letters to editors, but also in online commentaries, blogs, 
forums, social media, and so on (Swanson, 2000). With these changes in news supply and 
use it has become even harder to draw sweeping conclusions about media (Wadbring & 
Weibull, 2000), and about their relationship with different kinds of participation. 
14 Different models of democracy do however place different demands on the role of media. 
With deliberative democracy the demand is mobilization of people’s political interest and 
engagement. With competitive democracy the journalistic focus should be on what poli-
tical actors have done and plan to do. Conversational democracy suggests journalism 
should strive to create and support impartial, objective, rational, and intellectually open 
debates. In procedural democracy the role of the media is as watchdog (Strömbäck & 
Jönsson, 2005). The lines between the models are fluid (Strömbäck, 2004), why I under-
stand there can be several demands placed on media. Because the focus of this study is on 
the relationship between media and its audiences I will not analyse how the media framing 
compares to demands connected to different models of democracy. The issue will however 
be revisited in the closing discussion of this thesis. 
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One concept which can be used to evaluate how media provides inform-
ation needed by citizens is diversity. It refers to the media content being 
varied with respect to certain features. According to Van Cuilenburg (1999) 
the diversity can be guided by a principle of reflection or a principle of 
openness. If guided by reflection the diversity proportionally reflects dif-
ferences in society, e.g. diversity in opinions. The existing values and opini-
ons are expressed. When openness guides diversity, all ideas and people are 
given equal access to media; minority opinions are given the same space as 
majority opinions. It has been stipulated that this could foster open debates 
about ideas and policies. The idea of diversity is not only connected to 
democratic ideals, but also to the idea that there are different audiences, not 
one homogenous audience. These may have different information needs 
and interests, and may be motivated by different framings, in part because 
they have different experiences, beliefs, values, and opinions (Dunwoody, 
2007; Verbeke, 2008; Finer, 2012).  

I have also stated that previous findings suggest media reflects and contri-
butes to the individualization of environmental responsibility (Berglez et al., 
2009; Höijer, 2010; Olausson, 2011). Whether that is good or bad in part 
depends on your view of individualized responsibility as a way of solving 
environmental issues (see 1.3.). The way media covers environmental issues 
has also been evaluated based on its powerful position in society. Blewitt 
(2011) combines these two grounds for evaluation when he criticizes main-
stream media’s reluctance to critically address environmental issues. He sug-
gests media should make use of its educational potential to promote sus-
tainable practices, e.g. by re-presenting counter-hegemonic elements in a 
more positive manner. Kolandai-Matchett (2009) agrees that media should 
communicate more strategically to increase awareness and (consumer) parti-
cipation. Her study suggests alternative news media supportive of sustain-
ability issues should be the ones to target because they are less constrained by 
professional norms preventing motivational and persuasive communication. 
Likewise, it can be discussed whether media, because of its agenda-setting 
function, should strive to keep environmental issues on the public agenda. 
Media’s failure to do so has been pointed out (Hansen, 2011), and related to 
the mismatch between media logic and the nature of environmental issues 
(Anderson, 1997). The question is whether media has a duty to keep 
environmental issues on any agenda, or to frame them in a certain way. As I 
understand it, the answers to those questions depends on your views on what 
role media should play in a democratic society, in relation to its audiences, 
and whose responsibility it should be to solve environmental issues. I will not 
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be able to answer these questions, in fact, I will not even try. However, I do 
believe them to be very important when media framing of environmental 
issues is evaluated why I will come back to discuss them in the final chapter. I 
do not take a normative stand on how media should provide information and 
motivational resources to its audiences, but it is my view that whether they do 
so, and what role they play in constructing viable routes of participation in 
making meat consumption and production sustainable is contingent on the 
media audiences. 

1.4.2 The roles of mainstream and alternative radical media 

The mainstream nation-wide newspapers, Dagens Nyheter and Afton-
bladet, included in this study are seen as representative of the boundaries 
media set up, with regards to whether meat is brought up as an environ-
mental issue, and how it can be framed. Nation-wide newspapers’ power 
over the setting of these boundaries, especially in terms of which issues that 
are put on the agenda, is assumed to be greater than that of many other 
Swedish media outlets, e.g. local ones (see Strömbäck, 2000). Because of 
their long tradition and history, newspapers have a key function in the 
public sphere (Djerf-Pierre et al., 2015). Furthermore, with their wide reach 
their environmental framing of meat can be encountered by a large number 
of people, and reversely, they are easily accessible sources of information 
and motivational resources. 

To acknowledge the potential diversity in media framing of meat two 
newspapers which are presumably different from mainstream ones were 
included—alternative radical ETC and Dagens ETC. These newspapers are 
subsidized on the basis of increasing the media diversity (Presstödsnämn-
den, 2014). In this case, the alternative radical newspapers are thought of as 
producing an alternative public sphere (Harcup, 2005).15 Although less 
influential in terms of reach, their characteristics include challenges to 
dominant media framing (Atton, 2002b; Dahlgren, 2006). Furthermore, the 

 
15 Radical media, which is one type of alternative media, was first defined in opposition to 
mainstream media. The previous was non-hierarchical, had a radical political agenda and 
was often run by non-professionals. The latter was instead conceptualized as hierarchical, 
exclusive, and undemocratic; upholding the power that radical media expressed opposition 
against (Downing, 1984). In Atton’s (2002a) attempt to define radical alternative media 
they take on a similar role, radical media provide a platform for radical and alternative 
viewpoints and they construe their organizations in order to enable wider social participa-
tion in distribution and production. 
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alternative media’s role in relation to audiences and participation may be 
slightly different. The goals and strategies of radical media have been 
compared to those of social movements; they bring together people sharing 
a certain worldview, and encourage them to strive for social change (Atton, 
2002a; Lievrouw, 2011). Furthermore, the use of alternative media has been 
linked to less traditional forms of active participation, such as boycotts and 
protests (Boyle & Schmierbach, 2009). What makes ETC and Dagens ETC 
suitable as counterparts to the mainstream newspapers in this study is not 
only their oppositional stance towards them, but also their focus on 
environmental issues in particular, and the fact that they published a “Meat 
issue” as early as 2000, in which they problematized production and con-
sumption. In the next section I present previous findings supporting the 
more complex view on the role of media in relation to its audiences, and to 
their potential participation in making meat production and consumption 
environmentally sustainable. 

1.4.3 The role of media in relation to audiences 

My view on audiences as active, and the understanding of the relationship 
between media and audiences as interactive, means that there are a great 
many ways in which audiences can shape and take part in constructing 
understandings of meat as an environmental issue, as well as appropriate 
routes of action. Including audiences in the study inadvertently entails the 
inclusion of their everyday lives. These are filled with cultural elements, 
social experiences, and routines, but also ambivalence, dilemmas, and nego-
tiations. These are brought into the audience interpretations of media, 
which in itself is a part of the everyday lives of people (Jansson, 2002; 
Halkier, 2001; 2009; Holt, 2012; Moores, 1990; Reese, 2001). They are also 
brought into individuals’ reflections on individualized environmental 
responsibility—whether and how to assume it. Handling environmental 
pressure as a consumer is characterized by ambivalence through multiple 
meanings, dilemmas, and negotiations (Halkier, 2001). In this process, 
audiences can take the initiative and use media to negotiate normative 
expectations and the appropriate way to carry out consumption (see Keller 
& Halkier, 2014). Consequently, not only media but consumers themselves 
are central in constructing environmental challenges to consumption as 
these come into being through interpersonal communication and negotia-
tion, and interpretation of media texts in people’s everyday lives (Jansson, 
2002; Halkier, 2009; Holt, 2012).  
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Much as consumers are said to be able to defy consumerist norms, and 
express indifference to being a “responsible consumer” (Arnould & 
Thompson, 2005; Soneryd & Uggla, 2015), audiences are said to be able to 
transform and reject media framing, as well as construct alternative frames 
not suggested by media (Matthes, 2011; Ruddock, 2001). In a study of the 
relationship between media content and audience understandings of cli-
mate change, Olausson (2011) concluded that media’s primary role is as 
agenda-setter. However, media also influenced audiences’ overall inter-
pretative framework of climate change, and set the limits for how climate 
change was talked about. Still, audiences filled the frameworks with per-
sonal, as well as collectively discussed experiences. In his study of regional 
newspaper reporting and the public’s perceptions of local environmental 
risks, Gooch (1996) found that the agenda-setting role of the newspapers 
was not distinctive. It was suggested that personal experience and inter-
personal communication play important roles in the development of en-
vironmental concern.  

The view on audiences as active, and the emphasis on the interaction 
between texts and their audiences can be traced back to Hall’s (1980) 
encoding-decoding model. In his terminology messages, in this case the 
newspaper articles, are encoded with preferred meanings. These would be 
the suggested understandings of meat as an environmental problem and the 
appropriate routes of action. The encoded message typically sets some 
limits for the interpretations of audiences but Hall (ibid.) suggests three 
different ways in which messages can be decoded. Audiences can take a 
dominant position, i.e., adopt the preferred meaning, a negotiated position, 
or an oppositional position, i.e., reject the preferred meaning.  

To what extent audiences are able to reject dominant media framings is a 
somewhat contended issue. Dahlgren (1988) emphasizes the plurality of 
audience reception; the same media content takes on different meaning to 
different people. However, it is not the equivalent to rejection of media 
framing. Carragee and Roefs (2004) warn against overestimations of rejec-
tions, and advice researchers to pay careful attention to the social context 
and position of audiences who reject or adopt dominant framings. That 
way, as I understand it, the audience interpretations of media framings can 
be linked to wider societal issues and become less about personal traits of 
audience members. Also, it is helpful in distinguishing between trans-
formations or rejections of elements of framing and showing resistance to 
dominant framing. According to Carragee and Roefs (2004) audience 
resistance should only be labeled as such when frames linked to issues of 
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political and social power are rejected. Though power relations are not a 
prominent theme in this study, I revisit them in the final discussions as they 
may help explain why certain audiences put up resistance to the media 
framing, while others did not, even though they shared some understand-
ings of the issue. 

1.4.4 Media coverage of environmental issues 

As of yet there are few studies of how media covers meat production and 
consumption. The ones that have been carried out study news media in the 
UK, US, Spain, and Italy, only consider the link between livestock and 
climate change, and found very limited coverage. In other words, meat as an 
environmental issue had not been firmly put on the media agendas in those 
countries (Almiron & Zoppedu, 2015; Kiesel, 2009; Lee et al., 2014; Neff et 
al., 2009). Therefore, my analysis of media’s environmental framing of meat 
will rather be compared with media coverage of other environmental issues, 
mainly climate change, simply because it is the most well researched issue.16 
One study of the Norwegian public debate about meat is based on a more 
encompassing media material (Austgulen, 2013) and the results of that one 
study is compared with how media has covered other environmental issues. 
This brief review focuses on what characterizes Swedish environmental 
news, because news is still coloured by the national context of their pro-
duction (see Berglez et al., 2009), but I make comparisons with other 
national contexts.  

The dawning of a public environmental opinion in Sweden coincides 
with the entry of environmental issues on the mass media agenda during 
the 1960s. Back then, the responsibility for handling environmental issues 
was placed with authorities and experts; the Swedish public did not perceive 
them as political problems but rather technical and scientific ones (Djerf 
Pierre, 1996). Since then, Swedish media reporting has changed, both in 
focus and in how attribution of responsibility is framed. The focus has 
shifted from production to consumption (Djerf Pierre, 1996), and con-
sumers are demanded to take on responsibility (Höijer, 2010). 

Whether an issue is framed in uncertain or certain terms is important as 
it connected to the motivation audiences need for active participation 
(Lorenzoni et al., 2007). In a study of how three newspapers, among them 
Dagens Nyheter and Aftonbladet, frame climate change Olausson (2009) 
 
16 See Asplund (2014) for a current overview of media framing of climate change. 
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found that collective action frames of adaption and mitigation was under-
pinned by a frame of certainty.17 There was very little questioning of the 
causal relationship between human activities and climate change or of the 
seriousness of the consequences. In a similar vein as Olausson (2009) Höijer 
(2010) points out that the news does not present the uncertainty, com-
plexity and remoteness of climate change but rather the here and now of it, 
making it tangible, concrete, and visual. This sets Swedish press apart from 
at least the US one where scientific uncertainty and controversy have been 
salient characteristics of climate change reporting (Darley, 2000 in Höijer et 
al., 2006; Dispensa & Brulle, 2003). The uncertainty and controversy char-
acteristics have been linked to undermining of public concern and to public 
and political uncertainty about the nature and severity of climate change 
(Wibeck, 2014). In Swedish specialised farm magazines frames of conflict 
do however occur (Asplund, 2014). Jönsson (2011) has also shown how 
uncertainty can be a part of the framing, at least when it comes to what the 
main causes and solutions to, if not the consequences of, eutrophication in 
the Baltic Sea are. The uncertainty was sometimes implicit, i.e., different 
articles focused on different aspects. In Norway, the public debate about 
meat, its environmental impacts, and sustainable consumption, represented 
by media, is characterized by disagreement, according to Austgulen (2013). 
She shows that two solutions are put forward, eating less meat and eating 
more locally produced meat, which are oppositional. The debate’s main 
opponents are environmental organizations and agricultural organizations, 
but there is also a rift between two political parties.  

The way an issue is presented in media can be connected to perceptions 
about its seriousness, and consequently the motivation for participating in 
solving it (Brulle, 2010; O’Neill & Nicholson-Cole, 2009). When studying 
the social representation of climate change in Swedish tabloid Aftonbladet 
and TV news program Rapport Höijer (2010) showed that climate change 
was being presented as an impending threat and described with metaphors 
of illness and death, which invoke fear. The consequences were made 
concrete through frightening visuals, some manipulated. The opposite of 
fear, namely hope, was also used in the reporting. In Aftonbladet it was 
related to individualized responsibility; addressing people as good citizens 
able to take micro-action to stop the catastrophe. In the TV news hope was 

 
17 Höijer et al. (2006), and Berglez et al. (2009) have also outlined how Swedish news media 
frames climate change in terms of certainty, and as a serious threat. 
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instead related to examples of organizations lowering their GHG emissions 
or to political action. But the tabloid also addressed people as bad citizens 
not behaving climate friendly, invoking individualized guilt. They also 
invoked the emotion of collective guilt, with the following example pro-
vided by Höijer (2010): “Our desire for meat causes the greenhouse gases to 
flow—the climate is getting warmer” (Aftonbladet, 12 November 2006). In 
other words, the citizens are not only guilty of not doing something about 
the problem, they are also, as a group, responsible for having caused it.18 It is 
however discussed that the emotional representation of climate change 
could aid public engagement; making people care about the issue, though 
there is a risk that doom scenarios instead makes the public, or parts of it, 
disillusioned. 

Höijer (2010) illustrated how environmental responsibility was indi-
vidualized, but consumers and/or citizens are not the only ones to whom 
responsibility can be attributed. Although several researchers have shown 
that media reproduces and contributes to the dominance of individualized 
environmental responsibility, there are exceptions. In an analysis of media 
framing of chemical risks, Stenborg (2013) showed greater diversity in the 
participatory roles suggested to individuals. The roles ranged from being a 
responsible consumer who chooses the right product from an available 
range, to being proactive in trying to affect the available range, and even to 
contribute to political pressure by voting. Stenborg (ibid.) also found 
diversity in the attribution of responsibility. For one, strengthening of 
legislation was put forward as an effective risk reduction strategy. So was 
increased responsibility-taking of industrial actors. In the Norwegian public 
debate on meat consumers and government are most often attributed with 
responsibility, whereas private corporations and businesses are commonly 
exempt from it. Furthermore, it is concluded that governmental actors are 
attributed with responsibility for informing consumers or steering 
consumption, and therefore the debate mainly concerns how individual 
consumers should assume responsibility (Austgulen, 2013). According to 
Shehata and Hopmann (2012) climate change reporting frequently covers 
the activities of politicians, policy progress, and economic opportunities for 

 
18 Media has also used this angle of individualized responsibility in their reporting of food 
scares. Addressed as individual consumers, the audience are asked to make food choices 
that are beneficial to their health and given advice on how they can avoid food related risks 
(see e.g. Höijer et al., 2006; Löfstedt, 2003). 
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business and industries (see also Boykoff, 2012). Djerf Pierre (1996) has 
suggested that an environmental issue goes through phases once it has 
entered the media agenda. Politicians, authorities, and operations intended 
to carry out measures typically become more common in later phases of the 
debate, e.g. when the focus shifts to progress of implementation of meas-
ures. However, Olausson (2011) has pointed out that Swedish climate 
reporting has shifted gradually: from constructing climate change as an 
issue to be solved through international politics, towards allocation of 
national and individual responsibility. 

As I have stated previously; attribution of responsibility to individuals 
with the intention of getting them to change their behaviour does not mean 
they assume it, or even agree that they are the ones responsible. In a study 
of the production and consumption of a British mass-mediated campaign 
aimed at getting people to act locally, by saving energy, in order to solve 
global environmental problems Hinchliffe (1996) found that the campaign 
rather reinforced people’s beliefs that the responsibility for environmental 
problems was not theirs but that of distant, abstract institutions. People did 
not feel that their personal actions in a world of individual consumers 
would have any effect. Neither did they find it easy to allocate responsibility 
for environmental problems, nor did they feel inclined to try to get the 
government to act differently. With no particular environmental focus 
Iyengar (1996) examined how frames in television news influenced the 
viewers’ attribution of responsibility for political issues. He found that 
episodic framing, illustrations of issues through specific occurrences, which 
is most common, inspired the attribution of individual rather than societal 
responsibility. It was the actions of private and not governmental actors that 
were emphasized. On the other hand, thematic framing, a broader con-
textualized depiction of issues, could outweigh core values such as indivi-
dualism, breeding societal attributions of responsibility.  

1.5 Orientation of thesis 
In the next chapter, I will provide a background as to why meat production 
and consumption can be considered environmentally unsustainable. The 
scientific basis for this claim is summarised, and an overview of how meat 
has been problematized, primarily in the Swedish context, is presented. I 
also present previous research on explanations to variations in meat con-



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

38 

sumption and communication of the environmental effects of meat pro-
duction and consumption. 

In Chapter 3 I present the theoretical and analytical framework. I outline 
my perspective on framing and how it can be used to shed light on facili-
tators of and barriers to participation in different parts of the complex 
relationship between the media and audience framings. The concepts used 
to analyse how news media and audiences frame meat production and 
consumption are introduced and explained. 

Chapter 4 is divided into two parts. In the first, the decision to perform 
content analysis of print newspaper texts is motivated. The collection and 
analysis of the selected material is also described and motivated. The second 
part focuses on the use of focus group discussions with reception elements. 
As in the first part the choice of the method is motivated, and the selection 
of participants and composition of focus groups is discussed. 

Then, the three empirical and thematic chapters follow. 
Chapter 5 is devoted to how media frames meat production and con-

sumption as an environmental issue. I first show how the issue has 
developed over time on the news media agenda. Then I identify how the 
environmental framing of meat has been carried out, i.e., how the problem 
has been diagnosed, how it should be solved, and by whom. 

In Chapter 6, I shift my focus to how audiences frame meat production 
and consumption as an environmental issue. I show how audiences frame 
the problem in various ways but agree on attribution of causal responsi-
bility, and how the appropriate routes of action are limited to individual 
meat consumption changes. I also compare news media and audience 
frames and identify both similarities and differences.  

In Chapter 7, the last empirical chapter treats how audiences use media’s 
information and motivational resources when framing meat as an environ-
mental issue. I focus on the dynamic framing process that includes media 
framing, audiences, and group interactions. It is primarily based on the 
analysis of the focus group reception elements, i.e. the reading of and dis-
cussions about, representative newspaper articles.   

In the concluding Chapter 8, I summarise the key participatory routes to 
making the Swedish meat production and consumption sustainable that I 
identified. I discuss how these were constructed by media and their audi-
ences, as well as what the specific construction processes add to the know-
ledge about media’s and audiences’ role in framing of environmentally 
unsustainable production and consumption. Furthermore, I discuss the 
finding’s implications for the prevailing individualized responsibility ap-
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proach to solving environmental issues. Finally, I discuss the findings in 
relation to researchers’ and government authorities’ suggestions about how 
to resolve the environmental beef with meat.  
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CHAPTER 2 
The meat of the matter 

In the aim of this study lies a statement about the Swedish meat consump-
tion; namely that it is environmentally unsustainable. In this chapter the 
reason as to why such a statement about the Swedish meat consumption has 
surfaced, and the efforts that have been made to change it will be presented. 
I will also present previous research into what influences meat consump-
tion. It provides the context for how I understand meat consumption prac-
tices, especially the Swedish ones. Finally, I will go through the limited 
number of studies of meat production and consumption from an environ-
mental communication perspective. First, I will provide an overview of 
current Swedish meat consumption. 

2.1 Meat consumption in Sweden and elsewhere 
There are some foods familiar to everyone in Sweden, so much so that they 
can be called cultural symbols; no Christmas Eve dinner is complete with-
out the traditional ham, Swedes will fire up the barbecue to enjoy some beef 
at the first sign of a balmy summer evening, and what in our country is 
known just as meat balls has gained the prefix “Swedish” in the English lan-
guage. When looking at the statistics of Swedish meat consumption, and 
comparing them with international statistics, the feeling that meat is an 
important part of the diet is substantiated. Meat consumption is high in 
Sweden, and it has increased rapidly in the last decades. 

2.1.1 Current consumption and trends 

Most people in Sweden consume meat (NFA, 2012). Establishing exactly 
how much meat people consume is however harder than it might sound; 
there are different numbers circulating and calculations may differ between 
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countries. In 2014 the total consumption1 in Sweden was 87.4 kg meat per 
person and year. The preliminary number for 2015 is 87.3 kg per person 
and year (SBA, 2016). The direct consumption2 in 2014 was 50.6 kg of pure 
meat and 22.1 kg of preserved meat per person and year.3 The latest 
calculations based on “Riksmaten” were done in 2010–11 and the result was 
that Swedes consume 46 kg per person and year, measured as raw meat.4 
The National Food Agency has revised this number, as they believe it to be a 
consequence of underreporting, and state that consumption is likely around 
50–55 kg (SBA, 2014). The latest official numbers on total consumption of 
different kinds of meat from the SBA statistics database are from 2014. 
These show that total consumption of pork is the highest one with 35 kg per 
person and year, followed by beef with 26 kg per person and year and 
poultry with 21 kg per person and year. The total consumption of other 
types of meat (sheep, horse, reindeer, game, and offal) is comparably 
smaller, adding up to about 5.5 kg per person and year. In the context of 
this study the total consumption is of most interest as it is the production 

 
1 The total consumption corresponds to all meat needed to cover our consumption. This 
number is based on carcass weight, with import added and export subtracted (SBA, 2014). 
Carcass weight is used to specify meat production and corresponds to the quantities that 
the producer sells for human consumption. Some animal parts are not included in this 
weight, which varies between countries. Still, inedible parts such as bones and tendons are 
included in the carcass weight. The total consumption is useful when comparisons between 
countries are made and when meat consumption over time is studied, but it does not 
correspond to the amount of meat that actually enters human digestive systems (Hallström 
& Börjesson, 2013; SBA, 2014). 
2 This number corresponds to the amount of meat sold by retailers to consumers. It is 
divided into three groups of products: pure meat, preserved meat, and frozen products. 
Direct consumption does not equal the amounts of meat eaten because other ingredients of 
these product groups are included, therefore they are not added up to one number either. 
What is deducted is the waste up until the point of consumer purchase. Direct consump-
tion is closer than total consumption to the amount of meat actually eaten, but still does 
not hit the mark (SBA, 2014). 
3 Values have been obtained from SBA’s statistics database. Available at: <http://statistik. 
sjv.se/PXWeb/pxweb/sv/Jordbruksverketsper cent20statistikdatabas/> [Accessed 30 August 
2016]. 
4 SBA (2014) states that the number that probably comes closest to the actual eating of 
meat is the one issued by the National Food Agency, based on their national food survey 
“Riksmaten”, carried out about once every decade. It is based on self-reporting of food 
consumed and survey answers (NFA, 2012). Though more suitable as a basis for regional 
and social group comparisons within Sweden, the numbers from the study are not as useful 
in international comparisons or from a resource use perspective (SBA, 2014). 
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that is directly linked to environmental consequences. The other statistics 
may be important however, pointing to other ways of lowering consump-
tion. If there is a big difference between e.g. production and consumption 
values there might be a lot of waste somewhere along the line.  

Finding reliable statistics on the number of vegetarians, in Sweden and 
elsewhere, is even harder. The numbers vary considerably between the few 
national surveys that have been carried out. According to the national food 
survey only about three per cent of the Swedish population are vegetarians 
or vegans (NFA, 2012). In 2014 Demoskop5 undertook a national survey on 
behalf of Animal Rights Sweden (ARS). They reported that six per cent of 
Swedes were vegetarians, while four per cent were vegans (ARS, 2014).  

As this is not a study on how well statistics tell the story about what is 
really going on the validity and reliability of the numbers will not be dis-
cussed in any more depth. Following the recommendations of SBA (2014) 
total consumption will be used to show differences in Swedish consumption 
over time and to make comparisons between Sweden and other countries. 
To describe patterns within Sweden statistics from the National Food 
Agency will be used instead. 

The overall trend in Sweden is one of increasing meat consumption. The 
total consumption increased by 37 per cent between 1980 and 2014 (SBA, 
2015). Pork, beef, and poultry consumption have all increased but poultry 
more so than the other ones. While total consumption has gone up the 
share of Swedish meat went down with a steady pace between 1995 and 
2012. The share of Swedish pork in consumption decreased from 98 per 
cent to 68 per cent, Swedish beef from 89 per cent to 53 per cent, and 
poultry from 104 per cent to 66 per cent. The relative strength of the three 
kinds of meat with the highest consumption has been the same since 1990 
(SBA, 2013b). Some changes of trends can be made out, starting in 2014. 
The last couple of years have seen only minor changes in total consump-
tion, indicating that the increase has slowed to a halt at the moment. The 
share of Swedish meat of total consumption has increased during the same 
time period (SBA, 2016). ARS (2014) states that the share of vegetarians and 
vegans increased from six to ten per cent between 2009 and 2014. The 
development since has not been investigated. 

 
5 A Swedish consultancy agency that carries out opinion polls. 
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2.1.2 Swedish consumption compared 

Values for Swedish total consumption of meat might be hard to grasp; they 
are not instinctually recognized as either high or low. In order to context-
ualize them they may be compared with values for other countries, as well 
as mean values for continents. The Swedish per capita meat consumption is 
almost twice as high as the world average, 82 kg per person and year as 
compared with 42 kg per person and year (see Figure 1). On the other hand, 
there are large differences between countries, as well as between continents. 
At the lower end of the spectrum is for example India and Ethiopia where 
meat consumption is 4 kg per person and 8 kg per person respectively. At 
the other end are countries such as Australia where consumption is as high 
as 121 kg per person and year, and the US with a consumption of 118 kg per 
person and year. The comparison between Sweden and other countries and 
regions is based on food supply data for 2011, obtained from FAOSTAT.6  

Meat as a group of foodstuffs holds a prominent cultural position in 
Western countries in general (Boyle, 2011). The Swedish consumption 
levels are high above those of low consuming countries; on the other hand, 
they are quite far below the top consuming countries. Compared to the 
average European and EU levels Swedish consumption does not deviate 
much. It is slightly above the European average of 76 kg per person and year 
and slightly under the EU average of 83 kg per person and year. Ranking the 
continents, from lowest to highest consumption, Africa with 19 kg per 
person and year is followed by Asia with 31 kg per person and year. Then 
there is a leap to Europe’s 76 kg per person and year, the Americas’ 87 kg 
per person and year, and Oceania’s 116 kg per person and year. Con-
sequently, it seems fair to conclude that meat consumption in Sweden is 
high, albeit not reaching chart-topping levels. 

 

 
6 FAO is responsible for international food supply data which is similar to but not exactly 
the same as total consumption data (Hallström & Börjesson, 2013). Seeing as the data from 
FAO and SBA differ due to different means of calculation the values used in the cross-
country comparisons have all been obtained from FAOSTAT.  
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Figure 1: Comparison of meat consumption in different countries and regions. Values 
have been obtained from FAOSTAT (accessed 11 July 2014) and rounded to the closest 
whole number. 

2.2 Meat the environment 
The high levels of meat consumption in Sweden are not inherently prob-
lematic. What makes them problematic is the relationship between meat 
consumption and the production making it possible. Technological and 
scientific development has enabled the rationalization of the livestock sector 
that produces various kinds of meat for human consumption. In later years 
the effects of this extensive production of animal products have been 
examined and their links to major environmental problems have been 
outlined. The environmental impact of meat differs between different types 
of meat and between different production methods (e.g. Koneswaran & 
Nierenberg, 2008; Pimentel & Pimentel, 2003; McMichael et al., 2007; 
Steinfeld et al., 2006; UNEP, 2010). In other words, modernization has pro-
vided us with a seemingly endless supply of meat, available to everyone 
everywhere in the Western world, while at the same time contributing to 
potential threats like climate change, water scarcity, and depletion of land 
cover and biodiversity (Koneswaran & Nierenberg, 2008; McMichael et al., 
2007). In order to make the claims of environmentally unsustainable meat 
consumption understandable I will briefly outline these risks. What follows 
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is not an exhaustive review of quantification of environmental impacts. As 
with many other environmental issues there are complex ties between 
different risks and meat production and consumption, as well as uncer-
tainties regarding the effects. 

Going through research on the environmental consequences of meat 
production and consumption one will undoubtedly run into “Livestock’s 
long shadow”. Time and again the UN published report is referenced (see 
e.g. McAlpine et al., 2009; Schösler et al., 2012) or pinpointed both as a 
starting signal for further research on the subject (see e.g. Kiesel, 2009) and 
as the establisher of the role of livestock production in various environ-
mental problems (e.g. Cole & McCoskey, 2013; Laestadius et al., 2013). The 
report goes into a number of issues, such as water depletion and pollution, 
deforestation, and biodiversity loss (Steinfeld et al., 2006). Also brought up 
is climate change, which is perhaps the issue most often discussed in 
relation to meat production and consumption (see e.g. McMichael et al., 
2007; Koneswaran & Nierenberg, 2008; Carlsson-Kanyama & Gonzalez, 
2009; Garnett, 2009; Laestadius et al., 2013). 

According to Gerber et al. (2013) the livestock sector is responsible for 
14.5 per cent of human-induced GHG emissions. The three main GHGs 
emitted during the production process are CO2, methane (CH4), and 
nitrous oxide (N2O) (Koneswaran & Nierenberg, 2008). Production of beef 
and meat from other ruminants cause higher emissions of GHGs than do 
production of pork and chicken (Carlsson-Kanyama & Gonzalez, 2009; De 
Vries & De Boer, 2010; Gerber et al., 2013). Emissions occur in all stages of 
the production process; in production of feed, in the rearing of animals, and 
from the residual manure (Laestadius et al., 2013). Garnett (2009) concludes 
that the farm stage has the highest impacts, while processing, retailing and 
transports play minor roles. The main emission sources of CO2 are pro-
duction of fertilizer for feed crops, energy expenditures of farms, transport 
of feed and animals, processing of animal products, and changes in land 
use. Methane and N2O are emitted from ruminants themselves, due to their 
enteric fermentation, and from farm animal manure (Koneswaran & 
Nierenberg, 2008). Enteric fermentation is the main explanation as to why 
ruminants, which include cattle and sheep, generally cause higher emissions 
per kg of meat than other kinds of livestock such as pigs and chickens 
(Carlsson-Kanyama & Gonzalez, 2009).  

Grass-fed free-range cattle, sometimes championed because they are 
reared more sustainably can still cause high emissions, perhaps higher than 
intensively bred animals. This is due to them growing more slowly and 
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having the possibility of enhanced digestibility, which decreases the effici-
ency of feed conversion and results in higher emissions of methane. 
Whether conventional or organic farming causes higher emissions of GHGs 
in general is not clearly established; while organic farming may cause higher 
emissions it also uses less energy per kilogram of meat produced (Laestadius 
et al., 2013; McMichael et al., 2007). Under certain conditions the net GHG 
emissions per kg of meat can approach zero, or even go below zero. This 
can occur when cattle and sheep are kept and graze in partially forested 
pastures (Kumm, 2011). The place of grazing, and type of land used, influ-
ence the level of GHG emissions, as well as the occurrence of additional 
environmental risks. 

Livestock production is a land intensive practice; it accounts for 70 per 
cent of agricultural land use and 30 per cent of the planet’s land surface. 
Both grazing and feedcrop production is included in the land use. Where 
grazing is intensive, land degradation may follow. The activity of livestock 
can result in overgrazing, compaction, and soil erosion. This is mostly, but 
not only, a problem in dry areas. Furthermore, livestock land use is associ-
ated with deforestation problems, especially in Latin America. Forests are 
felled as land is appropriated for agricultural use, whether it is for grazing or 
feedcrop production (Steinfeld et al, 2006). Change in land use is also a 
contributor to climate change (McMichael et al., 2007). An important 
source of indirect GHG emissions is the land use change due to soy produc-
tion for feed. The soy production is a major driver of deforestation, especi-
ally in Brazil (Garnett, 2009). These might not seem as problems connected 
to Swedish production seeing as the climate is not an especially dry one and 
grazers are intentionally used to maintain an open landscape, something 
which is an environmental goal (SBA, 2013a). However, a large share of the 
meat consumed is imported, thereby indirectly contributing to environ-
mental impacts connected to production in other countries (SEPA, 2007). 
Furthermore, imported soy is used as feed in Swedish meat production, 
especially in production of poultry (SBA, 2013a). 

Livestock production is water intensive as well as being land intensive. 
About 8 per cent of water used by humans goes into livestock production, 
mainly to irrigate feedcrops (Cole & McCoskey, 2013). This together with 
the contribution to soil compaction, reduction of infiltration, degradation 
of banks of watercourses, and drying up of floodplains means that livestock 
production impacts freshwater supply negatively (Mekonnen & Hoekstra, 
2012; Steinfeld et al., 2006). The use of antibiotics, hormones, fertilizers, and 
pesticides during the production process, as well as the waste from cows, 
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pigs, and chickens pollutes water tables and contributes to eutrophication. 
Pollution and eutrophication in turn contributes to dead zones in coastal 
areas, destruction of coral reefs, and the spreading of diseases (Cole & 
McCoskey, 2013; Steinfeld et al., 2006). Additionally, livestock production 
emits ammonia that contributes to acidification (Steinfeld et al., 2006).  

Eutrophication, as well as acidification, illustrates the complexity of the 
relationship between meat production and environmental consequences. It 
is for example affected by the type of production system, its location, and 
the kind of animal reared. The acidification and eutrophication potential 
per kg of meat is lower for pork and chicken than for beef. However, 
because pork and chicken production is often large-scale and concentrated 
geographically, the actual effects could be very damaging to the local 
environment. On the other hand, pastures where cattle graze are efficient in 
capturing nitrogen why actual eutrophication effects might be smaller than 
suggested by the high eutrophication potential of beef (Röös et al., 2013). 

Due to many of the environmental consequences of livestock production 
already mentioned, such as deforestation, land degradation, pollution, and 
climate change, the production has negative impacts on biodiversity 
(McMichael et al., 2007; Machovina et al., 2015). The destruction or con-
version of wildlife habitats has led to the identification of livestock produc-
tion as affecting 23 of 35 global biodiversity hotspots, and as a threat to 306 
of 825 terrestrial ecoregions (Steinfeld et al., 2006). However, livestock 
production does not have to be detrimental to biodiversity. Whereas effects 
can be severe when tropical forests or the Cerrado of Brazil are converted 
into pastures for cattle the use of traditional semi-natural pastures for 
grazing have positive effects as these are species rich and grazing maintains 
biodiversity (Röös et al., 2013). Biodiversity would benefit from increased 
grazing in seminatural pastures. According to Kumm (2003) it would be 
possible to increase this type of production up to three times without 
increasing negative effects. 

It is apparent that several of the environmental impacts are intercon-
nected; one example of many is deforestation and GHG emissions. What is 
not necessarily the case is that the different negative environmental impacts 
amplify each other. Different modes of production can be beneficial in one 
respect but harmful in another. In other words, there are trade-offs between 
production modes to be considered when evaluating them. This has been 
pointed out by Röös et al (2013) in their study on the possibility of using 
carbon footprint as an indicator for the environmental impact of meat. One 
example given is that of different types of pork and chicken production. 



 
2: THE MEAT OF THE MATTER 

49 

Intensive production of pork and chicken requiring less land and having a 
small carbon footprint is not beneficial to biodiversity as the land actually 
used for feedcrop production are monocultures low in biodiversity. 
Furthermore, such production requires higher pesticide use. Extensive pro-
duction on the other hand uses more land and has a larger carbon footprint, 
but the land used allows for higher biodiversity.  

When it comes to environmental benefits of livestock production the 
literature is nowhere near as extensive as that on environmental risks and 
negative consequences. What is rather discussed is the relative environmental 
benefit of certain kinds of meat or certain production systems (Carlsson-
Kanyama & Gonzalez, 2009; DeVries & DeBoer, 2010; Röös et al., 2013). The 
two clear environmental benefits are landscape management and the already 
mentioned possibility of increased biodiversity. One of the Swedish environ-
mental objectives is “a varied agricultural landscape”. Grazing animals contri-
bute to the fulfilment of this objective by keeping pastures open. Both of these 
benefits are first and foremost associated with grazing on traditional semi-
natural pastures (Röös et al., 2013; SBA, 2013a). Another possible benefit 
connected to pastures is that land not usable for crop production can sustain 
grazing animals, thereby becoming useful for food production. There are also 
a couple of benefits connected to very specific practices of livestock pro-
duction: refinement of food waste and using manure for biofuel (Buckley & 
Schwarz, 2003; SBA, 2013a; Steinfeld et al., 2006). These last benefits are 
perhaps better viewed as measures to reduce environmental impacts from the 
production of meat. The possible benefits are not relevant as a motivation as 
to why meat consumption needs to be made environmentally sustainable. 
However, they can be, and are being, used as arguments in public debates 
about whether or not meat consumption has to change (Göransson, 2011) 
and by organizations championing Swedish, in comparison with foreign, 
meat production (Svenskt Kött, 2014).   

2.3 Explanations to variations in  
meat consumption in different groups 

The average Swede consumes large quantities of meat per year, but of 
course individual consumers, and groups of them, does not fit the descrip-
tion. Here I will present two types of explanations to variations in meat 
consumption, socio-demographic ones and value-based ones. Especially the 
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latter kind has been used to analyse people’s willingness or reluctance to 
changing their meat consumption practices. 

2.3.1 Socio-demographic explanations 

The socio-demographic factors explaining meat consumption variations 
have informed the selection of focus groups in this study (see 4.4). The most 
striking difference in meat consumption7 in Sweden was found between 
men and women; they ate on average 85 g per day as compared with 53 g 
per day (NFA, 2012). This is not surprising considering that previous 
research has shown that men in general eat more meat than women do, and 
not only in Sweden (Beardsworth & Bryman, 1999; Elmståhl et al., 1999; 
Guenther et al., 2005; Lea & Worsley, 2001; Prynne et al., 2009; Pohjolainen 
et al., 2015). How meat has been conceived of and functions as a symbol of 
masculinity has also been studied (e.g. Rothgerber, 2013; Ruby & Heine, 
2011). The same pattern, men consuming more than women, was found for 
sausage, but not for poultry. There was a difference in poultry consumption, 
but not a significant one. Comparing different age groups, the oldest men 
(65–80 years) ate less meat than other men and both the oldest men and 
women ate less poultry than the younger age groups (NFA, 2012). As with 
gender, the relationship between age and meat consumption has been 
pointed out in other studies (Gossard & York, 2003; De Boer et al., 2007).  

During the days when participants in the “Riksmaten” study registered 
their food intake 96 per cent ate meat, 63 per cent had sausage and 58 per 
cent had poultry. When asked to estimate how often participants had beef, 
chicken, and pork for their main dish most people chose 2–3 times a week, 
once a week or 2–3 times a month. Having these kinds of meat more often 
or more seldom was not very common. Consumption of meat was also 
analysed in relation to other socio-demographic factors. However, here 
meat was not singled out but treated together with fish and eggs. This 
showed that higher income correlated with a higher consumption of animal 
products. Factors such as region of residence, level of education, and house-
hold composition did not prove significant (NFA, 2012). In a study of meat 
consumption in the US these factors, together with gender and income, did 
however prove influential. For example, a group with a higher than average 
consumption of beef and pork was the one with individuals living in a 
 
7 In the survey meat has been categorized as beef, pork, lamb, game, horse, and offal. 
Poultry as well as sausage have their own categories (NFA, 2012). 
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household with no young children and people with a higher level of educa-
tion consumed less beef and pork, but more poultry (Guenther et al, 2005). 
Pohjolainen et al. (2015) point out that low level of education, manual 
occupation, and rural residency are associated with higher meat consump-
tion. Bearing in mind that these results are based on different surveys and 
that the studies cannot necessarily be compared, since they’ve been carried 
out in different ways, they still show that a variety of factors can affect meat 
consumption patterns. 

Though income levels seem to play a role in observed patterns of meat 
consumption, the exact nature of the relationship appears harder to pin 
down. Studies of large-scale patterns in food consumption has shown that 
diets in the Western world is dominated by milk, meat, and wheat while 
other food groups, like rice and maize are dominating in other parts of the 
world (Atkins & Bowler, 2007, pp. 256–257). The share of animal products 
in diets has been linked to the level of disposable income; with rising 
incomes follow a rise in the share of animal products as these products 
satisfy the adopted want for tastier, higher status, and easily prepared foods 
(Atkins & Bowler, 2007, p. 261; Reusswig et al., 2003). While the NFA 
(2012) report that Swedish consumption of animal products is higher 
among those with higher incomes, Guenther et al. (2005) found that indi-
viduals with lower household incomes consumed above average quantities 
of pork and beef. When explaining the increasing meat consumption in 
Sweden SBA (2013b) state that both the rise in disposable incomes and the 
relative reduction of meat prices are important factors. Whereas meat 
consumption is continuously high in Sweden, despite a dip in 2012, there 
are countries not following the same development. In Germany for exam-
ple, consumer demand for meat has decreased8 since the 1990s (Kayser, 
Nitzko, & Spiller, 2013). FAO (2009) has reported that there is a strong 
positive effect of increases in incomes on meat consumption, at least to a 
certain point. For countries with a lower GDP per capita this is the case, but 
for countries with a high GDP per capita the effect is weaker or even 
negative. The relationship between income and meat consumption has also 
been studied by Cole and McCoskey (2013) who found evidence that meat 
consumption does decelerate above a certain per capita income, at least in 
high-income countries. They do however deem the per capita income point 

 
8 It is consumption of beef and pork that has decreased, consumption of poultry is increas-
ing (Kayser, Nitzko & Spiller, 2013). 
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where deceleration occurs to be too high for it to be an effective way of meat 
consumption decrease, in order to quench environmental impacts.  

Even if there are uncertainties regarding the effects of income levels, 
suffice it to say that they together with other socio-demographic factors 
such as age, education level, gender, occupation, place of residency and 
household composition have been connected to variations in meat con-
sumption. However, socio-demographic dimensions are not the only ones 
that have been deemed relevant in explaining variations. There are also 
explanations associated with concerns. 

2.3.2 Meat consumption concerns 

The additional explanatory factors have been conceptualized in different 
ways, for example as psychological factors (Kayser, Nitzko and Spiller, 2013), 
as values shaping consumption motives (Pohjolainen et al., 2015), intrinsic 
motives (Dagevos & Voordouw, 2013), as consumer involvement and 
attitudes linking values and behaviours (Verbeke & Vackier, 2004; De Boer et 
al., 2007), and as context-specific consumer perceptions of meat quality 
(Grunert et al., 2004; Korzen & Lassen, 2010). The diversity is unsurprising as 
different research fields, such as food studies, (sustainable) consumption, and 
behaviour, are merged. Nevertheless, certain explanatory factors are reoccur-
ring across the different approaches. These have been used in the coding and 
analysis of the material in this thesis (see 4.2.1 and 4.6).  

Naturally, environmental concerns and motivations for meat consump-
tion are of specific relevance to this thesis but there are other concerns that 
need to be taken into consideration. I recognize that the motivations for 
political consumption of meat are complex. They can involve different 
concerns that either amplify each other, or are contradictory. This view on 
motivation and multiple concerns is not specific to meat consumption; I 
brought it up already in 1.3 in relation to political consumption in general. 
However, some of the concerns, for example animal welfare, are more 
specific to consumption of meat than of other products, even foodstuffs.   

Concerns that have been identified as motivations of lower meat con-
sumption include the mentioned environmental (De Boer et al., 2007) and 
animal welfare ones (Tobler et al., 2011), but also health (Pohjolainen et al., 
2015), and price (Dagevos & Voordouw, 2013; O’Riordan & Stoll-Kleemann, 
2015). Safety concerns, e.g. about contamination, antibiotics, or traceability, 
are common among consumers but they do not seem to be as motivational as 
those just mentioned (Grunert, 2006; Korzen & Lassen, 2010). Conversely, 
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there are factors that are associated with high meat consumption, and rather 
functions as barriers to reductions. Consumers of meat value its taste, con-
venience, versatility, and healthiness (Lea & Worsley, 2001; Pohjolainen et al., 
2015). Holding tradition in high regard is also associated with enjoyment of 
meat and reluctance to reduce consumption (Pohjolainen et al., 2015). The 
tastiness of meat, as well as it representing tradition, and consuming it being 
the “normal” thing to do can be tied to its cultural significance (Boyle, 2011; 
Stoll-Kleemann & O’Riordan, 2015).  

The above factors can be divided according to whether they are mainly 
self-regarding or other-regarding, and whether they pertain more to the 
consumption or production context. Environmental and animal welfare 
concerns are typically categorized as other-regarding (Keum et al., 2004; 
Johnston & Szabo, 2010; Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). They also pertain more 
to the production context; it is hard for consumers to evaluate them based 
on everyday experiences of the product itself. Therefore, they have to rely 
more on information, e.g. mass-mediated, to make evaluations (Halkier, 
2009; Korzen & Lassen, 2010). Price, health, safety, and various enjoyment 
concerns are more self-regarding (Johnston & Szabo, 2010; Stolle & 
Micheletti, 2013). Enjoyment and pricing are associated with the consump-
tion context. These are experienced by people in their everyday lives. Safety 
rather pertains to the production context (Korzen & Lassen, 2010). How-
ever, the delineations between self-regarding/other-regarding and con-
sumption/production are not impenetrable or exact. Furthermore, con-
sumers mix these together, experience tensions and contradictions (Warde, 
1997; Leipämaa-Leskinen, 2007), and reflect on what they consume versus 
what they would like to consume, all the while going about their everyday 
lives which are guided by routine and habits to a large extent (Halkier, 1999; 
Reusswig et al., 2003).  

The focus of this thesis is how media and audiences construct potential 
routes of participation in environmentally sustainable changes of the 
Swedish meat production and consumption. Nevertheless, I find it neces-
sary to acknowledge how other concerns, like the ones just mentioned, 
influence the participatory possibilities, especially considering the focus on 
consumer participation in the measures suggested by different actors in 
order to limit the environmental impacts of meat. 
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2.4 Suggested changes and measures 
As negative environmental effects have been explored in more depth, 
suggestions on how to minimize them have materialized. They range from 
making changes to the production system (McAlpine et al., 2009; Steinfeld 
et al., 2006) to reducing or changing the patterns of meat consumption. The 
most obvious, and often suggested, meat consumption change is a reduc-
tion (Carlsson-Kanyama & Gonzalez, 2009; Cole & McCoskey, 2013; 
McMichael et al. 2007; Röös et al., 2014; NFA, 2014; SBA, 2013a; Schösler et 
al., 2007; SEPA, 2011). Most reduction suggestions are more specific about 
what type of meat that should be cut out from the diet or consumed in 
lower quantities. Some suggested changes do not focus on general reduc-
tions but rather on what meat to avoid; i.e. from certain animals and/or 
produced in a specific way. A multitude of actors and measures can either 
be given or assume responsibility, from producers via NGOs and politicians 
and the media to consumers, from voluntary to binding and forceful 
measures. As this study focuses on the Swedish consumption context of 
meat, the review of suggested changes and measures will do so too, acknow-
ledging of course that consumption is inextricably linked to production and 
that Swedish consumption cannot be treated entirely separately. I focus on 
changes and measures suggested by scientists, politicians and government 
authorities, and NGOs. Furthermore, I present how these groups of actors 
view the role of information and formal policy measures, e.g. regulation, 
and fiscal ones, in achieving changes. 

Solutions as well as measures to achieve them are certainly present in the 
scientific discussions, often in relation to research on the environmental 
risks that meat production contributes to. There are several ways in which 
meat consumption can be reduced: through smaller portions of meat, 
smaller portions of meat combined with more vegetable protein, meatless 
meals or days, and cutting out meat completely (De Boer et al., 2014; 
Freeman, 2010). There is also the option of reduction and more sustainable 
choices (De Boer et al., 2014). One specific effort combining reduction and 
environmentally preferable consumption choices is “The Meat Guide”.9 It is 
a meat guide developed within a Swedish research program that provides 
advice to consumers, based on the climate and biodiversity impacts, pesti-
cide use and animal welfare of different kinds of production. Beef, pork, 

 
9 Köttguiden in Swedish. No official English translation is available.  
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lamb, and chicken with different countries of origin and labels are ranked in 
the guide in order to help consumers choose the best kind from an envir-
onmental perspective. However, the guide also emphasizes that it is not 
enough to consume “the right kind of meat”; meat consumption has to be 
reduced as well (Röös, 2013). The Meat Guide has been relaunched by the 
World Wildlife Fund. It is now available as an app for mobile devices, so 
that the consumer “always has the recommendations at hand”. The slogan 
for the guide is “Less but better” and it encourages consumers to “make a 
heroic effort for the planet” (WWF, 2016). 

While the scientific discussion on meat and the environment has been 
developed for quite some time the same cannot be said for the political 
equivalent, based on the attention paid to the issue by political parties. A 
search for the phrase “meat consumption” in the search engines on the web 
pages of the eight parties in the Swedish Riksdag returns very few results. 
Three parties, the Left, Green and Social Democratic ones, acknowledge 
that meat consumption contributes to environmental problems and do 
mention that a reduction would be beneficial (Left Party, 2014; Social 
Democratic Party, 2013). The Left Party goes farthest; they have included 
this standpoint in the party program and refer to several motions on the 
subject. The Social Democrats and the Green Party do not present their 
views in prominent places, such as in their information on different poli-
tical areas. This does not mean that these or other parties refrain from 
taking part in debates about meat in relation to the environment, but it does 
indicate that they do not act as advocates of the issue, at least not at the 
national level. Environmentally sustainable meat consumption seems to 
garner more attention at the local level. In the municipality of Nyköping the 
three mentioned parties have introduced Meat Free Mondays in all schools 
(Municipality of Nyköping, 2013) and several different local sections of the 
Green Party have made similar suggestions. When a school in Swedish city 
Gävle decided to organize a vegetarian day the youth section of the liberal-
conservative Moderate Party showed up outside during lunch, handing out 
hamburgers to students (TT, 2013). These are just examples but the analysis 
of newspapers in this study can possibly reveal whether politicians take part 
in the debate also at the national level. 

Whereas political parties in general do not seem to put changes in meat 
consumption based on environmental concerns high on their agendas 
several Swedish governmental authorities have suggested changes to meat 
consumption, as well as evaluated measures to achieve those changes. SBA 
(2013a) has stated that the Swedish meat consumption is not sustainable 
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and that it should be reduced, especially when it comes to beef. However, 
they see no reason as to why any type of meat should be completely cut out 
of diets, instead they propose that consumers should choose meat more 
carefully, based on how it has been produced. SEPA (2011) as well as NFA 
(2014) also wish to see a reduction in meat consumption. In the latest 
update of their dietary advices NFA (2014) suggests that people should limit 
their intake of red meat10 to 500 g per week. While previously having based 
their recommendations on scientific knowledge about health consequences, 
the NFA now also takes environmental aspects of diets into consideration. 
To succeed in reducing meat consumption the NFA (2014) suggests people 
look to vegetarian protein sources, such as lentils, beans, and tofu, switch 
some of the meat in typical meat dishes to vegetables, and cook more vege-
tarian dishes. When people do eat meat the NFA (2014) stresses that they 
should consider environmental effects and animal welfare and choose meat 
that has been sustainably produced and to look for meat labeled organic, 
natural pastures or climate certified. They acknowledge that while it might 
be more expensive the overall reduction of meat consumption should make 
the pricier alternatives a realistic option. At the same time, they push for 
Swedish meat, stating that it has positive environmental consequences as 
grazers contribute to the maintenance of open landscapes. They also hail 
the animal welfare standards and comparably low use of antibiotics in 
Swedish production. 

As for Swedish environmental NGOs, they tend to recommend reduced 
meat consumption, but also sustainably produced and grass-fed meat. 
Meat-free diets are rarely suggested (Laestadius et al., 2013). There is also a 
couple of food NGOs in Sweden, such as Meat Free Monday and Swedish 
Food and Environmental information, focusing all their efforts on reducing 
meat consumption.  

Suggesting reduction or changes in meat consumption is not the same as 
achieving them. Based on previous research Laestadius et al. (2013) declare 
that there are four primary approaches that can be undertaken by institutions. 
These are: 1) employing taxes and/or subsidies to change the relative pricing 
of meat; 2) making use of regulatory or voluntary efforts to change the 
availability of meat; 3) using labelling to provide additional information about 

 
10 The NFA (2014) includes beef, pork, lamb, and goat, as well as game in their definition of 
red meat. Furthermore, their advice on meat and processed meat states that the share of the 
500g devoted to processed meat should be small. 
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the products; and 4) educating people to change their food preferences. 
Though the gap between attitudes and behaviour is acknowledged as an 
obstacle, these strategies are the ones put forward as viable options for affec-
ting change. Cole & McCoskey (2013) come to the conclusion that consumer 
demand for meat does not seem to be curbed by ethical or environmental 
concerns to a high enough degree to reduce environmental impacts; the free 
market mechanisms, without additional regulations, will not solve the prob-
lem. They request policies either targeting the price of meat through taxes or 
environmental education to change consumer demand for meat. A combina-
tion of these two, with information efforts paving the way for financial policy 
instruments is another possible route (Röös et al., 2014).  

Just as Cole and McCoskey (2013), SBA (2013a) comes to the conclusion 
that the market will not solve the problem of the unsustainable meat con-
sumption in Sweden. If meat consumption is to decrease it is not enough to 
rely on the environmental concerns of consumers steering them towards 
the vegetarian alternatives. Based on an evaluation of different measures 
they recommend the tool of information to and education of consumers. At 
the same time, they state that most Swedes should already be aware of the 
negative environmental impacts of meat and yet the consumption continues 
to increase.11 They still see a possibility for improvement in labelling to get 
consumers to make environmentally preferable meat choices and believe 
that with information and education administrative and financial policies, 
such as a tax on meat, will be easier to introduce in the future. SEPA (2011) 
has also evaluated possible measures for reduced meat consumption. They 
make a call for a package of complementary measures but do not suggest 
which ones should be included. However, they do deem it necessary to 
increase informational efforts to help consumers make the right choices and 
make them more eager to eat less meat. The preference for informational 
efforts to make individuals choose to act as responsible consumers is not 
limited to the task of making meat environmentally sustainable. As was 
discussed in Chapter 1, individualization of responsibility is a development 
which pertains to the governing of environmental issues in general. 
Furthermore, the preference is not restricted to the Swedish context. In a 

 
11 A lack of information about the environmental impacts of meat production and con-
sumption has been identified as a barrier to reductions in a Swiss context (Tobler et al., 
2011), while lack of information about plant-based diets has been identified as a barrier to 
reductions in an Australian context (Lea et al., 2006). 
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review of policies and actions aimed at making eating patterns healthier and 
environmentally sustainable, issued by the Food Climate Research Network, 
it was concluded that the focus on information and awareness-raising was 
common in high income countries in general. Furthermore, no regulatory 
or fiscal measures aimed at reducing meat consumption were identified. 
The only policy driven interventions identified were the inclusion of less-
meat recommendations in eating guidelines of government authorities 
(Garnett et al., 2015), i.e. exactly what the NFA (2014) has done.  

When Swedish consumers were asked whether they were prepared to 
decrease their meat consumption in order to contribute to the mitigation of 
climate change, 54 per cent of respondents answered that it is something 
they would be prepared to do.12 It was however the least popular measure 
among the ones suggested to consumers in the survey (SEPA, 2009). Similar 
results were found in a survey on “The everyday and the environment” 
where 47 per cent of respondents stated that they were uninterested in 
eating less meat. When asked to assess how different measures would likely 
affect their meat consumption the option of “meat becoming twice as 
expensive” was the one deemed most influential13 (SCA, 2009). In the survey 
by the SEPA (2009) people also answered the question of how to best 
mitigate climate change. Information to households was seen as the best 
alternative with benefits/tax cuts for more climate friendly options as the 
second best and extra fees or taxes for environmentally harming goods and 
services as the third.14 The information channel most preferred was news in 
the media. 

 
12 36 per cent of respondents chose the answer “Yes, absolutely” and 18 per cent picked 
“Yes, maybe” (SEPA, 2009). 
13 The respondents were asked to rate each measure on a scale from 0–10 where 0=would 
eat much less meat and 10=would eat much more meat. The measure of “meat becoming 
twice as expensive” got a 2.9 on average. The other measures were “tasting of vegetarian 
meals in stores” (4.1), “better exposure of vegetarian products” (4.3), and “increase in sup-
ply of vegetarian products” (4.1) (SCA, 2009). 
14 67 per cent viewed information as a good measure, with the corresponding percentages 
for benefits and fees being 62 per cent and 40 per cent (SEPA, 2009). 
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2.5 Communicating environmental impacts  
of meat production and consumption 

While there are no studies focusing on meat in particular, in the Swedish 
press at least, food and its environmental consequences in general is not a 
new issue. According to Djerf Pierre (1996, p. 147) this issue area entered the 
(televised) media agenda in the late 1960s. The existing studies of newspaper 
coverage of meat production and consumption in particular all focus on one 
environmental consequence, namely climate change. They all depart from 
two basic assumptions about media. Firstly, media coverage is important if an 
issue is to reach the public discourse, and secondly, it is connected to con-
sumption changes because being aware of an issue is necessary for action to 
be taken (Kiesel, 2009; Lee et al., 2014; Neff et al., 2009). These assumptions 
are relevant to this study as well. If meat consumption is to change awareness 
of its environmental consequences is necessary; it needs to be introduced as 
an environmental issue on the public agenda. 

Not directly related to environmental information and messages in news 
media but relevant in relation to the Swedish meat market are a couple of 
studies on the efforts of NGOs to reduce meat consumption (Laestadius et 
al. 2013; Freeman, 2010) and the development of an environmental meat 
guide as a communication tool (Röös et al., 2014), Laestadius et al. (2013) 
have conducted interviews with and read material from NGOs in Sweden, 
Canada, and the US to see what strategies they use in order to promote 
reduced meat consumption. Although the study was not limited to commu-
nication strategies aimed at consumers, those were the ones mainly 
employed. Decreased meat consumption was encouraged primarily through 
passive public education on websites. Customer outreach campaigns were 
rare, but not as rare as policy efforts. While many messages on meat and 
climate change were identified, few formal public education strategies were 
reported by the staff of environmental NGOs, resulting in the conclusion 
that more educational campaigns are needed.  

One information effort in Sweden already mentioned is the Meat Guide, 
which aims at raising awareness of the environmental consequences of meat 
production, as well as helping consumers make less harmful choices. That it 
compares different types of meat, as well as alternatives such as vegetables 
and meat substitutes, according to the same environmental parameters is 
emphasized as one of its strong points. Making such a comparison is 
believed to offer consumers the possibility of not only choosing e.g. organic 
instead of conventional beef but actually choosing another food item of 
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another category that is more sustainable. However, how consumers per-
ceive and interpret the guide has not yet been studied and the authors 
recognize the difficulties with communicating complex environmental 
information, as well as the obstacles to changing consumer behaviour 
through similar communication efforts (Röös et al., 2014).  
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CHAPTER 3 
Frames connecting news media,  

audiences, and participation 

In this chapter I will present the theoretical lens through which I analyse the 
roles of news media and their audiences in construction of routes of parti-
cipation in environmentally sustainable changes of meat production and 
consumption. I will also present the analytical concepts used in the empiri-
cal chapters. This means that I will give my understanding of framing and 
how it can be studied to identify potential routes of participation in envir-
onmentally sustainable changes of the Swedish meat production and con-
sumption including the role that audiences and media play in the process of 
constructing them. The relation between news media frames, audience 
frames, and participation will therefore be outlined. To analyse how the 
news media and audience framing contribute to the construction, and 
evaluation of routes to change, I use the concepts of diagnostic, prognostic 
and motivational framing.  

3.1 The relationship between media and audience frames 
I use the concept of framing in several ways. First, to analyse how news 
media present what is, i.e. how meat production and consumption relates to 
environmental effects, and what should be done, i.e. if and how meat pro-
duction and consumption should change. Second, to analyse how audiences 
do the same. Third, to analyse the interactive process of how audiences use 
media’s information and motivational resources when framing meat as an 
environmental issue.  

In this I view meat production and consumption as an issue terrain 
where the media as well as audience framing play important roles for the 
possibilities to achieve environmentally sustainable changes aided by parti-
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cipation. To be able to analyse these different parts of the construction of 
routes to change I draw on concepts of framing rooted in different research 
fields, namely those of policy (Rein, 2001; Rein & Schön, 1996), media 
(Entman, 1993; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007), and social movements 
(Benford & Snow, 2000; Snow & Benford, 1988). For any given issue there 
are multiple frames competing for the upper hand in the construction of the 
issue, with the aim of influencing how it is understood and handled (see 
Rein & Schön, 1996).1 To identify these I examine what they do, which is 
“promote a particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral 
evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item described” 
(Entman, 1993, p. 52). Or in the terminology of Benford and Snow (2000), 
the frames have diagnostic and prognostic functions. These functions are 
the ones that can contribute to participation, passive as well as active. Active 
participation is the crucial ingredient in the individualized responsibility 
approach to solving environmental problems, an approach that has domi-
nated environmental policy debates (Anshelm, 2004; Connolly & Prothero, 
2008; Moloney & Strengers, 2014; Soneryd & Uggla, 2015). A key to turn 
passive participation (involvement and civic engagement) into active 
participation is motivation (Amnå, 2008). That is why Benford and Snow 
(2000) highlight the motivational framing function in addition to the diag-
nostic and prognostic ones.   

I understand the news media frames and audience frames as the same 
phenomena—the results of a framing process which represents one inter-
pretation of an issue (Rein & Schön, 1996). The frames are analysed at 
different points in a framing process and at different levels. The news media 
frames are the results as observable in the written texts while the audience 
frames are articulated in face-to-face conversations. The audience frames 
are also used to shed light on the previous beliefs, values, and experiences of 
individuals. These have gone into how the audiences frame meat produc-
tion and consumption. In other words, they influence the framing process. 

 
1 Concepts like “policy debate” or “policy controversy” tend to be used to describe the 
typical occurrence of multiple framings competing to guide understanding of and action in 
relation to an issue (Dryzek, 1993; Rein, 2001). I have refrained from using these to 
describe how meat production and consumption as an environmental problem is handled, 
as there are no formal policies on how to handle it. The issue is still at the stage where it is 
discussed whether or not policies are even needed. I do however see the usefulness of 
viewing different framings of meat as a contest in which different actors struggle to set the 
boundaries for how the issue is to be understood and handled. 
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The framing process, rather than the frames, is what is in focus in the third 
part of the analysis. This process involves both news media and audience 
frames. According to Reese (2007) the strength of the framing concept lies 
in the capturing of negotiations. By focusing on dynamic processes, e.g. 
between media and its audiences, he argues that it is possible to show how 
certain attributes rather than others are connected to an issue. Translated 
into the context of this study, it means I look at what media and audiences 
promote, and how it comes that those particular diagnoses and prognoses 
are promoted. In figure 2 I present a simplified model of how I relate media 
framings and audience framings to each other and to how they construct 
(participatory) routes to making meat production and consumption 
environmentally sustainable.  

Figure 2: Simplified model of how media and audience framing construct routes to change. 

Different suggestions on how to handle an issue are typically tried against 
each other and the debate, or framing contest, can be more or less charac-
terised by agreement (Klintman & Boström, 2004; Rein, 2001). This means 
that more than one route to making the Swedish meat production and con-
sumption environmentally sustainable can be constructed, in the media, 
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and by audiences. In this context it means that not only actors seeking con-
sumption changes will try to garner support for their framing, and promote 
their way of understanding the issue. A struggle over frames between dif-
ferent actors is not unusual (Carragee & Roefs, 2004). Actors with opposing 
views can try to alter the frames by which facts are evaluated (Miller & 
Riechert, 2000), and they can try to undermine other framings by under-
mining the facts (Evans, 1997). Counter-framings, i.e. challenges to there 
being a problem, can also be part of the framing contest (McCright & 
Dunlap, 2000). In this case, that would be framing of meat production and 
consumption as non-problematic and/or proposed solutions as harmful. In 
other words, there can be a contest between different routes of action, 
between different diagnostic framings, and between different prognostic 
framings. Because frames are dynamic they can be reframed, which can also 
be a solution to controversies (Klintman & Boström, 2004). It does not have 
to be the case that one framing wins and one framing loses the contest (also 
see 3.5.3). 

The framing functions described earlier can be carried out by news media 
in relation to their audiences. Whether the news media can contribute to par-
ticipation depends both on how they have carried out the framing functions 
and on how audiences interpret them and incorporate them into their own 
framing. The interplay between news media and audiences is in turn 
influenced by a number of factors. Furthermore, the interplay is studied in an 
interactional setting where not only the news media frames but the previously 
constructed frames of audiences are involved, as well as a negotiation and co-
construction of frames. In such a setting the framing of an issue can develop 
and shift rapidly (Dewulf et al., 2009). While acknowledging that it is a dy-
namic, and complex, communication process my interest in the process is 
mainly to explain how the routes to making meat production and consump-
tion environmentally sustainable are constructed and why routes are deemed 
more or less likely and desirable.  

3.2 News media framing 
Frames are structuring devices that shape the definition of a particular 
issue, i.e., they offer a preferred interpretation. At the same time, frames are 
the result of the application of structuring devices, i.e., a framing process. 
(Deacon et al., 2010). When a certain issue, here meat production and 
consumption, is covered in the media the producers apply frames—con-
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sciously or unconsciously—thereby steering the possible interpretations of 
it. At the same time the media texts are the results of struggles between 
different actors who want to steer the framing of them (Entman, 1993; 
Reese, 2001; Carragee & Roefs, 2004).2 The same event or issue can make 
different kinds of sense depending on how it is framed (Van Gorp, 2007). 
Consequently, I view the media coverage of the environmental issue of meat 
production and consumption as consisting of multiple frames suggesting to 
audiences how to understand and act on it. The coverage of an issue can be 
homogenous with respect to some elements of framing, while others are 
competing (Entman, 1993).  

Media texts might provide audiences with a preferred interpretation of 
an issue, but from my perspective audiences draw on their beliefs, experi-
ences, values, and opinions when interpreting the media framing (Entman, 
1993; Finer, 2012; Gamson & Modigliani, 1989). It means that media 
becomes one resource that audiences use in their framing of meat, but not 
the only one. A bit simplified, the newspapers may frame meat consump-
tion as an environmental issue, pinpoint production as the cause of risks, 
represent meat consumption as morally reprehensible and so on and still 
not contribute to making the meat market environmentally sustainable. 
This approach to the role of the media framing rests on two assumptions. 
Firstly, the nature of frames is dialogical; they are products of social, inter-
actional, and contested processes of framing (Snow & Benford, 2005). 

 
2 The framing process resulting in media frames is influenced by a number of factors. 
Different newspapers often have different particular styles of linguistics and ideological 
conventions that influence the journalistic routines and the framing process (Gamson & 
Modigliani, 1989). The media logic also differs between newspapers depending on, for 
example, their commercial orientation and whether or not they are mainstream, special-
ized or alternative. The variations in media logic result in differences in framing, i.e. 
selection of events and angles, degree of expert oriented discourse, language etc. (Berglez, 
2011). As any other person faced with a constant flood of information journalists have 
established rules to be able to handle it. Frames guide journalists in their interpretation and 
processing of impressions. The event, whether it is a catastrophe or an environmental 
alarm, will be treated and presented according to the routines pertaining to that category of 
events (Djerf Pierre, 1996). Associated with the work logic of journalists are a number of 
constraints such as advertising pressures, news cultures, and the limitations of time and 
space (Anderson, 1997, p. 56). In this sense, the journalist is the one who frames the issue 
and thereby defines the problem, the causes and the solutions. However, this is done in 
tandem with actor(s) being interviewed in the articles, and sponsors of various claims 
(Carragee & Roefs, 2004; Djerf Pierre, 1996; Gamson & Modigliani, 1989). The production 
of media frames is however outside of the scope of this study.  
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While frames change slowly and gradually, the process of framing is a 
dynamic one; there is constant negotiation involved in the application of 
frames. This negotiation involves media frames in texts, frames of media 
producers and audiences, claims of frame sponsors, and the cultural stock 
of frames (Van Gorp, 2007). Secondly, audiences are active so even if media 
framing is influential audiences do not passively adopt it; they use media 
framing to construct meaning (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Jansson, 2002; 
Olausson, 2011). Although I take interactive processes into account I do not 
claim to capture all complexities. By analysing the framing, I home in on 
certain features of the relationship between media, their audiences, and 
participation. 

3.3 Everyday audience framing 
The everyday context of individuals consists of the public sphere, the civil 
sphere, the market sphere, the personal sphere, and the life-political sphere 
(Amnå, 2008). In this everyday context individuals are news media audiences, 
consumers, and citizens, among other things. They will encounter media 
frames of meat production and consumption, i.e. have media experiences, 
encounter other individuals’ frames of meat production and consumption, i.e. 
take part in face-to-face interactions, and have direct experiences of meat 
production and consumption. It is in this complex context that the audiences’ 
use and interpretations of media frames must be understood.  

This means that audiences’ cultural frames of reference, socio-cultural 
contexts, situational contexts, and changes in these over time influence how 
meaning is ascribed (Jansson, 2002). The audiences’ degree of attention, 
interests, beliefs, attitudes, experiences, and desires influence interpretation 
of media texts but so do the media frames employed and by extension the 
cultural processes of which media producers, consumers, and texts are a 
part (Van Gorp, 2007). Each person’s experience with news media can be 
divided into media exposure, media attention, and media use. Because each 
individual’s experience with news media varies along these three dimen-
sions, i.e. different persons can have the same exposure and attention to but 
varying experiences of the use of media, there is not one media audience but 
several (McCombs et al., 2011). A hegemonic interpretative framework 
provided by media and other powerful institutions limits audience inter-
pretations, but the process is still one of openness and unpredictability. 
Media frames which is not in line with the experiences, values, and opinions 
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of people may be transformed or rejected (Dahlgren, 1988; Olausson, 2011). 
Transformation means that audiences take a negotiated position; adopting 
parts of the frame but not all of it. A rejection means that the audience 
frame does not resonate with the media one, and individuals take an op-
positional position.3 However, that audiences are interpretive subjects does 
not mean that they automatically reject frames of texts; media framing can 
be adopted when audience frames reflect those of the media (Hall, 1980). In 
my understanding these positions can also be taken by individuals engaged 
in face-to-face interactions and the framing process involves all these types 
of interactions between audience and news media frames. The framing 
process is dynamic, and the framing functions are understood as 
interactional co-constructions (see Asplund, 2014).  

3.4 Framing functions 
Connecting what a frame does to its potential of generating active parti-
cipation Snow and Benford (1988) divides the core tasks of framing into 
diagnostic, prognostic and motivational. The diagnostic framing cor-
responds to how a problem is defined while the prognostic framing is by 
and large the same as the suggested solutions and remedies. The motiva-
tional framing is the call to arms. From my perspective, the diagnostic and 
prognostic framing can also be motivational but it requires both that they 
are carried out in specific ways and resonate with those whose participation 
is sought (see 3.4.3 and 3.6).  

I have chosen to distinguish between the tasks performed within the 
functions to shed light on which of these that are facilitators or barriers. For 
one, not all frames will perform all functions (Entman, 1993). Secondly, 
some elements can resonate with audiences while others do not. Distin-
guishing between the elements therefore contributes to a more detailed pic-
ture of how news media and framing facilitate or hinder participation. This 
approach builds on previous research that has connected framing of envir-
onmental issues to their possibility of generating action. For example, 
frames of certainty and uncertainty have earlier been identified, with 
uncertainty pinned as a barrier to participation and certainty conducive to 

 
3 How resonance occurs is discussed in 3.6. 
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collective action (Lorenzoni et al., 2007; Olausson 2009).4 Focusing on 
different framing functions complements this picture by revealing whether 
all or some elements are framed as, for example, certain or uncertain and 
how it relates to the potential for participation. 

3.4.1 Diagnostic framing 

This function of frames has been described in many different ways. The gist 
of it is that something is defined as a problem and therefore in need of 
changes (Snow & Benford, 1988, Entman, 1993; Rein & Schön, 1996). 
According to Snow and Benford (1988) identification of a problem and 
attribution of blame are the constituents of diagnostic framing. In Entman’s 
(1993) description of frames the attribution of blame is replaced by the 
identification of a causal agent. The causal agent together with the costs and 
benefits of it make up a problem definition. In addition to problem and 
cause definitions a frame may then make moral evaluations of these as well 
as propose and justify solutions to them (Entman, 1993). The moral evalua-
tions are tied to broader cultural dimensions, just as the identification of 
which aspects of the cause that are to be classified as either costs or benefits 
(Entman, 1993; Weber et al., 2008). Iyengar (1996) employs the term attri-
bution of causal responsibility to refer to the origin of a problem. The 
nature of a problem and who or what is to blame for it are closely connected 
but agreement about the latter does not automatically follow from agree-
ment on the former. Struggles over attribution of responsibility have been 
found to be quite common (Benford & Snow, 2000). The problem defini-
tions including environmental risks and benefits, and the attribution of 
causal responsibility are analysed to see how media and audiences diag-
nostically frame meat production and consumption. How the diagnostic 
framing is carried out influences whether it facilitates or impedes environ-
mentally sustainable changes. 

3.4.2 Prognostic framing 

The prognostic framing involves proposal of a solution to the diagnosed 
problem; a specification of what needs to be done (Snow & Benford, 1988, 
Entman, 1993; Rein & Schön, 1996). Entman (1993) varies between the 
terms treatment, remedy, and solution but when I analyse what news media 
 
4 See also Asplund (2014) for a review of uncertainty and certainty in news media framing 
and audience understanding of environmental issues, climate change in particular. 
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and audiences propose should be done I use suggested solution. There are 
constraints to the suggestion of solutions, which influence the nature of 
them. As actors go up against each other in their struggle to advance their 
frames, they will reflect upon this when offering up a treatment for con-
sideration. Consequently, the prognostic framing of course includes a pre-
sentation of the preferred solution, but this can be accompanied by a justi-
fication of it and a prediction of its effects, as well as a refutation of 
competing prognostic frames and the logic behind them (Entman, 1993; 
Benford & Snow, 2000). I also examine how news media and audiences 
frame who should carry out the solution, i.e. the attribution of treatment 
responsibility. It refers to whom or what has the capacity to solve or improve 
the situation (Iyengar, 1996).5  

The suggested solutions will be viewed as either radical or reformist, 
following the Weber et al. (2008) perspective on consumption changes. A 
radical approach is broad in scope; aiming at removing or introducing an 
entire set of social practices. A reformist approach on the other hand is 
striving to alter the market by adding and/or eliminating elements (Weber 
et al., 2008).This definition of radical and reformist approaches does not 
take individual’s understandings of solutions into consideration. It departs 
solely from how broad in scope changes of meat production and con-
sumption are and to what extent the current system is questioned. Whether 
a solution is reformist or radical is linked to the potential of the prognostic 
framing to facilitate participation which will be discussed later in this 
chapter.  

Solutions can be reformist or radical irrespective of whether they target 
the production or consumption side of meat, and irrespective of who is 
attributed with treatment responsibility. Because of the individualization of 
responsibility in environmental discourses of media (Berglez et al., 2009) 
and of individuals (Dahl, 2014),6 and the demands put on consumers 
(Halkier, 1999; Terragni, Torjusen & Vittersø, 2009) I specifically connect 
the notion of radical and reformist solutions to political consumption. The 

 
5 Neither Benford & Snow (2000) nor Entman (1993) differentiate between causal and 
treatment responsibility. I understand the difference between them to be important, not 
the least in light of the individualization of responsibility and the previous research 
showing mismatch in the attribution of treatment responsibility between news media 
frames and audience frames (see Chapter 1). 
6 Individuals also put up resistance against the individualization of environmental respon-
sibility but how they talk about environmental issues is influenced by it (Dahl, 2014). 
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radical solutions are equivalent to lifestyle changes, i.e. becoming vegetarian 
or vegan (Lindén, 2005; Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). Reformist political 
consumption solutions include consuming less meat without completely 
excluding it, buycotting certain types of meat when it is consumed and/or 
boycotting other types. This approach includes most of the suggestions 
made by researchers and Swedish government authorities (McMichael et al., 
2007; Steinfeld et al., 2006), (SBA, 2013a; NFA, 2013; SEPA, 2011). 
Separating the solutions into radical and reformist ones allows me to exa-
mine how barriers to participation shift depending on how broad in scope 
solutions are. Furthermore, it is used to categorize the previous partici-
pation that audiences report they have undertaken. 

Entman (1993, p. 54) states that “the frame determines whether most 
people notice and how they understand and remember a problem, as well as 
how they evaluate and choose to act upon it”. Snow and Benford (1988) 
move beyond this and deem diagnostic and prognostic framing as insuf-
ficient if active participation is to be facilitated, and if active participation is 
to be explained. Therefore, they have highlighted a third framing function: 
the motivational one.  

3.4.3 Motivational framing 

Active participation hinges on there being a motivation to act; a rationale as 
to why something should be done about the issue. Knowing that there is a 
problem, believing that there is a solution, and a role for one to play in 
making that solution come to fruition, must be complemented by a con-
vincing motivational call (Klandermans, 1984).7 This is what may turn 
passive participation into active participation. Though the motivational 
framing goes beyond the diagnostic and prognostic all three functions are 
connected. The framing of a problem as more or less severe can be moti-
vational whereas the failure to carry out the prognostic framing can be a 

 
7 Klandermans (1984), and Snow and Benford (1988, 2000) labels the convincing call that 
motivates people to act “action mobilization”. When framing is carried out in such a way 
that those whose actions are sought agrees on the diagnosis and prognosis, “consensus 
mobilization” has been achieved. I do not use this terminology, in part because it implies 
the goal to achieve active participation. It cannot be assumed that either media or its 
audiences carry out framing with such a goal in mind. However, as individual participation 
is often championed in environmental policy debates I find it important to examine 
whether the media and audience framings may facilitate active participation, even if it is 
not the goal.  
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barrier to motivation (Snow & Benford, 1988). Benford and Snow (2000) 
are a bit vague about what actually constitutes motivational framing. They 
state that this agency component of framing has been found to be charac-
terized by the vocabularies of severity, urgency, efficacy, and propriety. To 
complement the ideas about motivation I draw on Amnå’s (2008) explana-
tion of how passive participation can turn into active participation. Amnå 
(ibid.) has identified six types of motivations that spur individuals to parti-
cipate. The motivations do not explicitly outline what the features of moti-
vational framing are. They do however point to what the motivational 
framing of news media can contribute to. Furthermore, the motivational 
factors are used to explain individuals previous partaking in action, as it is 
conveyed in the audience frames.   

The first motivational factor as outlined by Amnå (2008) is duty; one 
feels one should do something. There are norms and an inner moral 
imperative which can turn involvement into participation. Duty is rarely 
enough to motivate action beyond voting. The second motivation is import-
ance; people feel they have to do something. The participation on call is 
awakened by a certain political event, often one that touches an individual 
because of her/his personal experiences, or by a personal belief that what 
one should do one must also do. The third motivation is the ability to act. It 
is not enough to feel one has to act; one must also be able to do so. The 
perception of being able comes from a belief in one’s own resources and 
capability of making a difference. The fourth factor is demand. People want 
to be invited and told that they are needed and that there is something they 
can do. The fifth motivation is efficiency, whether the suggested and/or 
possible actions are judged as effective. The last motivation is meaning-
fulness. Action is more likely if it is perceived as meaningful, but this is 
viewed more as a bonus than as a motivational factor. Inferring from these 
factors what news media frames must do to perform the motivational 
function; they must convey to their audiences that it is a duty to act, that it 
is important, that audiences are able to act, and possibly providing them 
with resources to make them able, demand action, and suggest efficient 
solutions. Benford and Snow’s (2000) propriety vocabulary could instil 
duty, while severity and urgency vocabularies should contribute to per-
ceived importance, and the efficacy vocabulary to the efficiency. Ability to 
act and demand cannot be as straightforwardly paired with any of the 
vocabularies.  
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3.5 Framing for participation 
In chapter one I stated that individuals must have knowledge about the issue, 
care about it, and be able to act if they are to participate (see Lorenzoni et al., 
2007). In the above sections I presented how news media and audience 
framing is interwoven, as well as what frames do. I will now move into how I 
used framing to analyse how news media facilitated or put up barriers to 
individual participation. I will also relate the framing functions to different 
forms of participation. Before moving into how framing relates to having 
knowledge about, caring about, and being able to act on an issue I will focus 
on a condition that is related to participation but in some senses precede even 
passive forms of it. This condition is agenda-setting and individuals knowing 
that there is an issue to have knowledge about.  

3.5.1 Agenda-setting and the salience of an issue 

Meat production and consumption as an environmental issue competes with 
completely different issues, but also with non-environmental framing of 
meat, for attention. It matters not only how meat consumption is framed 
when it is constructed as an environmental problem but also whether it is 
constructed as such at all. Agenda-setting posits that issues can be made more 
salient in people’s minds through the emphasis that media place on those 
issues, including where they are placed and the amount of coverage they get. 
In other words media tell audiences what issues to think about (Scheufele & 
Tewksbury, 2007; Weaver, 2007). How we view the environment is shaped 
through various means of communication and mass media play a crucial role 
in not only aiding definitions of the environment but also in bringing 
environmental problems to public and political attention, or prohibiting them 
from getting attention (Dispensa & Brulle, 2003; Hansen, 2010).8 We are also 

 
8 That media has put environmental issues on political agendas and brought them to public 
attention has been shown in several studies (Mazur and Lee; 1993; Ader, 1995; Djerf-Pierre, 
2012; Krøvel, 2012). The agenda-setting role has also been questioned. In a study of 
regional newspaper reporting and the public’s perceptions of local environmental risks, 
Gooch (1996) finds that the agenda-setting role of the newspapers is not distinctive. 
Instead he posits that personal experience and interpersonal communication seem to play 
more important roles in the development of environmental concern. The agenda-setting 
role can also be considered in the light of the changing media landscape. It has become 
easier for people to avoid “hard news”, if they so wish, and only be exposed to opinions in 
line with previously held ones as well as to a narrower range of issues. It has been proposed 
that the current day point-and-click environment of news reduces journalism’s role of 
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confronted with issues in face-to-face interactions in our everyday lives but 
when it comes to bringing new issues to our attention news media play an 
important role, even if another person acts as an intermediary (McCombs et 
al., 2011). Bringing issues to attention becomes even more important when 
consequences are hard to detect, and when issues unfold slowly. The envir-
onmental impacts of meat are mainly intangible in those senses as production 
is often removed from people’s immediate surroundings and the impacts 
have the inherent features typical for environmental issues, i.e. complexity, 
uncertainty, invisibility, and being long-term (see e.g. Bäckstrand, 2003; 
Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1995). Because there is little to no research on how 
media has covered meat production and consumption a first step in the 
analysis is to see whether media has put meat as an environmental issue on its 
agenda, thereby telling the public to think about it.  

3.5.2 Framing and passive participation 

Passive participation is similar to knowing and caring about an issue. It is 
not formal as it is not intended to directly influence people in power but it 
can nonetheless have consequences for the sustainability of meat produc-
tion and consumption. The passive forms of participation have been taken 
to mean that citizens are on stand-by; they stay informed and interested but 
will not actively participate until they feel it’s imperative to do so (Amnå, 
2008; Ekman and Amnå, 2012). Because knowing and caring about an issue 
is a prerequisite for active participation the news media frames possible 
contributions to passive participation, as well as the focus group partici-
pants’ expressions of it was analysed. 

How media carry out prognostic and diagnostic framing functions influ-
ences whether involvement is facilitated. Involvement refers to people being 
attentive to meat production and consumption; they have knowledge and 
opinions about it (Ekman & Amnå, 2012). In one sense involvement can be 
facilitated through the agenda-setting function of news media as it contri-
butes to alerting people to an issue. If the components of involvement are 
considered there are several barriers to it that diagnostic and prognostic 
framing can help overcome. These barriers are mainly lack of knowledge and 
uncertainty. What people lack knowledge and are uncertain about are causes, 
consequences, and potential solutions (Lorenzoni et al., 2007). By simply 
 
directing attention to pressing public matters, which in turn has been connected to evi-
dence about the diminished agenda-setting function of news (Swanson, 2000).  
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carrying out the diagnostic and prognostic functions of framing, i.e. pro-
viding knowledge about causes, effects and solutions, media can facilitate 
involvement. If the framing is understandable, does not focus on scientific 
controversy, and conveys certainty it can further facilitate involvement.  

When involvement has been achieved it can contribute to a spiral of 
increasing knowledge and care. The spiral involves civic engagement, which 
refers to behaviour or actions related to the general interest in and 
awareness of issues. The actions include face-to-face and online discussions 
of them, consumption of news, expression of opinions, and writing letters 
to editors (Ekman & Amnå, 2012). Erentaite et al. (2012) spell out the rela-
tionship between news media and civic engagement in the following way: 
“news media use, issue discussion, thoughtful processing of information, 
listening and turn-taking in discussions, and working out compromises play 
an important role in shaping civic engagement”. Keum et al. (2004, p. 371) 
have a similar view on the relationship: “news media not only educate, they 
provide the basis for political discussion and deliberation that can lead to 
civic action”. The relationship between news experiences and issue discus-
sions has been described as reciprocal. Paying attention to news make 
audience members more comfortable discussing news with their peers but it 
can also be the other way around, i.e. that reoccurring political discussions 
prompt people to pay attention to the news so that they can keep up with 
and contribute to discussions (McCombs et al., 2011; Erentaite et al, 2012). 
Civic engagement is the active form of passive engagement, it’s not only 
knowing and caring and having opinions about an issue; it is using that 
knowledge and care to learn more, and communicate with others (Ekman & 
Amnå, 2012).  

What features facilitate civic engagement? According to Erentaite et al. 
(2012) content that requires higher cognitive involvement, e.g. news, is 
related to higher civic engagement than is content that requires lower 
cognitive involvement, e.g. entertainment. However, there is also an emo-
tional aspect to consider; the tone of news matters. Brichta (2011) found 
that tabloids could offer accessibility to audience sections that might other-
wise be excluded from the public domain of the mass media. What stimu-
lated and activated the readers was the melodramatic presentation of news. 
It inspired an emotional reception which helped readers grasp what had 
happened but also to draw relations between themselves and the world. A 
barrier to engagement with environmental issues is that they are seen as 
distant (Lorenzoni et al., 2007) why connecting them to individual experi-
ences and everyday life become important. Furthermore, the tabloids of-
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fered ample opportunities for conversations. The varied contents of the 
newspapers provided readers with talking material for different contexts; 
they could gossip about celebrities, as well as discuss current political issues.  

Involvement can spur further participation, e.g. consuming news to stay 
informed about an issue one cares about or discussing it with others. The 
other way around, news consumption can spur involvement with an issue 
one was not previously aware of. The same goes for discussions. Civic 
engagement, in addition to being a precursor to active participation, can 
also spur involvement and civic engagement of others. Writing letters to the 
editor and taking part in discussions means taking part in framing the issue 
in public and private arenas, actively participating in the agenda-setting and 
framing of an issue. The person participating through civic engagement 
takes on a citizen role, sometimes paired with an advocacy one. 

3.5.3 Framing and active participation 

There are many forms of active participation and the undertaking of any 
form could contribute to environmentally sustainable changes of meat pro-
duction and consumption. One thing the active participatory roles have in 
common is that they require that individuals are motivated to play them. 
The passive participation has to be turned into active participation, where 
motivational framing becomes crucial. The relationship between frames and 
action is fraught with possible dilemmas. Furthermore, different frames can 
be consistent with the same course of action. The reverse also holds; one 
frame can be consistent with several routes of action. A frame is not the 
same as one position on an issue, neither as one type of action (Entman, 
1993; Rein & Schön, 1996). 

Active forms of participation include both citizen and consumer roles. 
Activities are intended to influence societal outcomes by targeting political 
or societal actors, such as the media, corporations and other power holders. 
Individuals can undertake formal participation, e.g., vote, take part in 
referenda, contact politicians or civil servants, and even run for office. 
Collectively they hold membership(s) in organizations with formal political 
agendas. Activism includes legal activities such as political consumption, 
petition signing, collective demonstrations, strikes and protests, and in-
volvement in new social movements. Activism can also be illegal and take 
the form of civil disobedience, sabotage, squatting, and violent protests or 
demonstrations (Ekman & Amnå, 2012). These activities, like the civic en-
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gagement ones, are connected to donning a citizen role. It can be designed 
more as an activist role or bear elements of a consumer one.  

Benford & Snow (2000) have identified four features that characterise a 
successful collective action frame, i.e. one that can garner bystander support 
and action. A frame with greater potential to generate action is one that 1) 
identifies a wide range of (connected) problems, 2) is inclusive and flexible 
in terms of ideas and themes incorporated, 3) has enough variability in its 
interpretive scope to allow for inclusiveness and flexibility, and 4) is 
credible and salient to potential participants; it resonates with them. These 
features are characteristics of the outcomes of interactional framing pro-
cesses, meaning that for example resonance cannot be deduced by recon-
structing a news media or audience frame; the interactions between them 
must be analysed. To shed light on how the inclusivity and flexibility of, as 
well as the range of problems in a frame is generated and developed through 
interaction I use the concepts of frame bridging and frame extension. 
According to Snow et al. (1986), frame bridging refers to the linking 
together of different frames of the same issue. For the linking to be suc-
cessful there must be beliefs and opinions that are shared between the two 
frames, but which have not previously been tapped into or organized. 
Frame extension means that issues beyond primary interests are included in 
a frame (Benford & Snow, 2000). An example of such extension is the 
suggestion to link environmental concerns to health concerns, in order to 
make individuals more motivated to reduce their consumption of meat 
(Carlsson-Kanyama & Gonzalez, 2009; Freeman, 2010). Holzer (2006) have 
pointed out that frame bridging has been a successful strategy for mobiliza-
tion of political consumption. Because there is often more than one reason 
for buycotting or boycotting a product the reasons have been linked 
together to facilitate said actions. These strategies can be employed to 
resolve disagreements in a framing contest (Rein, 2001). 

The features of collective action frames are connected to how framing 
functions are carried out and therefore I will highlight some of the dilem-
mas that these functions implicate. In short, diagnostic, prognostic and 
motivational framing should be carried out so that agreement on what the 
problem is, what needs to be done about it, and how responsibility should 
be attributed, and active participation is facilitated (Benford & Snow, 2000). 
Resonance between media and audiences could contribute to overcoming 
several barriers to participation, among them the already mentioned ones of 
uncertainty and lack of knowledge, but also externalisation of responsibility, 
i.e. the opinion that someone else is responsible for causing and/or solving 



 
3: FRAMES, NEWS MEDIA, AUDIENCES, AND PARTICIPATION 

77 

the problem (Lorenzoni et al., 2007). When responsibility cannot be attri-
buted, limiting environmental harm and spurring participation becomes 
problematic (Giddens, 1999; Olausson, 2009; Pellizzoni, 2004; Snow & 
Benford, 1988; Van Gorp, 2007). The importance of attribution of respon-
sibility is reliant on the view that events can be influenced; that an agent 
causes something to happen through choice or will (Pellizzoni, 2005). If no 
actors are held responsible for the environmentally unsustainable meat 
production and consumption and furthermore, if no one assumes responsi-
bility for solving it, changes will be hard to achieve. It is not a given that 
causal and treatment responsibilities are assigned by media or by audiences. 
The nature of a problem and who or what is to blame for it are closely 
connected but agreement about the latter does not automatically follow 
from agreement on the former (Benford & Snow, 2000). I extend this 
understanding to prognostic framing—agreement about the solution to the 
environmental unsustainability of meat production and consumption may 
be achieved without agreement about treatment responsibility following, 
and vice versa, i.e. there can be agreement about the attribution of treat-
ment responsibility but not about the solution. By examining the different 
framing functions, it becomes possible to home in on where agreement and 
conflicts arise, which contributes to the understanding of what facilitates 
and hinders active participation. 

How diagnostic and prognostic framing is carried out is connected to 
whether it can also be motivational. Duty and importance may be awakened 
when the severity of a problem is conveyed, especially if the problem is 
connected to an event that touches an individual because of her/his per-
sonal experiences, or by a personal belief that what one should do one must 
also do (Amnå, 2008). Fear messages have also been suggested as framing 
devices that can facilitate action by conveying duty and importance (O’Neill 
& Nicholson-Cole, 2009; Brulle, 2010). Framing the problem in too 
threatening terms can instead inspire feelings of hopelessness and fatalism, 
especially when available solutions are perceived as inefficient by indi-
viduals and if individuals lack a sense of perceived self-efficacy, i.e. ability to 
act (Lorenzoni et al., 2007; O’Neill & Nicholson-Cole, 2009). On the other 
hand, some individuals see duty and importance as a consequence of just 
having knowledge about an environmental issue. If one knows there is a 
problem that needs solving, one must do what one can to solve it (Dahl, 
2014). How these, and other, dilemmas are negotiated and possibly over-
come in framing processes is something to be investigated empirically. The 
same goes for the four features of a successful action frame. In the last sec-
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tion of this chapter I will present the analytical concepts used to analyse this 
in interactive framing processes. 

3.6 Interactive framing 
Having argued that there are multiple news media and audience frames of 
meat production and consumption the question is how to analyse why some 
are deemed more valid and adequate, and how certain frames become more 
successful action ones, i.e., garner support for the suggested route to change 
and motivate active participation. Granted, the actions will not be observed 
but whether frames resonate and can be developed to accommodate a range 
of beliefs, values, and experiences, are seen as indicative of whether they 
facilitate or hinder participation. 

Frame resonance hinges on the credibility and salience of a frame. The 
credibility in turn depends on frame consistency, empirical credibility, and 
the frame articulators’ credibility (Benford & Snow, 2000). Frame consist-
ency refers to the congruency between beliefs, claims, and actions. It can be 
disrupted when there are contradictions among beliefs or claims, or among 
framings and tactical actions. As newspapers, at least mainstream ones, do 
not partake in or organize tactical actions the way SMOs do, the first type of 
inconsistency is the one that could hinder resonance between news media 
and consumer frames. Depending on how audiences perceive the texts and 
each other’s claims and beliefs other inconsistencies could become relevant. 
In news pieces journalists are the ones framing meat but they do it together 
with the actor(s) they’re interviewing (Djerf Pierre, 1996). Consequently, 
audience perceptions of the consistency of interviewees or the organizations 
they represent also come into play. The second factor affecting credibility is 
empirical credibility. In order to attract adherents, the framing should be 
viewed as making valid diagnostic and prognostic claims, not necessarily to 
everyone everywhere, but at least to some sub-segment of the public in 
order to facilitate participation. Connecting the frame elements to cor-
roborating events in the world may lend them empirical credibility. The 
third and final factor influencing credibility is the credibility of the frame 
articulator. A frame articulator perceived as having great expertise and high 
status will potentially be more persuasive, lend credibility to the frame, and 
be more likely to create resonance (Benford & Snow, 2000). This striving for 
credibility is something journalists partake in as well; it is at least one of the 
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reasons as to why scientists are commonly the interviewees and sources in 
environmental news (Anderson, 1997; Djerf Pierre, 1996).  

Just as credibility affects frame resonance, so does salience. Entman 
(1993, p. 53) defines salience as “making a piece of information more 
noticeable, meaningful, or memorable to audiences”. A salient frame is one 
that 1) expresses beliefs, values, and ideas that are central to targets for 
active participation, 2) is experientially commensurable, i.e. congruent with 
the everyday experiences of targets for active participation, and 3) has 
narrative fidelity, or is culturally resonant (Benford & Snow, 2000). The 
narrative fidelity is similar to what Gamson and Modigliani (1989) term 
cultural resonance. Recalling that frames are connected to culture; that 
there is a cultural stock of frames and that cultural codes are a source for 
frames (Van Gorp, 2007; Weber et al., 2008) can help explain why certain 
frames gain an advantage over others. Packages containing frames that 
resonate with broader cultural themes gain an advantage, through cultural 
resonance (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989). Cultural resonance is sought by 
actors, not the least social movements, trying to change consumption. The 
two resonances describe distinct but interrelated phenomena; the former is 
one of the features influencing a frames’ capacity to generate action and the 
latter is one of the factors determining the career of a package of frames. 
While cultural resonance may help explain why certain framings of meat 
are more prominent than others in the news media discourse, the frame 
resonance as an analytical concept targets the effectiveness of different 
frames. This is especially useful when audience interpretations of news 
media texts, and the possibility of the latter to facilitate participation in 
meat consumption changes, are considered. Even so, Benford and Snow 
(2000) too point out that cultural meanings, beliefs etc. is a resource base 
for the fashioning of collective action frames; the cultural context both 
facilitates and constrains framing processes.  

Weber et al. (2008) have provided a more detailed description of cultural 
codes and how they can be used in changing consumption. Cultural codes 
contain a value dimension of moral good and bad. What makes one 
dimension good and one bad is the link between the cultural codes and 
broad cultural or institutional dimensions.9 When consumption changes are 

 
9 Drawing lines between “good” and “evil” is what Gamson (1995) call adversarial framing. 
Through adversarial framing camps of protagonists (supporters and activists) and 
antagonists (the ones to blame) are constructed. 
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sought the cultural codes can be drawn on to establish a collective identity, 
infused with moral goodness, while at the same time devaluing the domin-
ant system. As cultural codes function as sources of frames movements or 
groups may draw on them to create cultural resonance between the specific 
frames of the movement and the broader value orientations in society. The 
resonance legitimizes the frames externally and may facilitate participation. 
The cultural codes prompt particular diagnostic frames to identify specific 
problems as well as particular prognostic frames that guide the search for 
appropriate solutions. Members of a group consistently generate meaning 
and frame information according to the rules that cultural codes specify 
(Weber et al., 2008). 
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CHAPTER 4 
Combining media and focus group research 

To fulfil the aim of this study, which is ultimately to identify potential 
routes of participation in environmentally sustainable changes of the 
Swedish meat production and consumption, through the analysis of media 
and audience framing of meat, I needed methods that would allow me to 
shed light on facilitators of and barriers to participation in different parts of 
the complex relationship between the media and audience frames. Conse-
quently, I combined content analysis of Swedish newspapers and focus 
group discussions with their audiences. The focus group discussions also 
included reception elements. I view framing as a process which can be 
analysed through a number of methods (see Matthes & Kohring, 2008). The 
content analysis of media material directs attention to the three framing 
functions, which were outlined in the previous chapter. The focus group 
method is well suited to capture the interactive features of framing pro-
cesses and mimics the everyday settings in which media interpretations and 
use take place (Warr, 2005; Deacon et al., 2010). Both the media material 
and the conversations, including interactions, generated during the focus 
group discussions were analysed from a framing perspective.  

The structure of this chapter follows the order in which the empirical 
work was undertaken. Each phase focused on different parts of the relation-
ship between media and audience framing, but they also functioned as tools 
for selecting material for the following phase. The focus of the first phase of 
the media analysis was how meat as an environmental issue has developed on 
the news media agenda, which included a comparison between the fre-
quency of environmental and alternative framings of meat. In the second 
phase the environmentally framed articles were analysed to see how it was 
done. Finally, focus group discussions with reception elements were carried 
out and analysed to see how audiences frame meat production and consump-
tion, and how audiences use media’s information and motivational resources 
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when framing meat as an environmental issue in an interactive setting. In 
this chapter I will delve deeper into the motivation behind the choice of the 
different methods, the considerations that went into selecting media 
material and participants for the focus groups, how the methods were car-
ried out, and how the material was analysed. 

4.1 Media material and delimitations 
The material included in this study is limited to that published in print 
newspapers. Although the media landscape has changed drastically, and 
readership of print newspapers has gone down, these traditional media 
outlets, especially the nation-wide ones, are still considered a dominant 
source of information, which people turn to when trying to navigate among 
issues and opinions in society (Hadenius et al., 2011). Furthermore, print 
news media has more space to handle information about complex issues, 
like environmental ones, than do broadcast media (Djerf-Pierre et al., 2015; 
Hadenius et al., 2011). Sweden, like other Nordic countries, has a high 
newspaper circulation, which sets them apart from many other national 
media contexts (Strömbäck & Shehata, 2010; Shehata & Strömbäck, 2011).  

Four Swedish newspapers have been included in the study, namely 
Dagens Nyheter (DN), Aftonbladet (AB), ETC and Dagens ETC. Several 
considerations have gone into the selection of newspapers. Firstly, they 
represent two different kinds of newspapers; mainstream and alternative 
radical. Dagens Nyheter and Aftonbladet can be categorized as mainstream 
mass media of the news variety. As such they represent mainstream framing 
of meat production and consumption. They reach the largest number of 
readers in Sweden, which is what makes them an important source of 
environmental information. ETC and Dagens ETC can be categorized as 
alternative radical news media. It is the explicit aim of theirs to provide a 
different outlook on events and current affairs than do mainstream media 
that make them alternative. Other characteristics of alternative media is 
their relationship to their audiences, that they give a voice to otherwise 
unheard publics, and that their organizational structure differs from that of 
mainstream media (Atton, 2002a).  

Both DN and AB are nation-wide newspapers and, as mentioned, they 
also have a wide reach in terms of numbers of readers, 619 000 and 602 000 
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respectively (TNS-Sifo, 2016).1 Though DN and AB share the mainstream 
character and wide reach, the reason for including both in this study springs 
from their differences. They possibly reach slightly different groups of 
readers as they vary with respect to style of address and market conditions. 
Dagens Nyheter is an independent liberal morning newspaper, traditionally 
broadsheet but the format has been changed to the compact one. When 
formulating its journalistic ambition DN aims to be a “broad quality news-
paper and act as the most important democratic meeting place in Sweden” 
and “show the diversity of life and society and provide readers with the 
orientation, knowledge, and understanding they need as active citizens in a 
time of fast paced changes”.2 Aftonbladet is a social democratic tabloid 
which aims to “be the most engaging news source and meeting place for 
people wanting to stay informed on the latest news”. They want to achieve 
this by “employing investigative journalism in serious issues dealing with 
life and death as well as in events in areas such as entertainment, sports, 
lifestyle, live broadcasts, IT journalism, and reader interaction”.3 The 
majority of DN readers are subscribers, whereas the print version of AB 
depends on the sale of single copies, which means that they must attract 
buyers daily. However, AB invests a lot, and is successful, in its online and 
mobile solutions as print media revenues have decreased. The tabloids have 
been forerunners in Sweden when it comes to moving from print to mobile 
platforms (Färdigh & Westlund, 2014). The differences between the two 
mainstream newspapers are likely to affect journalistic content through, for 
example, criteria for news selection. DN and AB also differ with respect to 
how much the public trust them. In general, the trust in DN is higher, while 
the trust in AB is lower (Weibull, 2014). 

The alternative radical newspapers were selected based on other con-
siderations than the mainstream ones. The two chosen ones present them-
selves as champions of environmental, and especially climate, issues. In 
them the reader finds “political, climate, and gender equality issues” and 
Dagens ETC is described as “a red newspaper for a greener world”.4 ETC 
(2013) describes themselves as the alternative for those “tired of the right-

 
1 These numbers refer to the reach of print editions, with digital readership included the 
reach is 1 088 000 for DN, and 3 487 000 for Aftonbladet. 
2 http://info.dn.se/info/om-oss/dns-publicistiska-uppdrag/ 2014-09-01 
3 http://www.schibsted.com/en/Annual-Report-2010/Operations/Media-Houses-Scandina 
via/Schibsted-Sverige/Aftonbladet/ 2014-09-01 
4 https://www.facebook.com/ETCtidningarna/info 2014-09-01 



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

84 

wing dominance in media”. Still, both have a traditional newspaper layout 
why their style of reporting can be compared to that of mainstream news-
papers, even if their points of departure and some organizational features 
differ. ETC and Dagens ETC have very limited editions compared with the 
mainstream newspapers, 68 000 and 61 000 respectively (TNS-Sifo, 2016). 
During the years covered in the study both papers were issued once a week 
which naturally means that they reach far fewer people. The people they do 
reach have made the effort to find an alternative, which is not as visible as 
the mainstream news outlets. I made the assumption that ETC and Dagens 
ETC, as well as their audiences, would be more engaged with environmental 
issues. Furthermore, a feature of alternative media is that they are less 
constrained by traditional journalistic norms, i.e., they are more likely to 
carry out motivational framing (Kolandai-Matchett, 2009). Therefore, the 
alternative newspapers held the promise of functioning as a social move-
ment; garnering support and motivating active participation because of 
shared values with their audiences. However, the environmental framing 
differed very little between mainstream and alternative newspapers (see 
Chapter 5). Although that is a result of the analysis, it also meant that the 
comparative dimension was toned down.   

Rather than including more newspapers to gain diversity a longer con-
tinuous time period was covered. It aids the validity as the risk of the 
material being skewed due to a single spectacular event or debate is 
decreased (Hansen, 2011). The time period selected is January 2006 through 
May 2013. Because it is the environmental aspects of meat production and 
consumption that are of specific interest 2006, the year that the seminal UN 
report on the environmental impacts of livestock production was released, 
was chosen as a starting point. The end point coincided with when the 
material was collected. As no major changes in environmental framing over 
time could be observed the time period was not extended. There were no 
indications that the inclusion of material printed at later dates would 
change the results of the study.  

That the development of meat production and consumption as an 
environmental issue is traced back in time is a contributing factor to the 
choice of analysing print instead of digital media material. Had I decided to 
study a time period starting from a current date I could have followed the 
meat coverage of the selected newspapers through their various digital 
platforms. Tracing all the digital content on meat back to 2006 would have 
been harder for practical reasons and a timeline for the development of 
meat as an environmental issue could not have been drawn. It is however a 
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fact that the consumption of print newspapers is shrinking, while the use of 
digital platforms in a fragmented point and click environment of news is 
increasing (Swanson, 2000; Wadbring & Weibull, 2000; Andersson, 2015). 
At the same time, the validity of the analysis of how meat production and 
consumption is framed in news media cannot be condemned on the basis of 
it being based on print content. That would imply that the framing is essen-
tially different in the print and digital versions, which cannot be assumed. 
However, digital platforms and social media provide audiences with new, 
and more accessible, opportunities for civic engagement (Couldry et al., 
2010; Livingstone, 2005), and my analysis does not capture how these are 
utilised. It is a limitation of my findings, especially considering the role of 
civic engagement in relation to active participation and involvement. In the 
next section I will describe how the material from DN, Aftonbladet, ETC, 
and Dagens ETC was collected and selected.  

4.1.1 Collection and selection of media material 

In the first phase of selection all texts concerning meat, whether it be in a 
production or consumption context, were collected. Not limiting the initial 
search to environmentally themed articles made it possible to identify other 
framings than environmental ones of meat. To find the material a search 
was performed in the full text data base Retriever Research. As a full text 
data base Retriever Research allows for a search in headlines as well as lead 
paragraphs, body text and image captions. A benefit with using this kind of 
full text data base is that articles not immediately identified as treating meat 
can be included. However, a limitation to the reliability of the conclusions 
about the two alternative newspapers is that articles published by them up 
until late 2007 were not available, and therefore have not been included in 
the analysis.  

The only search word used was meat*, truncated in order to also capture 
articles containing compounds and conjugations. There is a risk that articles 
about meat have been overlooked despite such a general search word being 
used. News or debates about for example steak or pork could be written 
without actually using the word meat. A trial search limited to 2012 yielded 
one article which was not captured by the search for texts containing the 
word meat.5 A high number of articles have been included in the study and 

 
5 The search phrases “pork NOT meat*” and “beef NOT meat*” were used. They returned 
63 and 61 articles respectively. Most were recipes or used pork and beef in passing or as 
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as long as the word “meat” is not shunned by a specific newspaper, during a 
specific time period or in a specific genre, the material should be repre-
sentative enough for it to be possible to draw conclusions about the Swedish 
news media framing of meat. All articles using meat as a simile or idiom 
were excluded from the material, as were articles only treating meat in 
passing albeit as food. One of many examples is a feature piece about 
fermented Baltic Sea herring, dioxins, and EU regulation (Aftonbladet, 
2011-04-07). In just one sentence meat is mentioned as a cause to human 
intake of dioxins, together with dairy, eggs, sea food, and vegetable fat. 
Another example is an interview with a writer in DN (2007-01-22). The 
writer mentions she once wrote a play called “Mom’s meat balls”, but meat 
is not the topic of the interview. Certain genres, such as recipes, restaurant 
reviews and special features in supplements were not included either.  

With the caveats above included, all news and opinion texts in the four 
newspapers have been examined. This approach removes the problem of 
making generalizations about meat coverage in said newspapers, during the 
selected time period (Djerf Pierre, 1996, p. 48). While the problem of 
generalizability may have been removed when it comes to the selected 
newspapers, it remains when one considers the selection of said newspapers 
and their relation to other news media in Sweden, and elsewhere, if the net 
is cast even wider.   

The placement of issues in the newspapers influence their saliency 
(Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007) but the section in which the issue is brought 
up also matters. Language can vary between genres, for example news 
stories and editorials. More importantly news stories of different kinds are 
expected to be more influenced by journalistic norms such as impartiality 
and balance no matter if they are published in the economy or foreign news 
pages. In the opinion sections on the other hand intended bias is accepted 
(Anderson, 1997). There are differences to be expected also between opi-
nion items, the most apparent being that editorials, columns and news com-
mentaries are tied to the newspapers and represent their partisanship and 
reflect the news organization while debate articles and letters to the editors 
are written by people not formally tied to the newspaper, though still 
affected by editors (Anderson, 1997). Debate articles are more commonly 

 
metaphors. As a comparison with the trial search, the number of articles from 2012 
included based on the search for meat* was 259. Therefore, additional searches for beef and 
pork were not performed. 
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authored by experts, politicians, and NGO representatives, actors whose 
legitimacy is often higher than that of uncredited letter to the editor writers. 
The debate section in Dagens Nyheter has even been dubbed especially 
influential for other news media (Strömbäck, 2010). 

The total number of articles included in the first stage of analysis is 1730. 
The number of alternative newspaper articles is far lower than that of 
mainstream newspaper articles, 141 compared to 1590. The number of arti-
cles from each newspaper is shown in table 1 below. 

Table 1: Number of articles from each newspaper and the total number of articles. Articles 
are divided according to whether the main issue is meat or not. 

Newspaper DN Aftonbladet ETC 
Dagens  
ETC 

Total 

Meat main 
issue 

548 488 58 44 1138 

Other 
main issue 

275 278 13 26 592 

Total 823 766 71 70 1730 

The table above also shows how many of the articles that focus on meat. All 
1730 articles treat meat in some way, but meat is not always the main issue. 
In 592 of the articles the main issue is something other than meat. This type 
of article can be illustrated by the following lead paragraph: 

Today 1 out of 10 Swedes is overweight. At the same time, food is being 
discussed as never before. The market for health literature has exploded 
in the wake of unhealthiness and the obesity epidemic (Aftonbladet, 
2009-04-11).6 

Nowhere in the headline or lead paragraph is meat mentioned. Instead food 
in general is situated within a health theme. However, in the article, which 
is a commentary on dieting books, meat is brought up several times. While 
meat is not the main issue in this and many other articles, they still frame 
meat in different ways and that is why they have been included. To show the 
difference between the two types of articles, and how they have been 

 
6 ”I dag är var tionde svensk överviktig. Samtidigt diskuteras mat som aldrig förr. I ohälsans 
och fetmaepidemins spår har marknaden för hälsolitteratur fullkomligt exploderat.” 
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separated in the analytic process, the following lead paragraph is an exam-
ple of health framing in an article that does focus on meat:  

Are you worried about breast cancer? Become a vegetarian. A new study 
shows that daily consumption of meat can increase the risk of cancer 
with 64 per cent (Aftonbladet, 2007-04-04).7  

What these two articles show is that the amount of attention paid to meat 
differs between articles analysed, even between articles with the same 
thematic framing.  

The selection of material for the second phase of analysis was based on 
coding of the total number of 1730 articles included in the first phase. The 
307 articles coded as environmentally framed make up the basis for the 
analysis of how meat as an environmental issue has developed on the news 
media agenda.8 The environmentally framed articles where meat is con-
structed as an issue in its own right were in turn analysed to answer the 
question of how it was done. This material is made up of 165 articles. An 
alternative approach to finding environmentally themed articles about meat 
could have been to perform a search using meat* in combination with 
different words related to the environment. However, that would have 
limited the selection of material to that corresponding to the search phrases. 
Considering the number of environmental risks, and benefits, linked to 
meat relevant articles could very well have been missed. 

4.2 Content analysis and framing 
The main analytical tool used during the first two stages mentioned above is 
content analysis. In its most basic sense it refers to the counting of some 
feature(s) of the material studied (Deacon et al., 2010, p. 122). It is a method 
suitable for quantification of textual as well as thematic units across a large 
number of texts. In addition to being a method suitable to analyse large col-
lections of material, content analysis is flexible. There are no preordained 
features one must count and one can therefore adapt the features looked for 

 
7 ”Är du orolig för att drabbas av bröstcancer? Bli vegetarian. Att dagligen äta kött kan öka 
risken för cancer med 64 procent, visar en ny undersökning.”  
8 Whether articles were environmentally themed as well as if they focused on meat was 
determined through a content analysis which will be described in the next section. 
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to the purpose of the analysis (Deacon, et al., 2010). This flexibility was used 
as I moved from the first to the second phase of the content analysis. Pan 
and Kosicki (1993) point out that to perform a frame analysis is to con-
ceptualize news texts into dimensions that can be empirically operational-
ised. In the first phase the most important dimension was how meat had 
been thematically framed. In the second phase I went more into detail to see 
how the framing functions had been carried out. For that, aspects of 
Matthes and Kohring’s (2008) method for exploring frames through con-
tent analysis were employed. Following Entman’s (1993) definition of 
frames they can be divided into elements. Matthes and Kohring (2008) 
suggest that these elements be coded in a content analysis, rather than 
coding the frames in their entirety. Breaking down the frames into their 
elements, each element can be represented by one or more variables in the 
coding analysis. My approach to analysing frames leans toward the induc-
tive, which means that entire frames are not defined beforehand. A deduc-
tive approach codes pre-defined frames, but does not generate new ones 
(Matthes, 2009).9 According to Matthes and Kohring (2008) the coding of 
frame elements, instead of single holistic frames, increases reliability and 
limits the risk of the coder’s expectations guiding analysis. However, the 
problem of expectations and existing ideas guiding analysis is not com-
pletely removed. Even though complete frames are not coded, but rather 
frame elements, these have been predefined and consequently there is a risk 
of trying to fit texts into the predefined categories and thereby passing by 
frame elements. In other words, the (participatory) routes to change that I 
identify are inductively generated, but the coding of frame elements and 
their functions is deductive, as they have been predefined. 

As mentioned above, content analysis is often described as a method for 
quantifying features of texts. Here, it is viewed as having qualitative aspects as 
well. While different units are counted and registered, the procedure does 
 
9 Nisbet and Scheufele (2009), with reference to Gamson and Modigliani (1989) have 
presented a typology of frames that they claim are applicable to science-related policy 
debates. These include such frames as “Pandoras’s box” and “Scientific uncertainty”, which 
have been used in many studies using a deductive approach (see Asplund, 2014 for an 
overview). Nisbet (2009) cautions against equating these frames with positions on an issue, 
and states that they are rather to be seen as central organizing ideas, i.e., how Gamson and 
Modigliani (2009) define frames. For the purpose of this study, I found that I needed an 
approach that was more fine-tuned to what a frame does, and let me investigate the links 
between media and audience framing. Hence, my decision to code frame elements 
(Entman, 1993), which are tied to the core tasks of faming (Benford & Snow, 2000). 
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include interpretations and valuations. The units that were to be coded were 
decided in relation to the research questions and theoretical framework. 
Furthermore, the different categories were predefined according to previous 
findings and theoretical perspectives and the results from the analysis were 
interpreted and valuated by me. In other words, the content analysis in this 
thesis is not only an objective counting of what is manifest in the newspaper 
material.  

While it is common to make use of several coders and test the con-
sistency between them to ensure reliability (Deacon et al., 2010, p. 130), this 
is not the approach that was chosen. Relying on one coder, with the person 
carrying out that task being the same one undertaking the rest of the 
research, does mean that the coding instrument is not independent of the 
researcher (Asp, 1986). However, the coding does rely on a piloted and 
formalized tool with codified and systematic rules of interpretation10 
making it possible for other researchers to perform the analysis if they 
would wish to do so (see Deacon et al., 2010). All coded variables, as well as 
rules of interpretation, can be found in Appendix 1. I also make use of 
exemplification to handle intersubjectivity, i.e. to ensure that the analysis 
can be critically evaluated and reviewed. Exemplification and its companion 
explication (see Djerf Pierre, 1996, p. 49) are of importance both in the 
coding and analytical process, as well as the presentation of it. It means that 
the analysis and interpretation, as well as theoretical starting points and the 
material used, are explicitly described, and excerpts from articles are used in 
the empirical chapters. 

4.2.1 Analysis of meat’s development  
as an environmental issue on the media agendas 

When the complete material comprising 1730 articles was analysed to 
identify different framings of meat, and whether meat was the main issue, 
only the headlines and lead paragraphs were read. That was deemed enough 
seeing as headlines and lead paragraphs function as abstracts of texts and 
are central in the presentation of them (Bell, 1991). The predefined fram-
ings are based on previous research on qualities of meat, and often food in 
general, important to consumers. These are safety, price, animal welfare, 
environment, health, pleasure, and novelty (Warde, 1997; Wright, Nancar-

 
10 According to Asp (1986) formalized rules of interpretation is symptomatic of quanti-
tative text analysis. 
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row & Kwok, 2001; Grunert et al., 2004; Atkins & Bowler, 2007; Leipämaa-
Leskinen, 2007; Korzen & Lassen, 2010; Kayser et al., 2013; Pohjolainen et 
al., 2015). The pleasurable aspects of meat refer to tastiness but also to 
convenience, and social aspects such as taking time to prepare a meal then 
enjoyed by the whole family. To circumvent the risk of trying to fit material 
into predefined categories, articles were coded as “other” when they could 
not be identified as any of predefined framings. The “other” category was 
the third largest (n=269) when all 1730 articles had been coded, which 
indicates that articles were not squeezed into ill-fitting framings. To allow 
for thematic framings to emerge, these articles were labelled during the 
coding process. Neither of the emerging categories was even close to 
exceeding the size of the predefined main framings. With the articles 
framing meat in a non-predefined way excluded the material comprised 
1461 articles. Seeing as the framings of meat coded as “other” were uncom-
mon compared to the predefined ones they were excluded from further 
analysis. Therefore, the presentation of the results and analysis of the 
frequencies of the various framings in Chapter 5 is based on the material 
comprising 1461 articles. 

The above approach allowed me to pinpoint when meat was the topic of 
environmental journalism and how common it was compared with other 
types of journalism. Such a perspective on what constitutes environmental 
journalism follows a tradition of defining it based on content (Djerf Pierre, 
1996). While more commonly used to compare the attention given to 
environmental issues relative to other ones this definition is here applied on 
a lower level. Making use of a definition where the separation of journalism 
and environmental issues is possible has its benefits in this phase; what is 
being studied is not environmental journalism but how environmental 
issues have been treated journalistically. Other definitions of environmental 
journalism, based on genre characteristics or special fields of reporting 
(Djerf Pierre, 1996) would limit the selection. With such an approach to the 
analysis of framings, environmentally framed articles about meat written by 
journalists outside the environmental beat would have been excluded from 
the next stage of analysis. The same goes for articles that do not fit into the 
mould of news pieces typical of the environmental journalistic genre.  

Although a content definition of environmental journalism bears some 
similarities to a discursive definition, the latter also includes a certain type 
of problem description centred on catastrophes, crisis or imminent danger 
(Djerf Pierre, 1996, pp. 25–26). This perspective, too, would limit the selec-
tion of material too much. If there had been more research on how meat as 
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a topic is and has been treated journalistically, a narrower definition of 
environmental journalism would have been more beneficial, at least in 
terms of increasing validity. As is now the case, a wider net is used to avoid 
missing potentially dominating framings of meat. With meat consumption 
and production not being an established environmental issue in the way 
that (for example) climate change is, it is difficult to hold any preconceived 
notions of the possible features of the discourse pertaining to it.  

Descriptive variables (year, month, and section) were also coded for all 
articles. They made it possible to follow the development of different 
framings. Coding the content as belonging to different sections was made 
more complicated by the fact that different newspapers are not structured 
in the same way; not all of them have all the different predefined sections. 
For example, Aftonbladet does not have an economics section but has 
separate culture and entertainment sections while Dagens Nyheter does 
have an economy section but entertainment and culture is covered in the 
same section. The alternative newspapers on the other hand have no sports 
sections. What is common among the newspapers is that all have domestic 
news, editorial pages, debate sections, letters to the editor and a culture 
and/or entertainment section. Another problem for the analysis is that the 
structure of newspapers tends to change over time; sections get added while 
others disappear and the focus of individual sections changes. Because of 
these difficulties the number of articles coded as domestic news is high as 
compared with other sections; articles in special features sections have been 
coded as domestic. The most valid categorization of sections that can be 
made based on the content analysis performed is between news and opinion 
sections. However, not even that crude division is without its problems 
seeing as opinion pieces such as columns are printed in news sections. 

4.2.2 Analysis of how meat is framed as an environmental issue 

The content analysis performed on the 165 articles framing meat as an en-
vironmental issue was more extensive than that in the first phase. The 
coding variables were chosen to capture different frame elements, as in the 
method suggested by Matthes and Kohring (2008) described earlier. Frame 
elements and coding variables are presented below. 

Table 2: Framing functions (see chapter 3) and the corresponding coding variables used in 
the content analysis. 
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Framing function Coding variables 

Diagnostic 
Problem framing 
 
 
 
 
Attribution of causal 
responsibility 

 
Other themes 
Environmental risks 
Environmental benefits 
Tone 
 
 
Context 
Tone 
Causal responsibility 

Prognostic 
Suggested solution 
 
 
Attribution of treatment 
responsibility 

Solution 
Radical/reformist 
 
Treatment responsibility 

As can be seen in the table, some coding variables are exclusive to one frame 
element while other corresponds to several. The alternatives for each vari-
able were predefined and based on 1) reading of studies on the environ-
mental impacts of meat production and consumption, which resulted in the 
categorisation of environmental risks and benefits; 2) previous research on 
meat consumption changes; 3) reports on the environmental sustainability, 
or lack thereof, of meat consumption in Sweden and 4) other content analy-
ses of media material, from which ideas about categorisation of genres and 
inclusion of descriptive variables stem.  

The articles were read in their entirety several times during the coding 
process. They were uploaded in the qualitative analysis software NVivo 10, 
which was used to highlight and annotate text. For example, when responsi-
bility was coded as shared between several actors I made a note about which 
those actors were. That made it possible to search for all framings of shared 
responsibility and compare them without having to read the entire article 
every time. The coding was later exported to SPSS Statistics 20 as it is more 
suitable for quantitative analysis. Some content, which was manifest in the 
texts, was easily coded. This goes especially for the mentioning of environ-
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mental risks and benefits; the coding of those is best described as a simple 
process of recording certain words or phrases during the reading of them. 
The majority of the material was harder to categorize and involved a por-
tion of interpretation. In cases of uncertainty about which category that is 
dominating, the approach has been to take a step back and view the text as a 
reader would, not focusing too much on specific wording but rather on the 
general impressions. My chief interest is, after all, in the framings that are 
visible to the audience, and not in the considerations that have gone into 
constructing them.  

Because the identification of environmental risks and benefits did not 
fully capture the diagnostic framing two additional variables were added. 
The first one concerns the general view of current meat production and 
consumption, which could be deemed neutral, positive, negative, or a mix 
of both positive and negative. This variable was added since it became 
apparent that meat could be connected only to risk(s) while still being 
judged as mostly unproblematic. The second one concerns solutions, or 
rather proposed changes in meat production and consumption. Specific 
measures have not been analysed, instead the focus has been on rearrange-
ments of either production or consumption. The different solutions have 
been merged into two larger categories that have been labelled “radical” and 
“reformist” following the terminology of Weber et al. (2008).  

The content analysis of the framing of meat production and consump-
tion provides one piece to the puzzle of identifying potential routes of parti-
cipation in environmentally sustainable changes of the Swedish meat pro-
duction and consumption. It shows how meat production and consumption 
is problematized in the public debate, i.e. which framings that are easily 
available to audiences. Another, equally important, piece is provided by the 
analysis of how individuals frame meat production and consumption. 
Whether the news media framings may indeed contribute to constructing 
participatory routes to change is a function of an interactive process that 
involves both media framings and audience framings. This process is what 
was examined in the focus group discussions. 

4.3 Interactive interpretative focus groups 
The focus group method is a qualitative one intended to generate a rich 
understanding of the experiences and beliefs of participants (Kitzinger, 
1995). With everyday experiences and social belonging informing patterns 
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of food consumption, participation, and interactive framing processes 
(Benford & Snow, 2000; Atkins & Bowler, 2007; Asplund, 2014), the 
method should allow one to tap into both everyday experiences of and 
interaction among consumers. Another point in favour for focus groups is 
that they mimic the way that everyday media interpretations and use take 
place among people in social, familial, and professional networks (Deacon 
et al., 2010). This is in line with the view that framing is an interactive pro-
cess (Asplund, 2014) and that meaning-making takes place collectively 
rather than individually (Ruddock, 2001). The “focus” in focus group refers 
to one subject taking centre stage. This is the subject which the invited 
participants are encouraged to discuss. The focus groups were set up as to 
allow participants to talk about meat production and consumption in 
general, but typical environmental media framing of meat was also intro-
duced to see how it was interpreted and used in framing processes.  

Focus groups are organized group discussions with several persons present. 
Therefore, the time spent on each individual, and hence the knowledge gained 
about them, is less than in individual interviews. On the other hand, one gets 
access to group interaction processes. Participants are given the possibility to 
circulate ideas; sharing, comparing, and defending their views with and against 
each other (Kitzinger, 1994). The talk generated “is a mixture of personal beliefs 
and available collective narratives that are flavoured by the local circumstances 
of participants’ lives” (Warr, 2005, p. 200). 

There is a rather long tradition of using focus groups in communication 
studies in order to explore effects of particular media, such as television 
programs or films (Kitzinger, 1995). Merton (1987), the early champion of 
focus groups, viewed them as a complement to quantitative methods, and 
not to be used in isolation to draw conclusions about distribution of ideas 
and attitudes. Contemporary usage of focus groups as a research method 
challenges this notion of Merton’s. Lunt and Livingstone (1996) rethink the 
role of focus groups to justify the more modern conduct, which is the kind 
that has been used in this study. Typical characteristics are theoretically 
driven sampling of groups as opposed to Merton’s survey sampling ap-
proach, and the study of how audiences make sense of media texts rather 
than the recording of responses caused by the media texts. Instead of view-
ing the focus group as an aggregate of individual opinions it is cast as a 
means of accessing the processes of social construction of meaning (Lunt & 
Livingstone, 1996). I shift between examining content and interactions but 
want to emphasize that the content is not necessarily static. The frames of 
meat were continuously negotiated during the focus group discussions. To 
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showcase how the framings changed, i.e. analyse the framing process, I did 
however find it necessary to take snapshots of them.  

It might seem strange to carry out focus groups—a method especially 
suitable to capture interactions between people—when the participation of 
audiences is in focus. Participation is in some ways an individual feat; it is 
one person carrying out the chosen action. Therefore, I view the individual 
audience members as entities in possession of agency that can be channelled 
through various types of participation. Evoking the somewhat clichéd “no 
man is an island”, each and every individual is nestled in a collective setting 
which influences everything that is done. In my view it becomes virtually 
impossible to draw a distinct line between the individual and the collective. 

4.4 Composition and selection of focus groups 
A consequence of viewing the framing as an interactional process is that the 
context in which it takes place is inextricably linked to it. The composition 
of focus groups, the relationship between the participants, where discus-
sions are carried out, the recruitment process and a number of other factors 
all influence both the content of the discussions and the interactive features 
(Halkier, 2010; Wibeck, 2010). In this and the following two sections I will 
describe the details of the focus group procedure to provide insight into 
how they influenced content and interactions, but also how they relate to 
the theoretical framework and aim of the thesis. In the chapter’s final sec-
tion, I turn to how the analysis of the material generated through the focus 
group discussions was carried out. Detailed descriptions of the selection of 
participants, the focus group discussions, and the analytical steps are a way 
of improving the rigor and credibility of the qualitative work undertaken 
(Tong et al., 2007) 

The selection of focus groups followed two guiding principles—maxi-
mum variation sampling and purposeful sampling (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). 
Maximum variation sampling enables a broader understanding of the con-
ditions influencing the framing of meat production and consumption, as 
well as of individuals’ views on possibilities for participating in environ-
mentally sustainable changes. To achieve variation, I focused on certain 
areas deemed of particular analytical relevance. These were age, gender, 
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level of education, family composition, meat consumption practices,11 and 
media use. The last three groups were recruited to increase the variation in 
gender and level of education. The first five groups were too similar in these 
respects. Purposeful sampling rests on the assumption that certain partici-
pants and experiences will be particularly relevant for understanding a 
phenomenon (Lindlof & Taylor, 2002). It was used to ensure that audiences 
of all four selected newspapers participated in the study. That the parti-
cipants were audiences of the newspapers was deemed important based on 
the assumption that media is an important source of information and may 
set boundaries for how issues are understood (Anderson, 1997; Cox, 2012). 
Also, the audiences of the two alternative radical newspapers were con-
sidered more specific, as these typically share the values of the alternative 
media outlet they have sought out (Kolandai-Matchett, 2009). However, 
that the participants are audiences of the selected newspapers does not 
ensure that they have consumed news and opinion material about meat.  

A point of departure for designing the study was the interest in investi-
gating whether alternative radical newspapers could be more likely than 
mainstream newspapers to facilitate participation based on their similarity 
to social movements (Atton, 2002a; Lievrouw, 2011; Weber et al., 2008). In 
radical media “activist-journalists” work to establish counter-frames to the 
mainstream media frames (Atton, 2002b).12 To answer questions about how 
alternative radical newspaper audiences frame meat production and con-
sumption the recruitment of them was deemed important. Because the 
readership of ETC and Dagens ETC is limited I could not count on 
recruiting their audiences while maximizing the variation of gender, age, 
level of education, etc. Therefore, I constructed13 two groups of ETC and 

 
11 These areas were chosen because they have been shown to influence meat consumption 
practices as well as level of participation (Guenther et al., 2005; NFA, 2012; Stolle & 
Micheletti, 2013). 
12 The binary model of mainstream and radical news media has proven to be more complex 
(Atton, 2002b). It means that one cannot assume that they are always in opposition to each 
other or operate according to completely different logics. For example, it has been shown 
that there are crossovers in style, content, and ideas between them (Harcup, 2005). Even if 
that is the case, I would argue that the differing mission statements and organizations of 
the mainstream and alternative newspapers included in the study merit an empirical 
analysis of the content, style, and ideas, before it can be said that they are similar. 
13 A constructed group is put together by the researcher for the specific purpose of parti-
cipating in a discussion. They do not know each other before entering the discussion situa-
tion. This way of composing groups lends the researcher greater control when it comes to 
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Dagens ETC readers (Focus Groups C and E). These were recruited through 
an advertisement posted by the newspapers in their social media channels. 
All groups were given alternatives for the location of the discussions—my 
workplace, their workplace, or a café. They got to choose the one they pre-
ferred. This was done for their convenience, but also to make them more 
comfortable and in control. 

The decision to mainly recruit participants from the Stockholm area was 
based on the readership of DN being strong there, which showed in the 
participants reports about their media consumption. When I found it hard 
to recruit participants without higher education, the search net was widened 
to also include participants from smaller cities. 19 participants resided in a 
big city area (Stockholm), five lived in city areas, and two in rural areas. 
That the participants were audiences of the newspapers included was a 
selection criterion, and in rural areas local papers have a stronger position 
than the national ones. As no local newspapers were included in the study 
no conscious attempt was made to recruit people living in rural areas. 
Nevertheless, two participants match that criterion (Dan and David in 
Group D). These, along with the participants residing in smaller cities, read 
their local newspapers daily. However, they did also read DN and/or Afton-
bladet regularly. Region of residence was not selected as a characteristic of 
special analytical importance because no patterns linking Swedish region of 
residency to meat consumption (NFA, 2012), or vegetarianism (ARS, 2014), 
have been found yet.14 

The groups that were not constructed are natural15 professional ones. 
Natural groups carry the advantage of heightening the interactive aspects of 
focus groups, such as processes of negotiation and explanation of meanings 
of social phenomena. While the discussions may take on a more private 
form than they do in constructed groups they are still public in the sense 
 
the composition of groups. The degree of heterogeneity of different factors within and 
between groups can be decided as seen fit (Leask et al., 2001).  
14 ARS (2014) report that vegetarianism is more common in Skåne (15 percent), compared 
with the rest of Sweden. Larsson (2001) found that vegetarianism was more common 
among adolescents in Umeå (15.6 percent), than in Stockholm (4.8 percent). In other 
words, there seems to be regional differences, or at least vegetarian hot spots, but not 
depending on whether the region of residency is urban or rural.  
15 The participants in a natural group occupy the same social context also outside of the 
research setting, whether that social context is a family, a working place, a book club or 
something completely different. The participants know each other beforehand but their ties 
can range from shallow to deep (Leask et al., 2001; Warr, 2005). 
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that they are being performed in front of a moderator. At their best they 
resemble non-contrived discussions (Kitzinger, 1995; Warr, 2005).16 One 
argument in favour of the natural focus group was nevertheless that it 
mimics the everyday setting in which societal issues are discussed and 
media framing is interpreted and negotiated (Deacon et al., 2010). The 
advantage of natural groups when looking for conversations that mimic 
those taking place in environments where beliefs are formed is acknow-
ledged by Leask et al. (2001), the same ones who illuminate their drawbacks, 
but also by others (e.g. Kitzinger, 1995; Warr, 2005). When natural and 
constructed groups have been compared, the latter has been shown to be 
more conducive to participants expressing a larger number of differing 
opinions whereas the natural group is more prone to consensus-making, 
i.e., reaching agreement (Leask et al., 2001). Even if that is the case the 
added benefit of studying interactions was deemed more important in this 
study than that of unearthing as wide a range of beliefs as possible. 
Consensus-making was a strong feature in many of the groups, but so was 
the voicing of different and contradictory opinions and beliefs. These dual 
features made it possible to study the process of how agreement was 
reached and how contradictory opinions were negotiated.   

The choice of professional groups rather than for example families, or 
groups of friends, was made as an attempt to control the level of education. 
However, selection came to be based on workplace rather than profession. 
In some groups these coincided. The natural groups were found through 
acquaintances of mine who in turn recruited the participants for the 
groups.17 I approached acquaintances with different occupations, of dif-
 
16 Gamson (1992) calls these types of conversations a hybrid form of interactions, which are 
labelled sociable public discourses. The natural focus group setting presents unusual as well 
as familiar elements to the participants. Consequently, the conversations often veer be-
tween the serious and the playful. Such a mix could be observed in this study. For example, 
jargon and inside jokes were suddenly interrupted by one participant who encouraged the 
others to get back to the topic at hand. 
17 In five of the focus groups the acquaintances who recruited their colleagues also 
participated. This can put the recruiter in a problematic position; squeezed somewhere 
between me as a moderator and the other participants. The recruiters might feel responsi-
ble for their colleagues, and for the focus group discussion. They can also be perceived as 
more “in the know” by their colleagues. The first was observed initially in group A but as 
the discussion moved along this position seemed to be forgotten. An advantage gained by 
having the recruiter participate, and assuming some responsibility for the situation, was 
that they vouched for me and made the relationship between me as a moderator and the 
participants less formal. 
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ferent ages and gender, and with or without higher education to increase 
the likelihood of a varying composition. During the time period when the 
focus groups were held it became apparent that more women than men 
were willing to participate. Therefore, the contacts made later were 
encouraged to recruit men specifically. The participants recruited by my 
acquaintances were unknown to me and we had had no contact prior to the 
focus group discussions. Consequently, the composition within groups was 
not controlled by me but depended on who the contact recruited. The 
homogeneity within groups varied. Some were similar with respect to the 
characteristics of special analytical relevance (e.g. Group B and Group F) 
while other were more varied (e.g. Group A). No group was homogenous 
with respect to all sampling characteristics. Homogeneity in interests or 
experiences makes participants more prone to relax in the group (Wibeck, 
2010, p. 64). Because the participants already had something in common, 
i.e. belonging to the same group at work or being part of a relatively small 
newspaper audience, heterogeneity between group members was equally 
illuminating for analytical purposes.  

Despite efforts to reach different professional groups all participants, 
except for one of the ETC readers, are white collar-workers.18 The constructed 
groups did not have a workplace or profession in common. Group C was 
made up of a journalist and a woman who was currently unemployed. Group 
E consisted of a student and a nursing assistant/union representative. Only 
one group had a well-defined profession in common, namely group F which 
consisted of teachers. The other professional groups are better characterized 
by what kind of services or projects they work together on. Group A was 
made up of IT systems specialist, Group B worked together in online retail, 
Group D worked with property management,19 Group F was made up of 
people working with marketing and programming at a credit company, and 
group H was made up of labour hiring managers. Even participants 
themselves found it hard to pinpoint what their occupations are. This could 
be a result of many of them being knowledge workers. They have more 
freedom in their work and a large part of their job is to solve problems and 
use their knowledge for creative thinking. Traditionally, people with that kind 
 
18 Attempts were made to recruit blue-collar workers and professional groups holding jobs 
that do not require higher education, e.g. tube drivers and mail carriers. The reasons for 
them rejecting to participate were practical; they could not find the time and/or it was 
impossible to organize a group because the potential participates were scheduled in shifts.  
19 They did not work together on a daily basis but came together several times a year. 
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of employment perceive themselves to have more space and agency to engage 
with political issues, though not necessarily when it comes to taking on 
environmental responsibility (Sörbom, 2002). As mentioned, level of educa-
tion is one of the characteristics having been shown to influence people’s 
meat consumption practices, as well as their participation in political con-
sumption (Guenther et al., 2005; NFA, 2012; Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). 
Therefore, I focused on making sure that the level of education varied to 
make up for the difficulties with recruiting participants with more diverse 
professions. 

Eight focus groups are included in this study and the total number of 
participants is 26. The focus group discussions were carried out during 
2015, beginning in January and ending in June. Between two and five 
persons participated in each group. Recommendations about the ideal 
group size vary, but generally two are considered to be too few. No group 
was planned with fewer than three participants or more than six, following 
the recommendation and experience of Olausson (2011). The guiding 
principle for the group size was to strive for a conversation where everyone 
could be heard, while there were still enough opinions represented as to 
keep the conversation flowing.20 Nevertheless, last minute cancellations 
resulted in two very small focus groups (VSFGs).21 The focus group discus-
sions were held in three Swedish cities at locations chosen by the groups. 
Table 3 illustrates the composition of the groups, including the variation 
with respect to the areas deemed to be of particular analytical interest. 

 
20 Taking such conditions into consideration Kitzinger (1995) states that the ideal group 
size is four to eight persons, Wibeck (2010, p.62) recommends four to six, and Deacon et 
al., (2010, p.58) thinks five to ten are advisable. Dunbar (1997) draws the upper limit at 
four if one wants everyone to be heard.   
21 Despite fears of two participants being too few to capture the interactive features of 
groups, the conversations in the two VSFGs were dynamic and my role as moderator was  
not more active in these than in the other focus groups. Toner (2009) has also shown that 
development stages typical for groups do occur even in VSFGs. 
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Table 3: Composition of focus groups. 
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All participants, except one, consumed content from newspapers and/or 
broadcast news daily. On the whole the consumption patterns corres-
ponded to those among the Swedish population in general. Morning news-
papers, DN as well as local ones, were read with more regularity than 
tabloid and free ones. It was more common for participants to read DN and 
Aftonbladet than any other newspapers, though the participants living in 
smaller cities or villages outside of the Stockholm area mainly stuck to their 
local papers. More participants than one would have expected, based on the 
newspapers’ reported reach, read ETC and/or Dagens ETC. A more 
expected result, considering the digitalization processes unfolding in the 
media sphere, is that many participants had a varied consumption; reading, 
watching and listening to content from many different media corporations, 
spanning different genres and different modes of accessing that material. 
Only one participant never read any of the four included newspapers, 
namely Dan in Group D. 

In the presentation of the analysis of the focus group conversations all 
participants have been assigned names that signal what focus group they 
were part of. Everyone in group A has been given a name that begins with 
an A and so on.  

Prior to the discussions the participants were given written information. 
This was distributed to them by the recruiter and/or via e-mail. The recruit-
er could use it to explain to potential participants what their participation 
would entail and what the purpose of the focus group discussion was. The 
document described the practicalities, such as time required and the 
discussion topic, but also further information enabling the receiver both to 
decide whether s/he wanted to participate and to provide informed consent 
(see Kvale & Brinkmann, 2014, p. 107). Following SRC’s (2002) ethical 
principles for social science I made my affiliation including contact infor-
mation clear, stated that the discussions would be audio recorded, that 
personal data would be handled with confidentiality, and that they would be 
anonymised in the published material. I clarified that the material would 
only be used for research purposes and that all published material would be 
made available to the participants. This information was repeated at the 
time when the focus group discussions were carried out. 
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4.5 Carrying out the focus group discussions 
In contrast to the analysis of media framing the analysis of audience 
framings requires the construction of material to study (see Höijer, 2008). It 
was to this end the focus group discussions were carried out. In a broad 
sense, the topic of the focus group was meat production and consumption. 
The information given to the participants beforehand stated that different 
opinions on, and experiences of, this topic was what they were expected to 
discuss. Still, many participants seemed to presume that my view of meat 
was negative, or at least felt the need to excuse themselves in front of me. 
This doesn’t necessarily have to do with their expectations of my view on 
meat; it could also be a result of how they perceive norms. If they think that 
the reigning view is that meat consumption in general is bad, for whatever 
reason, that could make them feel the need to excuse themselves for said 
behaviour. Even if it has to do with their presuppositions of my views it is 
just a sign that I as a moderator became part of the framing process, how-
ever distanced I tried to keep myself. If framing is an interactional process 
and even people or actors not physically present influence how frames are 
shaped and how people position themselves, it follows that these processes 
are also affected by the presence of a moderator.  

The discussions were not limited to environmental aspects of meat as dif-
ferent concerns may influence how meat production and consumption are 
understood, as well as the willingness and ability to participate in making 
sustainable changes (see 2.3.2). Mainly open-ended questions, and exercises, 
were used to let participants explore issues of importance to them. This is not 
to say that the discussions were free form. The discussions veered between 
structured and unstructured, which meant that my role as moderator shifted 
between interviewer and moderator (see Wibeck, 2010, p. 83).  

The participants were given leeway to explore topics of their interests, 
but the boundaries of the conversations can be compared to a funnel (see 
Lunt & Livingstone, 1996). They started off with an exploratory conversa-
tion about meat in the context of participants’ everyday lives, then I 
introduced the predefined aspects connected to meat through association 
and hierarchy exercises, and they concluded with the reading of environ-
mentally themed newspaper articles, thus homing in on the environmental 
framing of meat. The guide used during the discussions can be found in 
Appendix 2. Three main concerns went into the construction of the guide, 
and the procedure of the focus group discussions was shaped according to 
those. Firstly, the audiences were to be given the opportunity to talk freely 
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about meat production and consumption, and any concerns they might 
have. Secondly, I wanted audiences to discuss environmental aspects in 
particular, but avoid steering audiences to assign them more importance 
than other aspects or concerns. To do this I used association and hierarchy 
exercises. The association exercise introduced environmental concerns, but 
also other ones, and audiences were encouraged to relate them to meat 
production and consumption. The same themes, or concerns, that were 
predefined for the coding of media material were used. “Pleasure” and 
“novelty” were rephrased into more everyday wording, namely “taste” and 
“news/trends”. 

The use of exercises served several purposes, besides introducing the 
environmental theme. For one, they induce a change of pace in the discussion 
and different participants and groups can be triggered by different cues. For 
example, some respond more actively when they hear something than when 
they read the same word or phrase, and vice versa (Colucci, 2007). Secondly, 
one of the exercises in particular, namely the hierarchy one, serves to explore 
disagreements within the group. Kitzinger (1995) argues that the group 
setting should be used to go deeper into inconsistencies as it provides parti-
cipants with opportunities to vocalize the motivations behind their state-
ments. In the hierarchy exercise participants are asked to arrange the aspects 
of meat production and consumption according to their perceived import-
ance. They are told they must do so collectively. Kitzinger (1995) proposes a 
similar collective exercise; sorting of statements or types according to, for 
example, degree of agreement with the statement. While the nature of the 
hierarchy and sorting exercises are different the principle of and motivation 
behind them are the same; it is not the result of the ranking or sorting that is 
the most important thing but rather the discussions generated. As partici-
pants focus on each other and must come to an agreement they are forced to 
vocalize and explain their different perspectives and reasoning behind them 
(Colucci, 2007; Kitzinger, 1995). 

The third main concern that went into the design of the focus groups 
was that the audiences should get the opportunity to interact with the 
typical environmental media framing of meat. The media material func-
tioned as a stimulus (see Wibeck, 2010, p. 78), and the set-up was akin to a 
reception study (MacGregor & Morrison, 1995; Lunt & Livingstone, 1996). 
In other words, the stimulus material introduced the typical media framing 
of meat production and consumption as an environmental issue. The fol-
lowing discussions departed from the media material. The concept recep-
tion should not be understood as audiences simply receiving the media 
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messages. The discussions following the reading were not analysed to 
record different opinions as reactions to the articles. My view follows that of 
Jensen (1988), that emphasis is put on audiences as active co-producers in 
the reception process. Following this view the media material is viewed as 
points of departure for the discussions, but not ultimate determinants of 
them. The selection of stimulus material was based on the analysis of 
media’s environmental framing of meat. The articles represented the typical 
diagnostic and prognostic framing in that they presented meat as an 
environmental problem because of its close ties to climate change, and to 
solve it the consumption would have to be reduced (see Chapter 5). This is 
the framing the audiences are likely to encounter, seeing as they regularly 
read the newspapers included in the study. I also wanted to have some of 
the variation in framings represented. Therefore, framing of politicians as 
responsible for solving the problem, and the extension of framing to include 
health concerns were features of the last article. It also brings up several 
environmental risks. The articles were also selected to represent the 
alternative and two types of mainstream media, based on the assumption 
that audience perceptions of their credibility can vary, which in turn 
influences the possibilities of resonance (Benford & Snow, 2000). Three 
media texts were presented and read in the focus groups. See Table 4 for the 
framing elements of the articles. 
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Table 4: Characteristics of news media texts read and discussed in focus groups. 

 DN – Scientist: 
Climate crisis if we 
don’t cut meat-
eating in half 
(2012-04-16) 

Dagens ETC – 
Vegetarian option 
gives biggest 
climate effect 
(2013-05-03) 

Aftonbladet – 
Introduce 
vegetarian day in 
our hospitals 
(2012-09-12) 

Type of article Domestic news News notice Debate piece 

Environmental 
effects 

Climate change Climate change 
Climate change 
Biodiversity loss 
Deforestation 

Additional 
effects 

- - Health risks 

Causal 
responsibility 

Shared between 
producers and 
consumers 

- Consumers 

Solution 
Decrease meat 
consumption 

Decrease meat 
consumption 

Decrease meat 
consumption 

Treatment 
responsibility 

Consumers Consumers Politicians 

In order to make it easier to follow the excerpts of conversations and analy-
sis in Chapter 7, which are based on the focus group discussions following 
the reading of the stimulus material, the articles are presented in Box 4.1, 
4.2, and 4.3 on the following page. 

Following the reading of each article, the audiences were encouraged to 
discuss them. I posed no questions about specific details as the purpose of 
the conversations was to elucidate how audiences use media’s information 
and motivational resources when framing meat as an environmental issue. 
The final joint discussion meant revisiting meat production and consump-
tion, as well as changes in them. The difference from the joint discussions 
prior to the introduction of the stimulus material being that audiences had 
read the typical environmentally framed articles about meat.  
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Some parts of the focus group procedure were carried out to inform the 
participants, to try to put them at ease, and to gain more background 

BOX 4.1  
Scientist: Climate crisis if we don’t cut meat eating in half (DN, 2012-04-16) 
The DN article discusses a recently published scientific article. It recounts the 
findings of the study, which includes an explanation of why meat consumption must 
be halved to avoid an imminent climate crisis. Sweden’s increased consumption is 
quantified (41 percent increase since 1991), as is the country’s then-current 
consumption (85 kg in 2010) and the goal of the reduction (37 kg, a 50 percent 
decrease from 1980). One of the scientists who authored the referenced article gives 
advice about how to reduce consumption—i.e., by eating meat (especially red meat) 
less frequently and in smaller portions. To support the claim that a 50 percent 
reduction is possible, the scientist draws a parallel to the smoking ban in bars and 
restaurants. The scientific information is complemented by a vox pop in which four 
people answer the question “Would you consider decreasing your consumption?” 

BOX 4.3  
Introduce vegetarian day at our hospitals (Aftonbladet, 2012-09-12) 
The third article is an opinion piece signed by 12 NGO representatives, physicians, 
and scientists. They suggest that all hospitals and care facilities should have a weekly 
vegetarian day. They argue that local politicians should assume responsibility for 
implementing the plan. The debaters argue that a vegetarian day would limit the 
environmental impacts of county councils and municipalities; moreover, it would be 
beneficial from a health perspective. The first half of the article is devoted to 
supporting the claim that meat consumption is an environmental problem. As in the 
first article, the causal relationship and reduction goals are put into numbers, albeit 
numbers that are different from those in the first article. The reduction goal is based 
on health, not environmental, recommendations. The second half of the debate piece 
is focused on the health risks of meat consumption and the health benefits of 
reducing that consumption. 

BOX 4.2  
Vegetarian option gives biggest climate effect (Dagens ETC, 2013-05-03) 
The article in Dagens ETC is based on a research report. A calculation of the climate 
impact of different grocery bags shows the vegetarian one to be the most climate 
friendly. The “average bag” with a mix of meat and greens caused emissions that 
were twice as high. It is concluded that reducing meat consumption by switching to 
vegetarian options has a greater effect on climate change than does shopping for 
locally produced food. The explanation for this result is that food transportation has 
marginal effects.  
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information about them. The conversations generated during these parts 
have not been part of the analysis. As an introduction to the conversation I 
presented myself, the topic of the discussion, my expectations on their 
participation, and the focus group format. I also reiterated that the conver-
sation would be recorded, but that their names would not be used. Basically, 
I repeated the information that the participants had gotten in writing 
earlier. As a closure to the discussion I answered any questions that parti-
cipants had about my study. I also answered questions about meat produc-
tion and consumption in general, to the best of my ability, or referred them 
to further readings. To gather background information about the partici-
pants’ age, gender, occupation, place of residency, family composition, 
income, and level of education I distributed a questionnaire at the end of 
each discussion. The questionnaire also contained questions about the 
participants’ media use, and whether they had, as far as they could remem-
ber, taken part in online discussions and/or written letters to the editor. The 
data collected made it possible to describe the characteristics of the focus 
groups, but also guided further recruitment as I could identify e.g. the lack 
of participants without higher education. 

Before I go into how the conversations generated were analysed I will 
comment on my use of the focus group guide. Some parts of it were always 
included, namely the reading of the three articles, the association exercise, 
and the hierarchy exercise.22 The introductory question was also posed in 
much the same way to all focus groups. Otherwise, the guide and the speci-
fic questions therein are to be understood as reminders about the topics I 
wanted the participants to cover. It follows that I did not pose all questions 
in the guide but adapted to each focus group and conversation. For exam-
ple, I did not have to ask all vegans and vegetarians what made them cut out 
meat. This was often covered without my interference. The same can be said 
for the last joint discussion. I did not always have to ask about attribution of 
responsibility as participants brought that up of their own accord. Adapting 
to the focus groups meant asking questions I had not prepared beforehand. 
They were posed as follow ups to what was said. One example is when Bella 
in Group B mentioned that her vegetarianism had been met with scepticism 
in some gatherings. As a follow up, I asked the other participants whether 

 
22 In Group G the hierarchy exercise was not performed. Due to a stricter time limit in this 
than other groups, I decided to give priority to the reading and discussing of media 
material.  
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they had experienced similar reactions to their dietary preferences. The 
resulting conversation provided insights into why advocacy roles are not 
coveted, and why there is scepticism towards voluntary changes as a 
solution to the environmental unsustainability of meat production and 
consumption. 

4.6 Analysis of focus group discussions 
Having earlier sung the praise of the natural focus group because of its 
ability to generate insights into interactive framing processes of audiences it 
is time to discuss how these interactions can be captured in analysis. To 
keep the focus group conversations from becoming just a compilation of 
individual accounts, and less rich than they would have been in individual 
interviews, one must adapt the analysis so that it captures the interactions 
which make up the added value of the group setting (Halkier, 2010). Both 
the content and the form of the focus group interactions are included in the 
analysis. Insights about consumers’ personal beliefs and everyday experi-
ences can be gained through the content. How people express themselves 
and communicate, or how the framing unfolds can be revealed through the 
interactions; how participants share and dispute different frames of mean-
ing (Asplund, 2014; Warr, 2005). Even though the analysis of the focus 
group discussions is similar to that of the news media material in the sense 
that both are content analyses of how meat production and consumption 
are framed, there are notable differences. Whereas the analysis of the news 
media focuses on the framings in the texts, or in other words the results of 
framing processes, the group interactions taking place during the discus-
sions make is possible to shift the focus to also include the processes them-
selves, i.e. how the audience framings of meat are constructed. Paying atten-
tion to when and how agreement is reached, when humour is used, and 
when dissent is expressed is a way of tapping into group norms and shared 
knowledge and values (Kitzinger, 1995).  

The first step was for me to transcribe the discussions verbatim. These 
included restarts and hesitations. There are different levels to transcription 
and to be able to later analyse interactions not only the words spoken were 
relevant. Pauses, but not their length, support or protest from participants not 
currently speaking, laughter, interruptions and corrections were also in-
cluded. This resulted in a rich material presenting numerous possible analy-
tical routes to walk down. I want to underline that the analysis presented in 
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the empirical chapters is one of many. It departs from the focus on framings, 
the process by which they are constructed, and how framings relate to passive 
and active participation. Had an in-depth analysis of the language or con-
versations themselves been the purpose of the analysis, the transcriptions 
would have been more detailed (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2014, p. 222; Wibeck, 
2010, p. 93). Verbatim transcriptions including the additional features 
mentioned should be sufficient for the interpretation of framings.  

Adopting the analytical approach described in 4.2 I started coding the 
entirety of the material into frame elements, i.e. problem definitions, sug-
gested solutions, and attribution of responsibility. These were highlighted in 
different colours. Some passages were highlighted in several colours as they 
were both diagnostic and prognostic. I also highlighted parts of conversations 
where group interactions resulted in transformations of frame elements, as 
well as when media experiences were discussed. Because of the focus on meat 
as an environmental issue I initially only highlighted passages where meat was 
discussed in relation to environmental concerns. However, the first rough 
coding made it apparent that participants merged different concerns of meat 
production and consumption in order to frame it. Therefore, I shifted my 
attention to passages where environmental concerns were related to other 
concerns and highlighted those as well. The group discussions carried out 
prior to the introduction of media material were analysed separately, as were 
the discussions following the introduction of media material. As the purpose 
was to identify different ways of framing meat, and different ways of using 
media material in framing, the group discussions was treated as whole in that 
respect; each group was not analysed separately. Nevertheless, certain 
framings were particular to certain groups.  

To answer how audiences frame meat production and consumption as an 
environmental issue I used the material generated prior to the reception 
elements of the focus groups. Initially, I treated conversations coded as 
problem framing, suggestions of solutions, and attribution of causal, and 
treatment, responsibility separately. I went back and forth between the 
categories and the theoretical assumptions about facilitating features of 
framing (see 3.5) to identify different ways of defining meat as an environ-
mental problem. This approach was not practicable to analyse the other 
framing functions. The categories coded as suggested solutions and attri-
bution of responsibility were merged, because suggested solutions always 
revolved around individual consumer responsibility. The conversations 
were then sorted according to similarities and labelled based on their 
distinguishing features. Because these were closely connected to the parti-
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cipants’ experiences as meat or non-meat consumers the conversations were 
examined with the motivational factors (see 3.4.3) in mind. This turn in the 
analysis illustrates two distinguishing features of it—the shifting unit of 
analysis, and the mix of a priori and emerging codes (see Morgan, 1996). 
The shifting unit of analysis means that attention is paid to both the 
individuals within the group and the group as a whole. Like Morgan (1996, 
p. 60) I acknowledge that the individual undertakings are influenced by the 
group. At the same time, the group is influenced by the individuals making 
it up. Analysing the prognostic framing of the audiences meant shifting 
between the individual experiences of them changing their meat consump-
tion and the solutions put forward by the group. It also meant that the 
solutions were coded according to a priori defined types of political con-
sumption, but within those categories new labels, such as “voluntary” or 
“exclusive” solutions emerged. The dual processes of using a priori and 
emerging codes is not specific to the analysis of focus groups, but common 
in qualitative research in general (Morgan, 1996, p. 61; Kvale & Brinkmann, 
2014, p. 241). 

The post-media material conversations were analysed to answer how audi-
ences use media’s information and motivational resources when framing 
meat as an environmental issue. The audience framing that took place prior 
to the introduction of stimulus material may also build on previous inter-
pretations and use of media. However, in this phase the dynamic interpreta-
tion process (i.e., decoding) was studied directly. Here the decision to code all 
material into frame elements was put to use. In addition to once again 
labelling different framings according to their distinguishing features I com-
pared diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational framings across the entire 
material. By focusing on the audience framings prior to and after the intro-
duction of stimulus material I identify changes and similarities between them. 
To avoid falling into a trap of registering changes and interpreting them as 
effects of the media material I focused particularly on the group interactions, 
and the interactions with the media material in this phase of the analysis. The 
media material steers what the audiences discuss, but it does not steer how 
they discuss it. To unveil how the interactions played into the framing I coded 
the material according to when participants reached agreement and when 
conflicts appeared. Wibeck et al. (2007, p. 253) summarises this analytical 
approach as asking the question “‘What are they trying to learn?’ rather than 
‘What are they talking about?’”. Here, it directed attention to how media 
material was used by its audiences. Agreement and disagreement could occur 
between participants, but also between participants and the typical media 
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framing. To deepen the understanding of how the media material was used I 
noted whether media framing, or parts of it was adopted, transformed, or 
rejected, as well as whether previous experiences, beliefs, and opinions were 
drawn on in the process.  

4.7 Presentation of analysis 
The analysis is presented in the following three chapters. They follow the 
order of the research questions. It means that Chapter 5 is devoted to the 
media framing of meat, Chapter 6 to the audience framing of meat, and 
Chapter 7 to audiences’ use of media’s information and motivational 
resources when framing meat as an environmental issue.  

Chapter 5 uses numerical and visual, as well as textual presentations of 
the findings. Tables and graphs are used to summarise and describe general 
patterns (see Deacon et al., 2010, pp. 89, 96). To exemplify the patterns and 
enable evaluation and review of my interpretation I also present excerpts 
from articles (see 4.2). The excerpts represent a larger body of material 
coded in the same way with respect to the variables of interest. Conse-
quently, the presentation mirrors the combination of quantitative and 
qualitative elements in the coding and analysis of media material. 

In Chapter 6 and 7 quotes are used to exemplify the audience framings 
and interpretations.23 They are also intended to showcase the links between 
the empirical material and my interpretations of it. The quotes, just as the 
article excerpts, have been chosen from a larger body of material coded in 
the same way. The quotes are to be read as illustrations of the same phe-
nomena or conclusions. Some conversations were unique to one group, but 
their occurrence during the discussion within that group was not unique. 
The limited number of participants, and the selection of them based on 
certain criteria and not representativeness, means that generalizations about 
the frequency of frames articulated, and how the framing processes un-
folded, cannot be made. What the occurrence of varying framing does show 
is the different ways in which they facilitate or hinder participation. The 
transcriptions of conversations included have been edited. The editing has 
been weighed so as to improve readability, while remaining true to the 
material. Hesitations, repetitions, filler words, and pauses have been 
removed. I have added punctuation marks. The removal of sentences is 
 
23 All article excerpts and conversations have been translated from Swedish to English by me. 
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indicated by “[…]”. When used on its own row it indicates removal of one 
or more turns. Laughter is shown as “*laughs*”, or “*word*” if something is 
said with laughter. Underlined words indicate simultaneous speech. If I am 
an unsure about what was said it is written within parentheses. When it was 
impossible to hear what was being said it is indicated as “[inaudible]”. My 
comments and annotations are provided within square brackets. When 
participants cited someone or spoke with another voice to imitate someone 
the speech has been put within quotation marks. 
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CHAPTER 5  
News media framings of meat as an environmental issue  

This chapter is devoted solely to how newspapers have framed meat pro-
duction and consumption. The development of environmental framing 
between 2006 and 2013 is the first thing outlined in this chapter and I show 
how meat has gone from being subjugated to environmental issues to being 
presented as an issue in its own right. That meat as an environmental issue 
has been put on the news media agenda means that audiences have been 
encouraged to think about it; taking the first step towards participation. 

How audiences are encouraged to think about meat as an environmental 
issue will then be scrutinized. I will present the news media framing of meat 
including problem definitions, what solutions to the problem that were 
presented, and which actors that were allocated with responsibility for 
solving the problem. The framing can influence what we see as possible and 
reasonable ways to participate but also provide motivation for doing so. 
How the framing is carried out can put up barriers to, as well as facilitate, 
the possibilities for audiences to take further steps towards participation.  

Furthermore, I describe alternative framings of meat that focus on 
quality aspects other than the environmental one. Showing how the fre-
quency of alternative framings have changed over time adds to the picture 
of how meat as an environmental issue has been put on the media agenda. 
The description of alternative framings does not add to how news media 
frame meat as an environmental issue. It does however contribute to the 
identification of potential routes of participation in environmentally sus-
tainable changes of the Swedish meat production and consumption as some 
alternative framings are constructed more as barriers to participation while 
others could be facilitative by contributing to frame extension. 
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5.1 Putting meat as an environmental issue on the agenda 
The number of articles focusing on environmental aspects of meat peaked 
in 2008. At first glance one might think that the environmental aspects of 
meat are retreating, and in absolute numbers they are, but an interesting 
shift in focus began in 2010. Meat was increasingly framed as an environ-
mental issue in its own right while representations of meat production and 
consumption as features of other issues, predominantly climate change, 
decreased. The shift bears consequences of two kinds. The first consequence 
draws on the assumption that media have an agenda-setting function, i.e. 
tell audiences what issues to think about (Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007), 
and that media have the ability to introduce environmental issues in the 
public discourse, but also the ability to prohibit them from entering it 
(Dispensa & Brulle, 2003). When meat is framed as an issue, and increas-
ingly so, by the newspapers it enters the public discourse as such and 
becomes a contender for public, political, and private agendas. Secondly, 
the shift in focus entails an increase in suggested importance. Framing meat 
as an issue puts it in the spotlight whereas the earlier framing of meat as a 
feature of other issues served it as one of many dishes at a smorgasboard of 
possible areas for participation to solve the bigger issue. If you are not 
interested in doing something about meat, you can always put your effort 
into transport or energy, just to offer two common examples. 

I will now go on to describe the emergence of meat as an environmental 
issue by showing when and where it has been framed as such. Where 
relevant the changes will be contextualized with developments in Swedish 
media. The difference between the two ways of environmental framing of 
meat will be described more closely and the implications for participation 
will be discussed further.   

5.1.1 The emergence of meat as an environmental issue 

Meat is most commonly presented within an environmental frame. Still, the 
environmentally framed texts only make up 18 per cent out of all articles, 
allowing for plenty of space for alternative framings to be presented to the 
newspaper audiences. The framings can be divided into three groups, based 
on how frequent they are. The top group is made up of environment and 
safety, which are the two most common overall, if not each year. In the 
middle group are animal welfare, health and pleasure. These are not the 
most common overall but have been dominating during specific time 
periods. In 2006 meat was most often connected to health aspects, while the 
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aspect of animal welfare dominated in 2009–2010, and the pleasure aspects 
of meat were especially common in 2012. The last group comprises price 
and novelty, neither of which is commonly connected to meat overall nor 
during specific years (see Table 5). 

Table 5: Dominant quality aspects of meat in the newspaper texts. Numbers for each 
aspect are shown as percentages of the number of texts from each year. 

Dominant 
aspect 

A
ftonbladet 
(n=657) 

D
N

 (n=687) 

M
ainstream

 
(n=1344) 

D
agens ETC 
(n=60) 

ETC (n=57) 

A
lternative 
(n=117) 

Total 
(n=1461) 

Environment  
(n=307) 

15 22 18 57 49 53 21 

Safety  
(n=293) 

20 22 21 3 7 5 20 

Animal Welfare 
(n=224) 

15 15 15 18 26 22 15 

Health  
(n=209) 

19 11 15 10 7 9 14 

Pleasure  
(n=206) 

18 12 15 0 5 3 14 

Price  
(n=144) 

8 12 10 5 4 4 10 

Novelty  
(n=78) 

5 6 5 7 2 4 5 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

The number of environmentally themed articles increased steeply from 
2006 to 2008. They then took a downturn but a lower peak occurred again 
in 2011. This development is shown in Figure 3 below. Figure 3 also shows 
the previously mentioned shift in focus, i.e. when meat was increasingly 
framed as an environmental issue rather than as a feature of other environ-
mental issues. The shift occurred in 2010 but even before that meat had 
been framed as an environmental issue in in its own right, especially in 2008 
when the environmental framing of meat peaked.  
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Figure 3: Number of texts about meat and environment printed yearly. These have been 
divided into articles with meat as the main issue and articles with other main issues. 
Articles from all four newspapers are included. 

The yearly numbers of environmentally framed articles do not match those 
of the total numbers of articles printed yearly. The most notable detour 
occurred in 2012 when the total number of articles was the highest while the 
articles focusing on environmental aspects noted one of the lowest yearly 
numbers. In 2012 environmental aspects were the third most common, 
together with animal welfare aspects. 2012 was the only year during which 
the pleasure aspects were the most common and the year when the “meat 
diet” LCHF peaked.1 Part of the explanation to the waxing and waning of 
articles about meat and the environment could be competition from 
alternative frames of meat. It is also possible that the waxing and waning 
follow that of the development of environmental news and opinion pieces 
in general.  

That meat is framed as an environmental issue does not mean that 
environmental concerns are the only ones that can be included. In 43 per 
cent (n=71) of the articles that is however the case. In these articles meat is 
narrowly framed as an environmental issue. 30 per cent (n=46) of articles 

 
1 A search on “LCHF” in Retriever Research shows that texts about this diet were especially 
common in the four newspapers during 2012; 138 compared with 50 in 2011 and 84 in 
2013. 
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are more extended as they bring up one additional concern, typically health 
(n=16) or price (n=16). Health and price are the additional concerns most 
often included overall. That a frame is wide, i.e., connects several problems, 
makes it more likely to function as a collective action frame (Benford & 
Snow, 2000). However, concerns need not be complementary as I will show 
later in this chapter (see 5.5). 

5.1.2 Alternative media pushing meat higher on the agenda 

A slightly different picture of the emergence of meat as an environmental 
issue comes forth when mainstream and alternative newspaper coverage of 
meat are compared. Firstly, the environmental framing of meat is far more 
common in alternative than in the mainstream newspapers. Secondly, one 
of the alternative newspapers, ETC, sets itself apart by continuously and 
increasingly framing meat as an environmental issue. 

Around half of the pieces about meat in the alternative newspapers focus 
on environmental aspects. The only other fairly common framing is that of 
animal welfare. The mainstream newspapers do not come close to those 
percentages. Yet, environmental framing, together with safety, is the most 
common in DN, but less so than in alternative papers. In Aftonbladet the 
focus is instead on safety, health, and pleasure when meat production and 
consumption is covered (see Table 6). 

Table 6: Dominant quality aspects of meat in the newspaper texts. Numbers for each 
aspect are shown as percentages of the number of texts from each newspaper and the cate-
gories of mainstream and alternative newspapers. 

Dominant 
aspect 

A
ftonbladet 
(n=657) 

D
N

 (n=687) 

M
ainstream

 
(n=1344) 

D
agens ETC 
(n=60) 

ETC (n=57) 

A
lternative 
(n=117) 

Total 
(n=1461) 

Environment  
(n=307) 

15 22 18 57 49 53 21 

Safety  
(n=293) 

20 22 21 3 7 5 20 

Animal Welfare 
(n=224) 

15 15 15 18 26 22 15 
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Health  
(n=209) 

19 11 15 10 7 9 14 

Pleasure  
(n=206) 

18 12 15 0 5 3 14 

Price  
(n=144) 

8 12 10 5 4 4 10 

Novelty  
(n=78) 

5 6 5 7 2 4 5 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

All newspapers except one show a pattern similar to the one in Figure 3, 
which depicts the changes in frequency of environmentally framed articles 
about meat. The deviating pattern was found in ETC. ETC continuously 
and increasingly present meat within an environmental frame, and more 
importantly meat consumption and/or production as an issue rather than as 
an aspect of other issues (see Figure 4).  

Figure 4: Number of texts about meat and environment printed yearly in ETC. The texts 

have also been divided into articles with meat as the main issue and articles with other 
main issues. 

The variation in frequency of different framings between newspapers 
shown in Figure 3 can possibly be traced back to their respective mission 
statements. The two alternative newspapers have an explicit environmental 
focus in a way that the mainstream newspapers do not which could explain 
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the dominance of environmentally framed articles in the former ones. 
Aftonbladet (2014) puts more emphasis on entertainment and lifestyle 
issues than do the other newspapers, which could be linked to their higher 
frequency of health and pleasure texts about meat. That variation in media 
logic2 results in differences in framing, e.g. selection of events and angles, 
has been shown before (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Berglez, 2011). 

The alternative newspapers’ view of themselves does not seem to account 
for the changes in quantity of the coverage of meat and the environment 
over time and the deviating pattern of ETC shown in Figure 3. Even though 
Dagens ETC describes itself as “a red newspaper for a greener world”3 it has 
not increased its environmental coverage of meat the way that ETC has. It 
should be said that even though the number of environmentally framed 
articles decreased in Dagens ETC it was higher than in ETC to begin with 
and never went far below despite decreases. Yet ETC could be trying to 
push meat as an environmental issue higher on the agenda, based on the 
increased attention paid to it. Without having studied the production 
conditions of ETC or the framing processes leading up to the final product 
one factor contributing to the increased coverage can be sensed by the 
coverage itself. One characteristic of radical alternative media is that of 
“activist-journalists” working to establish counter-frames to the mainstream 
media frames (Atton, 2002b). A few journalists working for ETC appears to 
have taken on this role in relation to meat as an environmental issue, or to 
high meat consumption as problematic; writing commentary to recent 
events, criticizing editorials in mainstream newspapers and communicating 
personal radical lifestyle choices. Even though the editor in chief (ETC, 
2013-05-31) has stated that he does not agree wholeheartedly with their 
opinions he explains that there are those on the editorial staff who feel 
strongly about meat, and their stances are allowed to shine through in the 
newspaper’s reporting. ETC has indeed published an issue solely devoted to 
meat and meat as an environmental issue has been featured on the front 
page four times, as compared with one time in the mainstream newspapers. 
Even if ETC, and Dagens ETC to some extent, are trying to push meat as an 
environmental issue onto, or keep it on, the agendas of audiences, main-
 
2 Here media logic refers to the organization and carrying out of journalistic work. Media 
logic can also include (Altheide & Snow, 1979), or refer to (Djerf Pierre, 1996) the result of 
that work. Associated with media logic are a number of constraints such as advertising 
pressures, news cultures, and the limitations of time and space (Anderson, 1997). 
3 https://www.facebook.com/ETCtidningarna/info 2014-09-01 
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stream media, and perhaps politicians to try and make them think about the 
issue it is just one step in making audiences participate; they are told to 
think about it but how should they think about it and how should they act? 
Before I get into the framing of meat as an environmental issue to answer 
those questions I will return to why it matters if meat is presented as an 
environmental issue by comparing articles where this is the case to those 
that focus on other issues. 

5.1.3 Citizens keeping meat on the agenda 

Throughout the time period studied the most common main actor is the 
citizen. This actor is the one who makes an active choice and puts pen to 
paper and share her/his opinions on meat in relation to the environment, 
i.e. they frame meat in debate articles and letters to the editor. In doing so 
they contribute to keeping meat as an environmental issue on the agenda. 
The environmental coverage of meat would have been much more limited 
had not the opinion pieces been included. Opinion pieces make up about 
half (n=82) of environmental framing of meat in media. Counting only the 
opinion pieces written by individual citizens, these make up about 27 per 
cent (n=44) of the total number of articles.  

The citizens have used the space offered to social actors by the media, 
which is part of its relay function (Schulz, 2004). Issue-specific NGOs (i.e. 
Meat-free Monday and Swedish Food and Environmental Information) 
have made some use of the function while politicians, government authori-
ties, meat producers, and retailers were very rarely the prime definers when 
meat was framed as an environmental issue.4 The high proportion of 
opinion pieces, written by individual citizens, shows they are involved and 
motivated enough to participate in trying to shape the public opinion of the 
issue. The share of opinion pieces, even if one only includes those written 
by citizens, is high compared to media coverage of other environmental 
issues as well. In Stenborg’s (2013) study of media framing of chemical risks 
the shares of opinion articles are nine per cent for paint, and 15 per cent for 
toys and textiles respectively. It indicates that meat as an environmental 
issue is more engaging to media audiences, at least to certain segments.  

 
4 Meat producers are primary definers in three articles, government authorities in five, 
retailers in seven, politicians in 12, and issue-specific NGOs in 21. 
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5.1.4 Meat as an environmental issue or as a feature of other issues 

As stated previously a shift occurred in the mainstream newspapers in 2010; 
articles about environmental issues bringing up meat became less common 
compared to the articles framing meat as an environmental issue (see Figure 
3). Why this feature of the development is worthy of notice can be illustrated 
by how these two types of articles differ from each other. In articles framing 
meat as an environmental issue, such as “Save the environment – eat less 
meat” (ETC, 2013-05-17) and “Environmental demand: eat meat only every 
other day” (Aftonbladet, 2008-10-01), production and consumption are pre-
sented as problematic; something that needs solving.  

One tonne carbon dioxide per person and year is a sustainable level of 
emissions. Global warming on Earth could be kept below the dangerous 
limit of a two degree increase if every person emitted no more than that. 

If meat consumption continues to increase our eating alone would stand 
for twice as much—two tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalents—in 2050.5 
(ETC, 2013-05-17) 

What is conveyed in this four-page news feature dedicated to explaining the 
relationship between meat production, meat consumption and climate 
change, is that if the halting of climate change is to become a reality meat is 
an issue that must be dealt with. No other issues, such as the emission con-
tributions from private transports or the manufacturing industry, are 
brought up. Similar framing was found in a short notice printed in Afton-
bladet: 

New research shows that meat is a danger to the environment. Food 
rationing will halt the climate threat, writes The Guardian. We should 
eat no more than four small portions of meat per week and drink no 
more than one litre of milk.6 (Aftonbladet, 2008-10-01) 

 
5 ”Ett ton koldioxid per person och år är en hållbar utsläppsnivå. Släppte varje person ut så 
lite skulle klimatförändringarna på jorden kunna hållas under den farliga gränsen på två 
graders temperaturökning. Men med en fortsatt ökad köttkonsumtion skulle vårt ätande 
ensamt stå för dubbelt så mycket – två ton koldioxidekvivalenter – år 2050.” 
6 ”Kött är en miljöfara. Det visar ny forskning. Klimathotet ska bromsas upp genom 
matransoneringar, skriver The Guardian. Vi ska äta max fyra små portioner kött per vecka 
och dricka högst en liter mjölk.” 
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Even though some additional food consumption tips are given it is meat 
that is framed as incompatible with environmental sustainability. The addi-
tional recommendations are made subordinate to meat as an environmental 
threat. 

The reverse is done in articles that do bring up environmental aspects of 
meat but where the main environmental issue is something else than meat. 
One such example is the article with the headline “Learn climate-friendly 
shopping” (Aftonbladet, 2008-04-18) in which a climate expert teaches the 
reporter how to choose between different foods based on concern for the 
issue of climate change. Consumers are given the advice to eat a little less 
meat and go for vegetarian options, but also to buy organic, avoid vegetables 
grown in greenhouses and choose locally produced food. In other words, the 
issue is climate change impact of food consumption in general. Meat can also 
be presented within an even wider environmental frame as in the example of 
an editorial in DN (2009-09-27) where meat consumption is lumped together 
with other food consumption issues under the subheading “Chuck less”. This 
in turn is one of five points describing what sensible environmental politics 
should focus on. The issue to be put on the agenda is not the unsustainable 
meat consumption; it is the waste of food.  

The difference between the two types of articles is not necessarily one of 
problem framing; the links between meat production, meat consumption, 
and environmental impacts can be drawn much in the same way. The role 
the difference plays for facilitation of participation rather has to do with 
what the issue audiences should engage with is. In other words, it has more 
to do with agenda-setting. While working at another level than framing it is 
nonetheless connected to engagement with the environmental unsustain-
ability of the Swedish meat consumption.  

One can think of it as going to the movies—theatre A is showing all the 
latest films, including the picture C that is the only one playing at the 
small cinema B in the next town over. A moviegoer visiting cinema A 
could end up sitting through picture C, but also has the choice to see any 
of the other movies currently playing. The person strolling into cinema B 
will have to take a seat in front of a screen showing picture C. Similarly, a 
person reading an article about an environmental issue that could be 
tackled in many different ways, one of them being engaging with the high 
meat consumption, could end up doing just that. If the person instead 
reads an article presenting high meat consumption as an issue that needs 
to be solved if environmental harm is to be limited, that is the issue to 
engage with. Furthermore, reading about it is not the same as caring about 
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or acting on what is read. It just means being exposed to something. The 
moviegoer does not have to like the movie chosen. Of course the movie-
goer, regardless of the theatre s/he walks into can choose not to watch 
picture C but do something else instead, movie-going competes with an 
endless number of activities. Perhaps the person is not even that 
interested in films and will never consider watching one at all. The same 
goes for the newspaper representations of meat; people are not necessarily 
experiencing them, and if they are there are not only environmental issues 
competing for a place on the agenda but many different ones. The possi-
bility of encountering and engaging with the issue does however increase 
if it is 1) framed as such, 2) presented as important, and 3) on the political 
and public agendas.  

Just as there is a difference at the psychological level between agenda-
setting and framing functions of media, referring to whether an issue is 
thought about and how it is thought about (Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007), I 
would argue that there is also a difference in the sensitizing level of them. At 
the first level, which falls outside of media framing meat as an environmental 
issue as it simply connects meat to environmental aspects, the agenda-setting 
role is not carried out with respect to the specific issue. It could act as 
sensitizing to audiences by alerting them to the fact that there are environ-
mental concerns connected to the production and consumption of meat but 
most other potentially motivational features are missing. The second level is 
where the agenda-setting function could come into play. This is when meat is 
framed as an environmental issue. Audiences could be sensitized to there 
being an issue that is worthy of their participation. The third level concerns 
the framing function and this would be a higher level of potential sensitiza-
tion as framing entails problem definitions, recommendations of solutions 
and attribution of responsibility that could contribute to the construction of a 
passable route to change, possibly with participatory role(s) for audiences. 
Consequently, the emergence of meat as an environmental issue in its own 
right and its increased presence on the media agenda, especially in ETC, 
creates the possibility of media coverage being sensitizing to audiences. Even 
so, the question of how meat as an environmental issue is framed in main-
stream and alternative media remains. In the remainder of chapter 5, I 
present how media “promote a particular problem definition, causal inter-
pretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item 
described” (Entman, 1993, p. 52). I start out with how meat has been diag-
nosed as a problem, but also show how that diagnosis is sometimes 
countered. This is followed by the solutions that are suggested to the problem, 
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and how responsibility is attributed, both for causing and solving the 
problem. Finally, I describe alternative framings of meat that focus on quality 
aspects other than environmental ones. The alternative concerns are often 
excluded from environmental framing of meat by media, but not by 
audiences (see Chapter 6). 

5.2 Problem diagnosis 
The problem diagnoses of meat as an environmental issue suggest how we 
should understand the issue; they lay a foundation for what it is that should 
be solved and why it is important. The only features one can be certain to find 
in the news texts are meat and some environmental aspect, seeing as those 
features are what qualified them for this part of the analysis. Even with the 
inclusion of these in problem definitions there remains a lot of leeway for the 
defining actors to suggest what is at stake. The relationship between meat 
production, consumption and environmental effects is of the more complex 
kind (Röös et al., 2013; Steinfeld et al., 2006) and therefore several different 
risks, benefits, and causes of these can be used to pinpoint the problem. 
However, there are some protruding patterns in the problem definitions. 
These are the dominating negative view on meat, the focus on the consump-
tion side of meat as opposed to the production side, and the linking of meat to 
the risk of climate change. Another distinguishing feature is the certainty with 
which the problem is diagnosed. Overall the problem definitions of meat as 
an environmental issue are fairly consistent; competing definitions are few 
and far between. As these nonetheless could function as barriers they too will 
be presented despite them being uncommon. 

5.2.1 Meat is a climate change problem 

Meat production and consumption contribute to most environmental risks 
facing the world today and in the future—including biodiversity loss, water 
depletion, deforestation, eutrophication, and of course climate change 
(Carlsson-Kanyama & Gonzalez, 2009; Laestadius et al., 2013; Steinfeld et 
al., 2006). The links between meat and these risks, which include feedback 
between the risks themselves, are complex and there are on-going scientific 
attempts to clarify as well as quantify them. Yet, this multifariousness of 
risks and links between them is not a salient feature in the problem defi-
nitions; meat is almost exclusively framed as a climate change problem. The 
strong relationship between meat and climate change in the newspaper 
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frames’ problem is tied to two other features, besides exclusivity, charac-
teristic for how the framing is carried out. The first is that the problem 
framing is simplistic. There is complexity included in the problem definition 
but the complexity mainly concerns the causal relationship between meat 
and climate change, and not between these and other environmental risks. 
The second is that the problem framings are permeated by certainty. Meat 
production and consumption contributes to climate change; it is presented 
as a given.  

Climate change is the dominating risk in 54 per cent (n=90) of the 
articles (see Figure 5). In two-thirds (n=58) of these climate change is the 
only environmental risk mentioned. Climate change is also the only risk 
mentioned in 28 per cent (n=17) of the articles lacking a dominating risk. 
Overall this means that in 45 per cent (n=75) the only environmental risk 
connected to meat is climate change. 

Because climate change is by far the risk most commonly presented as 
the dominating one it is hard to see any changes over time or differences 
between newspapers, the number of articles connecting meat mainly to any 
other risk is simply too low. Climate change is present more often than not 
no matter the context, type and genre of articles. Even when climate change 
is not the dominating risk it tends to be part of the problem definition. 
Around 50 per cent (n=29) of articles with no dominating risk7 and 50 per 
cent (n=7) of articles with other dominating risks include climate change in 
problem definitions meaning that out of all articles 76 per cent (n=126) has 
climate change as a part of their framing. Most climate change articles, 82 
per cent of them, present a negative view of meat but there is more room for 
mixed views or even positive ones than when other risks are dominating. In 
the latter cases the view on meat is always negative. 

 
7 61 articles, which correspond to 37 per cent, had no dominating risk. It does not mean 
that no risks were included in the frame, rather that the risks were used to exemplify the 
negative environmental impacts of meat. The core of the problem definition was that meat 
is bad for “the environment”. 
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Figure 5: Frequency of environmental risks. The risks can be framed as either a dominant 
element of the problem definitions or as a supporting or additional risk. Both types of 
framing are included in the figure.  

When climate change is the dominating risk the problem definitions natur-
ally focus on this risk; meat is framed as a climate change issue. Climate 
change is related to meat in salient features such as headlines, lead para-
graphs, illustrations and image captions. It is a central element of the 
problem definitions, indeed the greenhouse gas emissions stemming from 
meat production and consumption are what make meat problematic:  

The fact is that meat—all meat—is worse from a climate point of view 
than the vegetarian alternatives available. The fact is that the mass-
produced chicken generates the least carbon dioxide, while the “organic” 
chicken is reared for a longer period of time and needs more feed, 
according to the National Food Agency. The fact is that we Swedes eat 
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more meat than ever before: 65 kg per person and year.8 (Dagens ETC, 
2012-09-07) 

The above quote comes from a commentary in Dagens ETC, it states what the 
problem is in a very straightforward way, leaving no room for alternative 
ways of framing meat in relation to environmental aspects. The high meat 
consumption in Sweden is framed as a problem because meat is the foodstuff 
that contributes most to climate change. The problem definition is presented 
as factual and showcased under the headline “Biology lesson for right-wing 
thinkers”. It should be said that the commentary is a response to an editorial 
in Dagens Nyheter (2012-09-02) where the writer does not question the 
definition of meat as a climate change issue per se but wishes to differentiate 
between beef on the one hand and poultry and fish on the other: 

At the SEPA homepage I read that a person who eats 140 g of meat from 
Swedish cattle once a week causes an emission of 170 kg of carbon 
dioxide per year. The one who instead yields to the same amount of 
farmed salmon as often only causes a fourth of that, 40 kg, to go up in 
smoke. A portion of chicken is almost down to the same levels as beans 
and chick peas.9 

The problem definition in Dagens ETC revises the above one in DN with 
respect to the relationship between type of meat and carbon dioxide emis-
sions but retains the frame element of meat being problematic because of 
consumption contributing to climate change. In other words, the problem 
definition that meat contributes to climate change allows some leeway in 
the description of causal links but it also limits the definition since its 
pervasiveness crowds out other environmental risks. Whether meat, or 
different kinds of it, contributes to climate change is not up for discussion. 
It is taken as a given that that is the case. There can be uncertainty about 

 
8 ”Faktum är att kött – allt kött – ur klimatsynpunkt är sämre än tillgängliga vegetariska 
alternativ. Faktum är att den kyckling som genererar minst koldioxid är den som mass-
fabriceras, medan ”ekologisk” kyckling föds upp under längre tid och behöver mer foder, 
enligt Livsmedelsverket. Faktum är att vi svenskar äter mer kött än någonsin tidigare: 65 
kilo per person och år.” 
9 ”På Naturvårdsverkets hemsida läser jag att den som äter 140 gram kött från svenska 
nötkreatur en gång i veckan orsakar ett utsläpp på 170 kilo koldioxid per år. Den som i 
stället lika ofta och i samma mängd hemfaller åt odlad lax låter bara en fjärdedel, 40 kilo, gå 
upp i rök. En portion kyckling är nästan nere på samma nivå som bönor och kikärter.” 
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which type of meat and mode of production that emit most GHGs, but 
there is certainty about meat being an environmental issue, or a climate 
change issue. 

That climate change is the dominating risk does not mean that it is the 
only risk connected to meat in the defining of it as a problem; one or more 
other risks can be thrown into the mix. When a risk apart from climate 
change is brought up it is most often that of deforestation, followed by 
energy use, land use, and eutrophication. Deforestation, as well as energy 
and land use, serve to clarify the causal relationship between meat and 
climate change whereas eutrophication is brought up as a separate risk. 
Deforestation is presented as one step in the production of meat; a step that 
causes GHG emissions: 

In a new study she [Christel Cederberg, researcher] and her colleagues 
effectively take on the image of the climate friendly free range meat from 
Brazilian pastures. Brazil is one of the largest meat producers in the 
world today, largely at the expense of cutting of Amazonian rain forests. 
When the trees are set on fire to create new agricultural land large 
amounts of carbon dioxide disappear straight up into the atmosphere.10 
(DN, 2011-04-24) 

Deforestation is used to support the problem definition of meat being a 
climate change issue, as is the high energy use. Together they help explain 
the causal relationship between meat and climate change; they are links in 
the chain between meat as cause and climate change as consequence. As 
such they are inferior risks within the framing of meat as a climate change 
issue. The risk of eutrophication is worked into the problem definition in 
another way: 

Meat production also has other negative environmental consequences, 
besides its effects on the climate. Among other things, livestock keeping 

 
10 ”I en ny studie gör hon och hennes kolleger effektivt upp med bilden av det klimatsmarta 
naturköttet från brasilianska betesslätter. Brasilien är i dag en av världens största kött-
producenter, och det har till stor del skett till priset av att Amazonas regnskogar huggits 
ned. När träden eldas upp för att skapa ny jordbruksmark försvinner stora mängder kol-
dioxid rakt ut i atmosfären.” 
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is by far the largest contributing cause to the eutrophication and the 
dead zones of the Baltic Sea.11 (DN, 2010-01-15) 

Eutrophication is worked into the problem definition as an environmental 
risk separate from climate change. When several risks are brought up in this 
way the causal relationship of the problem definition is not made more 
complex but it is widened to show in which different ways meat production 
affects the environment. Consequently, it is not necessarily the number of 
risks included that decides how complex the problem definition of a frame 
is. An example of complexity would be the inclusion of several risks, and 
modes of production, and the effects these have on each other in varying 
circumstances. A problem definition focusing on only one risk, e.g. climate 
change can also include very complex causal links. The exchange between 
two journalists in DN and Dagens ETC cited earlier showcases such com-
plexities. Both writers stick to explaining the causal relationship between 
several types of meat and the risk of climate change but include different 
parameters in their problem definitions and coming to different conclu-
sions. Their respective problem definitions add to rather than subtract from 
the complexity of meat as an environmental issue. 

Climate change is well-known and one of the issues Swedes worry most 
about (Oscarsson & Solevid, 2015),12 many claim to be willing to participate 
to do something about it (SEPA, 2009), and its presence in Swedish media 
became conventional during the 2000s (Berglez, 2011). Therefore, it is not 
surprising that the environmental risk meat is first and foremost connected 
to is climate change. It could be that it is because of its strong ties to this 
specific risk that meat has even entered the mediated public discourse as an 
environmental issue. Framing meat as a climate change issue could bode 
well for the motivational function of media considering people’s proclaimed 
willingness to take action to mitigate the effects, and as mentioned several 
times involvement in an issue is an important precursor to active partici-
pation (Amnå, 2008). The willingness to decrease one’s meat consumption 
is however lower than the willingness to participate in other mitigation 

 
11 ”Förutom klimatpåverkan har ju också köttproduktion andra negativa miljökon-
sekvenser. Bland annat är djurhållningen den i särklass största bidragande orsaken till 
övergödningen och bottendöden i Östersjön.” 
12 Even more people worry about environmental degradation in general but the difference 
is not very big and “changes in the Earth’s climate” is the top ranking specific environ-
mental risk. 
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actions (SEPA, 2009). With media repeatedly defining meat in particular as 
a major contributor to climate change it could increase the motivational 
importance to engage with meat.  

Connecting meat production to climate change does not ensure that 
active participation follows. After all, many different barriers to participa-
tion in mitigation of climate change have been outlined (Lorenzoni et al., 
2007; Eisenack et al., 2014). One such barrier is complexity (Lorenzoni et 
al., 2007). Complexity can raise barriers to individual and collective parti-
cipation both. Individual political consumption can be hampered when 
information about environmental impacts of purchases is hard to process, 
leaving the individual with the questions of what choices to make and what 
to let them be guided by (Johnston & Szabo, 2010; Stolle & Micheletti, 
2013). Complexities also make it harder to coordinate collective efforts as 
there can be several targets and internal contradictions (Stolle & Micheletti, 
2013). There appears to be a contradiction between consistent problem 
definitions and accurate framing that incorporates the complexities in-
herent to meat as an environmental issue. 

The complexity would not necessarily be reduced if more risks were 
included in the problem definitions. On the contrary, the inclusion of more 
risks could increase the complexity and contribute to the barriers described 
above. Granted, the examples above of where more risks are included does 
not necessarily increase the complexity as they are either used as a way to 
further explain the causal relationship between meat and climate change, in 
the case of deforestation, or as a way to strengthen the definition of meat 
being bad for the environment, in the case of eutrophication. This latter use 
of additional risks in the problem definition instead provides a possibility 
that could be promising for the construction of participatory routes to 
change that resonates with audiences. According to Benford and Snow 
(2000) one of the characteristics of a frame with greater capacity of generat-
ing action is that it identifies a wide range of connected problems. With 
connected problems the frame could resonate with more audience members 
as different problems can inspire different people with duty and import-
ance, as well as other motivational factors. Such extensive frames are how-
ever uncommon, despite some examples, and the dominance of climate 
change as the environmental risk connected to meat is the most prominent 
feature of problem definitions. It is surprising that the framing is as certain 
as it is when one considers that uncertainty regarding causal relationships is 
a defining characteristic of environmental issues (see e.g. Bäckstrand, 2003; 
Funtowicz & Ravetz, 1995), and that scientific controversy and conflict are 
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important news values (Anderson, 1997). It is however less surprising when 
one considers previous research on media framing of environmental issues 
in Sweden. The climate change reporting (Olausson, 2009; Höijer, 2010) is 
underpinned by certainty. Opposing scientific views are very rarely part of 
the same article, but views opposing meat as an environmental issue are also 
rare over all (see 5.2.2).  

So established is the connection between climate change and meat that 
even in all but one of the few articles that do have a dominating environ-
mental benefit the climate change risk is mentioned. In the next section I will 
present the problem definitions that do run counter to the view that meat is 
bad for the environment, thereby implicitly questioning the certainty. 

5.2.2 Competing mainstream problem definitions 

There are some environmental benefits to the production of meat. Not in 
general, but where specific modes of production are concerned they can 
contribute to ecological sustainability. For example, free range cattle feeding 
on natural pastures manage and maintain open landscapes which are high in 
biodiversity (Röös et al., 2013). It is a matter of scale and mode of production 
in combination; the current Swedish meat consumption could not be main-
tained by environmentally sustainable free range, natural pasture meat (SBA, 
2013a). Some scientists have nuanced the claims that meat production in 
general emits high levels of GHGs, and that meat-based diets are more water 
intense in general than plant-based diets (Kumm, 2011; Tom et al., 2016). 
Countering problem definitions incorporating such claims and causal 
relationships are rare in the newspapers. A few articles took an overall posi-
tive view of meat, highlighting environmental benefits. More common, but 
still rare, are the articles that do not refute the links between meat and climate 
change but frame the issue as irrelevant compared to other ones. While 
neither is common they still present counter-frames (McCright & Dunlap, 
2000), that could resonate with some audience members. These may influ-
ence involvement and civic engagement, e.g., discussions and letter to the 
editor writing about meat not being an environmental problem, as well as 
active participation, e.g., protesting against measures intended to solve a 
problem they do not think exist.  

Only ten articles frame meat production and consumption in an overall 
positive way and only five include a dominating environmental benefit. 
Three of the articles tick both the boxes of having a dominant environ-
mental benefit and presenting a positive view on meat. These represent a 
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framing where meat production and consumption is not part of the prob-
lem but rather the solution. The positive articles with no dominating benefit 
also frame meat as unproblematic but do so by refuting the seriousness of 
meat’s contribution to climate change. There are also examples of where the 
causal relationship is reversed; it is suggested that meat can contribute to 
mitigating climate change rather than giving rise to it. None of the com-
peting problem formulations can be found in the alternative newspapers, 
they are contained to the mainstream ones and especially Dagens Nyheter.  

In the first type, where meat production is framed as positive because of its 
environmental benefits the problem definition takes on a very different form:  

The open views of the archipelago will disappear without grazing cattle 
and sheep. Support to farmers in the archipelago and investments into 
more animals are an important issue for the future according to the 
county administrative board (DN, 2008-06-29).13 

The problem is that the archipelago landscape is changing, for the worse. 
Meat production is not the cause of this problem; the lack of a specific type 
of meat production is. While not necessarily running counter to all ele-
ments of the problem definitions discussed in the previous section it does 
suggest a different way to understand meat production. However, the cur-
rent conventional production and consumption patterns are not challenged 
as meat in itself is not an element in the problem definition. 

Another type of competing problem definition is found in the articles 
focusing on the risk of climate change while still presenting a positive view 
on meat in the sense that it is not an issue to take seriously. These articles 
have headlines such as “Eating meat is no big climate villain”14 (DN, 2010-
04-09) and “Cows are not the biggest problem”15 (DN, 2010-06-11) and sug-
gest to the audiences that the following is the problem: 

 
13 ”Utan betande kor och får försvinner skärgårdens öppna vyer. Länsstyrelsen anser att 
stöd till skärgårdsbönder och satsningar på fler djur är en viktig framtidsfråga.” 
14 ”Köttätande ingen stor klimatbov” 
15 ”Korna är inte det största problemet” 
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It is claimed that cows are worse than cars and that meat is the tearaway 
of climate […] This is not true and it is damaging as it moves attention 
away from more important causes to climate change.16 (DN, 2008-03-20) 

These problem definitions do not deny that meat is a contributing cause to 
climate change; they confirm the basic causal relationship outlined in the 
previous section. However, they frame meat production and consumption 
as inferior to other causes, such as transport or the use of fossil fuels. The 
frame suggests somewhat of a meta-problem definition; the problem is the 
framing of meat as a climate change issue as it moves attention away from 
more serious issues that need solving if climate change is to be curbed. 
Though this framing suggests that meat as an environmental problem is 
exaggerated it confirms the dominant position of climate change; it must 
often be related to even when a continuation of business as usual is sug-
gested. The problem definition could, contradictorily enough, contribute to 
the consolidation of the consistent understanding of the problem as the 
relationship of meat as a cause to climate change is outlined. The causal 
relationship, but not the rebuttal of it, can resonate with consumers. 

Yet another problem definition challenging the framing of meat as a 
climate change problem because of its high GHG emissions shifts the causal 
relationship around. Climate change mitigation is framed as an environ-
mental benefit of meat production and consumption, as in the following 
paragraph from a notice headlined “The grass is greener on the other side”: 

On the one hand cattle cause huge greenhouse gas emissions, but if the 
uptake of carbon dioxide in grazing areas is included the situation looks 
more promising. The best grazing areas are the ones with trees, old 
fashioned Swedish pastures that is: there emissions are zero or even 
negative […]. (DN, 2012-03-19)17  

This represents the one article that actually questions the common causal 
relationship of meat’s contribution to climate change. As shown previously, 

 
16 ”Det påstås att kor skulle vara värre än bilar och att kött är klimatets värsting […] Detta 
är inte sant och skadar genom att flytta uppmärksamheten från viktigare orsaker till 
klimatförändringar.”    
17 ”Nötboskap står visserligen för enorma utsläpp av växthusgaser, men räknas även 
koldioxidupptaget från marken den hävdar genom bete ser det ljusare ut. Bäst är betesmark 
med träd, alltså gamla hederliga, svenska hagar: där är utsläppen noll eller till och med 
negativa […]” 
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the media framing, as far as defining the problems go, has been fairly consis-
tent. The foundational causal relationship between meat and climate change 
is not questioned, even if its relative importance is and even if other dimen-
sions, such as benefits, are sometimes the focus of a frame. Therefore, this 
reframing of the problem definition makes up an interesting exception. In the 
next section I will show the development of the counter problem definitions. 

5.2.3 Emerging counter-frames to meat as an environmental problem 

None of the positive articles were published during the first two years studied. 
The negative articles precede the positive ones; the latter are responses to the 
former. However, to say this with certainty, one would have to study the years 
prior to 2006. While a large share, 96 per cent (n=118), of the articles with a 
negative view on meat does not bring up any environmental benefits the 
reverse is not true for the largely positive pieces. Only 20 per cent (n=2) of the 
positive pieces do not mention any environmental risk.  

Most of the positive articles can be found in DN (n=8). Two are from 
Aftonbladet but the alternative newspapers have not published one single 
article suitable for this category. This is one of the few instances where 
alternative newspapers differ in their framing. Seven out of the ten positive 
articles are opinion pieces (six letters to the editor and one debate article), 
which could indicate that the counter-framing is a citizen-led effort. The 
three news articles all appear in DN, which singles itself out as slightly more 
likely to print positive pieces.  

The debate about causes seems to have begun years after the issue was 
first brought to attention by media. The few articles questioning the rela-
tionship do however start to appear around the same time that meat as a 
climate change issue becomes more established in its own right (see 5.1.1). 
Typically, the debate about problem definitions peak in the earlier stages of 
a public discussion (Djerf Pierre, 1996). If it can even be said that such a 
debate has been held, considering the media framing is characterized by 
agreement and certainty rather than conflict and controversy, it begun once 
the causal relationship had already been established with some certainty.  

So meat production and consumption both are presented as causes to 
first and foremost climate change, but also other environmental risks. This 
framing suggests to audiences that there is an important problem and as the 
definitions of the problem are consistent in terms of how the causal 
relationship is outlined and what the main risk is it also provides resources 
for collective action as uncertainty about causes and consequences is a 
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common barrier (Lorenzoni et al., 2007), while severity may be motiva-
tional (Benford & Snow, 2000; Brulle, 2003). But just as media framing can 
steer audience interpretations of problems and their causes, it can steer 
interpretations of how the problem should be treated (Van Gorp, 2007). 
The solutions presented, and whether they resonate with consumers is also 
an important piece in the puzzle of changing environmentally unsustainable 
meat consumption. The next section will answer the question of what 
solutions the newspaper frames suggest, as well as whether they can provide 
motivation for participation. 

5.3 Suggested solutions 
The solutions suggested in the newspaper framing of meat are closely con-
nected to the problem definition but where the problem definitions con-
struct a description of what is the suggested solutions convey what needs to 
be done (Entman, 1993; Van Gorp, 2007). This function of frames could 
facilitate active participation by providing the motivational factors of ability 
to act, demand, and efficiency (see Amnå, 2008). Whether or not they do so 
also hinges on if there is resonance between newspaper and audience 
frames. Theoretically, reformist solutions, i.e. those that do not completely 
remove meat from diets or the market, are more likely to resonate with 
individuals than radical solutions, i.e. complete removal of meat or all ani-
mal products, as they do not request a complete restructuring of either 
individual social practices or the organization of the meat market. 

Some kind of solution was requested or proposed in 74 per cent of the 
articles, which made it clear that a continuation of business as usual was not 
a common newspaper framing when it came to meat production and con-
sumption. The typical newspaper article suggested that the solution to the 
environmental problem of meat is a reformist decrease of the quantities 
consumed. The dominance of reformist solutions bodes well for the 
facilitating potential of newspaper frames. The clearest barrier is that no 
solution is presented in 26 per cent of the articles. These frames do not 
contribute to audiences’ ability to act to solve the problem. 

5.3.1 Reformist solutions 

More than half of newspaper frames put forward a reformist solution to 
their audiences. What makes reformist solutions so common is that 
decreased meat consumption is often framed, in all four newspapers, as the 
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way to deal with the negative environmental consequences (see Table 7). 
Other reformist solutions, namely affecting change in meat production to 
make it more environmentally sustainable and shifting consumption pat-
terns by excluding certain modes of production and meat from certain 
animals, are rarely suggested as the preferred ones. They are sometimes 
brought up when a decrease in meat consumption is recommended but are 
then tucked away; presented in the last paragraph, mentioned in passing or 
as a list of what could also be helpful in order to solve the problem. What 
audiences are told in headlines, lead paragraphs and by primary definers is 
that meat consumption needs to be reduced, and that reduction is an 
efficient solution. Reduced consumption was especially common compared 
to other solutions between 2009 and 2011. It is not that one other solution 
was preferred either before 2009 or after 2011 but rather that several other 
solutions were suggested more often. 

Table 7: Frequency of different solutions in the newspapers, as percentages of number of 
articles. 
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Vegan 3 0 2 7 9 8 3 

Vegetarian 15 6 10 0 13 8 10 

Radical 18 6 12 7 22 16 13 

Reduce 
consumption 

42 41 42 60 44 50 44 

Exclude some 
animals 

3 2 2 0 0 0 2 

Exclude some 
production 

7 6 6 7 0 3 6 

Change 
production 

2 6 4 0 9 5 4 

Reformist 54 55 54 67 53 58 56 
None 26 33 30 13 17 16 26 

Other 2 6 4 13 8 10 5 
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A reduction of the quantities of meat consumed was as common in news 
pieces as in opinion pieces—46 per cent of the times when it was suggested. 
The other reformist solutions were more commonly suggested in opinion 
pieces than in news pieces, around 70 per cent of these were suggested in 
editorials, debate articles, columns, or letters to the editor. As the space is 
not more limited in opinion pieces than in news pieces in general it could 
be that the more limited focus in news pieces contributes to the framing of 
meat consumption decrease as the preferred solution. For example, many 
news pieces report that meat free days or meals have either been suggested 
or implemented in municipalities (Dagens ETC, 2009-05-19), business 
groups (DN, 2011-11-17), schools (Aftonbladet, 2012-08-28), or during 
official political meetings (DN, 2011-03-24), to name but a few. When the 
news is that reformist solutions to decrease the consumption of meat have 
been suggested or implemented it is unsurprising that said solution is 
framed as the preferred one.  

The solution suggested is closely connected to how a problem is defined 
in the media. To frame exclusion of specific modes of production or meat 
from certain animals in a credible way necessitates a problem definition that 
explains why those are the preferred solutions. Such problem definitions 
quickly become complicated and while they are not uncommon in scientific 
journals they do not easily fit into the format of a newspaper text with its 
genre constraints. There are exceptions to the rule and in an editorial 
written by science journalist Jenny Jewert (DN, 2007-03-02), a detailed 
problem description with accompanying solutions is given:  

In Brazil the rearing period is longer and the feed is coarser. Therefore, 
Swedish beef is better than Brazilian if you want to make a climate 
friendly stew.18  

The whole editorial is filled with similar reasoning, comparing different 
modes of production, giving examples of benefits and drawbacks while 
explaining complex scientific links. It might be possible to write such a 
piece in the editorial section of a newspaper that wishes to relay information 
needed by citizens (DN, 2014) but it becomes more difficult in a notice with 

 
18 ”I Brasilien är uppfödningstiden längre och fodret grövre. Vill man koka en klimatvänlig 
gryta är svenskt nötkött därför bättre än brasilianskt.” 
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not only limited space but also limited focus in that it often reports a cur-
rent event, such as a political decision or the release of a report.  

The above editorial’s concluding remark also provides a further explana-
tion as to why the solutions focusing on certain types of meat and produc-
tion modes are not as preferred as decreasing meat consumption:  

While waiting for an environmental label (good luck…) that takes the 
suitability of different regions to keep livestock and the impacts of 
different production modes into consideration, we can stick to one 
simple rule of thumb: moderation (DN, 2007-03-02).19 

Decreasing meat consumption is a preferred solution to the environmental 
unsustainability because it is efficient, i.e. solves the problem, but also 
because the institutional factors of information accessibility and reasonable 
choice architecture are not in place. The supply of non-animal food alterna-
tives is extensive and easy to identify, the more environmentally sustainable 
meat products are not, why a recommendation to decrease consumption is 
easier. By doing so the framing does not have to provide as many additional 
resources to audiences for it to make sense to them. 

The consistency of the framing of decreased meat consumption as the 
preferred solution is potentially facilitating for participation in making meat 
consumption sustainable. The reformist nature of the solution makes it 
more likely to resonate with audiences. It being so consistently framed as 
the preferred solution, and the infrequency of alternatives, convey that it is 
the most efficient in solving the problem of environmental unsustainability. 
Furthermore, reducing meat consumption does not require extra economic 
resources, making it a solution which can at least facilitate political con-
sumption actions if not other forms of participation. However, based on 
how meat consumption has developed in Sweden consumers do not seem to 
have caught on. Despite moderate changes being suggested, consumption 
continuously increases (SBA, 2014). While eating less meat is potentially a 
reformist change, it is not always seen as such by presumptive political 
consumers. This as well as other ways in which individuals frame solutions 
will be presented in the following chapters. 

 
19 ”I VÄNTAN PÅ EN miljömärkning (lycka till…) som beaktar olika regioners lämplighet 
för djurhållning och påverkan av olika produktionsformer, kan vi hålla oss till en enkel 
tumregel: måttlighet.” 
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Just as decreases of meat consumption is framed as the preferred solu-
tion because it reduces the complexity individuals deal with, the radical 
solutions are motivated similarly.   

5.3.2 Radical solutions  

Radical solutions were about as common as the reformist solutions when 
reduced meat consumption is excluded. Despite being introduced in the 
mediated discourse on meat the frames have not had any success in influ-
encing it as they have neither become more common nor spread to all 
newspapers and pales in comparison to the solution of eating less meat. 
Especially the most radical solution—veganism—is framed as the only sure-
fire way of both avoiding contributing to the environmental risks, and as 
the best coping strategy when dealing with the complexities and uncer-
tainties of the issue. 

The radical solution of veganism was introduced in the mediated envir-
onmental framing of meat as an environmental issue by engaged citizen-
consumers. It was suggested as the best solution mainly in letters to the 
editor (n=4) but also in an interview with citizen-consumers who had taken 
it upon themselves to arrange a wholly vegetarian Christmas smorgasbord 
(n=1). It was most often recommended in the alternative newspapers, in 8 
per cent of their articles, but also occurred in Aftonbladet in 3 per cent of 
their articles. Vegetarianism, the second radical solution, was framed as the 
preferred one more often than veganism but in terms of in which news-
paper it is suggested, in what genre, and by which primary definer it bears 
more resemblance to the solution of consuming less meat. It was the 
preferred solution more often in ETC and in Aftonbladet; in 13 per cent 
and 15 per cent of their respective articles. In contrast to veganism it was 
also suggested in 4 per cent of articles in DN, but only in letters to the 
editor. In Aftonbladet and ETC, vegetarianism was suggested as the solu-
tion by scientists, columnists, citizen-consumers, actors in the public sector, 
and politicians in news and opinion pieces both. 

So overall DN, possibly together with Dagens ETC is the least radical in the 
framing of solutions, while Aftonbladet and ETC both have included more 
citizen-consumers suggesting radical solutions and framed news pieces with 
such requests. Explaining why that is is hard to do but there are some factors 
that can possibly account for some of the differences. ETC has focused on the 
issue of meat; printing special editions devoted to it, which could be why their 
readers are more inclined to send letters to the editor making radical sugges-
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tions and why ETC are more likely to publish them, i.e. there is a reciprocity 
between earlier newspaper framing, audience interest, and their civic engage-
ment in the form of letter to the editor writing. If there wasn’t a difference 
between Dagens ETC and ETC with respect to frames incorporating radical 
solutions one could include their environmental focus and self-proclaimed 
radical stance as part of the explanation but as both alternative newspapers 
adhere to that it is more unlikely as a strong contributing cause. On the other 
hand, Aftonbladet too, which is a mainstream newspaper, has suggested radical 
solutions, especially that of vegetarianism. Suggesting that people should 
become vegetarians could be a sensational framing in a country where most 
people consume a lot of meat. This notion is not the least visible in a headline in 
one of Aftonbladet’s articles that proclaims that “We all have to become 
vegetarians” (Aftonbladet, 2012-08-31), which has been underlined in red for 
emphasis. Above the headline is a large picture showing several steaks on a 
barbecue with an accompanying caption telling the audiences that there will be 
no more of this. The audiences’ practices are challenged and the framing sug-
gests that people have to give up something that is dear to them. It signals that 
the news producers are aware that widespread vegetarianism is a radical solu-
tion that will capture the attention of audiences. The imagery and underlining 
puts emphasis on the features that challenge cultural resonance. Cultural dis-
sonance seems to be intentionally sought.  

The suggestions of veganism, and in some cases vegetarianism, are 
presented as a way to avoid the complexities of the causal relationship 
between meat and environmental risks and as the only way of ensuring that 
the problem will be solved. The reasoning is that by cutting out all animal 
products, or at least all types of meat, you do not have to worry about 
whether you have made the right choice, from an environmental per-
spective, at the meat counter. Much like decreased meat consumption was 
presented as a reformist rule of thumb so was vegetarianism framed as a 
radical ditto: 

In general, all vegetables and fruits, even the worst of them, are better 
than all meats, except for possibly game, and some fish. The person who 
wants to do something for the environment by considering what he or 
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she eats can make it easy for themselves and simply become a vege-
tarian.20 (Aftonbladet, 2007-05-13) 

By avoiding all types of meat you can also avoid the complexities in the 
relationship between how they are produced and the magnitude of the 
environmental impacts. By making such a radical change you would cir-
cumvent the lack of reasonable choice architecture. According to the letter to 
the editor writer it is the easiest and most efficient way of incorporating 
environmental concerns into food consumption practices. The efficiency of 
radical solutions is a reoccurring feature; another citizen-consumer deems 
reformist strategies to be insufficient while radical strategies are not: 

We do not have much time left and the meat eaters’ solution of slowly 
transforming the animal industry (and the consumers) will never be 
enough and will cost a fortune. A solution that each and every one of us 
can implement right away at no cost is to boycott the climate stupid 
food. You should be advocating for locally produced vegan food—the 
most environmentally friendly alternative—instead of embracing the 
destructive meat eating.21 (Dagens ETC, 2012-12-21) 

In his letter to the editor the signature “Fredrik” draws on two of Amnå’s 
(2008) motivational factors. Veganism is a more efficient solution as it 
would solve the problem, and at lower cost, and it demands that everyone 
boycott meat. The reformist solution deemed inefficient is not the most 
commonly suggested one though wherefore audiences are still left won-
dering how general meat consumption decreases compare to veganism, or 
left to draw their own conclusions about it.  

The efficiency and complexity reducing aspects of radical solutions 
contribute to the framing of them as the only way in which one can be 
certain that the environmental impacts stemming from meat are limited. 
 
20 Men i stort sett alla grönsaker och frukter, även värstingarna, är bättre än i stort sett allt 
kött, utom möjligen vilt, och en del fisk. Den som vill göra nåt för miljön genom att tänka 
på vad han eller hon äter kan göra det enkelt för sej och helt enkelt bli vegetarian. 
21 Vi har inte mycket tid kvar, och köttätarnas lösning att långsamt transformera djur-
industrin (och konsumenterna) kommer aldrig att räcka till och kommer att kosta en 
förmögenhet. En lösning som var och en av oss kan införa direkt, till ingen kostnad alls, är 
att välja bort den klimatosmarta maten. Istället för att krama om det destruktiva kött-
ätandet borde du tala dig varm för lokalt producerad veganmat – det absolut mest miljö-
vänliga alternativet. 
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However, radical solutions are less likely to resonate with larger audience 
segments than reformist ones because of the more far-reaching changes 
requested. However, the radical solutions suggested in alternative news-
papers are more likely to create resonance given that the readers of ETC 
share one of the newspapers basic values, i.e. contributing to a “greener 
world”. Radical suggestions more often resonate with groups that already 
share the values on which the solution is based, as opposed to values shared 
by most in society (Weber et al., 2008).  

Production and consumption of meat are influenced by political deci-
sions, as well as of the choices consumers make on a daily basis. Even when 
changes in consumption specifically are sought, as in the newspaper fram-
ings of solutions, different actors could be allocated with responsibility for 
making them happen. The allocation of such treatment responsibility mat-
ters for the construction of a participatory route to change, as do allocation 
of causal responsibility, and the consistency between them. In the next sec-
tion I will describe and analyse how causal and treatment responsibility was 
attributed by the newspapers and how the framing may facilitate or hinder 
participation. 

5.4 From causal to treatment responsibility 
Causal responsibility, or blame, is assigned to the actor, or actors, framed as 
having the responsibility for the emergence of a problem while the treatment 
responsibility is assigned to the actor, or actors framed as having the respon-
sibility for solving the problem. One and the same actor can be attributed 
with both types but in the newspaper framing of meat it is rather the case that 
we move from the production side to the consumption side as we shift from 
causal to treatment responsibility. Attribution of causal as well as treatment 
responsibility is important for the solving of environmental problems 
(Giddens, 1999; Olausson, 2009; Pellizzoni, 2004; Snow & Benford, 1988; Van 
Gorp, 2007). It does not do to only attribute responsibility; participation is 
facilitated if the attribution is consistent (Benford & Snow, 2000). 

5.4.1 Attribution of causal responsibility 

As is common, the attribution of causal responsibility was not as homo-
geneous as was the framing of meat as an environmental problem because 
of its connection to climate change. Two groups of actors, or phenomena, 
were more commonly assigned with causal responsibility, namely consum-
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ers and or consumption in general (25 per cent) and production (22 per 
cent). Almost three out of ten articles (28 per cent) did not attribute causal 
responsibility to anyone or anything in particular. Some notable exceptions 
to this general pattern are that in the alternative papers the most common 
category was that someone was blamed. In ETC only 9 per cent lacked a 
culprit as compared with the 28 per cent for all texts combined. Dagens 
ETC showed the highest percentage of texts, compared with the other 
newspapers, where blame was not attributed but still it was more common 
that producers were presented as having causal responsibility. In ETC 
consumers were more commonly portrayed as the ones to blame. In neither 
of the alternative newspapers were livestock, politicians or retailers blamed 
in any of the articles (see Table 8).  

Table 8: Frequency of actors attributed with causal responsibility, as percentages of the 
number of newspaper texts. 

Causal 
responsibility 

A
ftonbladet (n=59) 

D
N

 (n=68) 

M
ainstream

 
newspapers (n=127) 

D
agens ETC (n=15) 

ETC (n=23) 

A
lternative 

new
spapers (n=38) 

Total (n=165) 

No one 31 31 31 33 9 18 28 

Consumer 27 19 23 20 44 34 26 

Producer 22 16 19 40 30 34 22 

Shared 3 15 9 7 17 13 10 

Livestock 5 7 6 0 0 0 5 

Politician 5 2 3 0 0 0 2 

Retailer 2 4 3 0 0 0 2 

Other 5 6 6 0 0 0 4 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 99 99 
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When causal responsibility was not attributed the text could typically be 
categorized as one of the following: articles that presented countering prob-
lem definitions (see 5.2.2 and 5.2.3) or articles that focused on suggesting 
solutions rather than defining the problem.  

Among the first type were letters to the editor in which writers argued 
that meat is not a serious problem or that a tax on meat is a bad idea, but 
also news pieces construing other types of problems (e.g. that there is not 
enough organically certified meat) and a few texts reporting or arguing that 
meat is not bad for the environment. What these had in common is that 
they deferred from the typical framing of meat as being an issue because it 
contributes to environmental problems. As these can be thought of as 
counter-frames possibly hindering participation the absence of causal 
responsibility attribution in these is not an additional barrier. 

In the second type of text meat was framed as an environmental problem 
that needed solving. What most of these articles did was that they focused 
on the prognostic framing; suggesting or reporting about already carried 
out solutions and allocating treatment responsibility. However, the causal 
relationship between meat production, consumption and environmental 
risks was not as developed given that no actor, group of actors, or phe-
nomena were pinpointed as having causal responsibility. In short, these 
texts suggest that something needs to be done about meat because it is an 
environmental problem but the nature of said problem is not specified. 
With the diagnostic framing task not fulfilled it could become harder to 
motivate audiences to participate in the suggested solutions, as they are not 
given arguments about why they should do so. The articles do not contri-
bute to increases in knowledge about the problem the way that articles 
allocating causal responsibility do. 

Stating that producers are attributed with causal responsibility might be 
misleading as producers are seldom mentioned as individual actors. In this 
case the actor could of course also be a corporation, with agency. It is rather 
the activities of producers that are pinpointed as the cause of environmental 
problems. Many formulations similar to the succinct “The production of 
beef is responsible for almost a fifth of the world’s greenhouse gas emis-
sions” (Aftonbladet, 2007-12-15)22 can be found in these articles. Some go 
on to differentiate between modes of production and/or explain why the 

 
22 ”Produktionen av nötkött står för nästan en femtedel av jordens utsläpp av växthus-
gaser.” 
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emissions occur but even when these explanations become lengthy specific 
actors are exempt from them: 

Johanna Björklund mentions industrialised meat production as a less 
successful example of resource efficiency […] Feed production is the 
biggest culprit when it comes to the rearing of animals, she further 
explains. The amount of grains we feed to the animals is too large 
compared with the amount of meat we can then eat ourselves.23 (ETC, 
2013-02-08) 

The above quote comes from a four page spread in ETC. Johanna Björk-
lund, a researcher at Örebro University, is given a lot of space to provide 
scientific explanations as to why food production in general, and meat 
production in particular, is unsustainable. She even includes such factors as 
global inequity and “our” view on natural resources. Still, the “we” in the 
above quote is never specified. It could refer to consumers, but consumers 
rarely feed animals. More likely is that it is in reference to some idea of all 
people, or society, which would mean that everyone is to blame for the 
problem. It is understandable, and in line with scientific knowledge, to 
describe meat production, what fuels it, and its environmental conse-
quences as a complex issue, because it undoubtedly is. The description 
nonetheless obscures the responsible actors and even if it is impossible to 
pinpoint one actor, the lack of any such can have consequences for the 
audiences’ possibilities to construct a participatory route to change. It 
makes it especially hard for anyone who would like to engage with the issue 
of unsustainable meat production and consumption in another capacity 
than the consumer one and/or target actors other than consumers, holding 
them responsible for the problem.  

When causal responsibility is attributed to the consumption side there are 
three discernible patterns: 1) meat consumption is to blame, 2) meat 
consumers are to blame, and 3) meat consumers are to blame because they 
fuel the environmentally harmful production. The second and third are 
similar, but the third paints a slightly more complex picture of the causal 
relationship by including production. 

 
23 ”Johanna Björklund nämner den industrialiserade köttproduktionen som ett mindre 
lyckat exempel på just resurseffektivitet. Den största boven när det gäller djurhållningens 
slöseri med resurser är foderproduktionen, förklarar hon vidare. Mängden spannmål vi 
matar djuren med är för stor i förhållande till hur mycket kött vi sedermera själva kan äta.” 
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The first pattern is quite similar to when meat production in general is 
attributed with causal responsibility. It is present mainly in shorter news 
items, like the following example: “The average meat consumption of 43 kg 
has the same environmental effect as driving a car over 10 000 km”24 
(Aftonbladet, 2007-07-28). No specific actor is pointed out in the quote, or 
in the rest of the short text, just as no actor was pointed out when meat 
production was blamed. The difference between ascribing general causal 
responsibility to consumption and production lies in the relationship 
between the two phenomena and news audiences. Food consumption is 
something everyone has experienced directly; it is an integral part of 
everyday life (Weber et al., 2008; Halkier, 2009) why it could be easier to 
connect consumption in general to consumers, including oneself, as actors 
than to connect production in general to producers, or indeed other actors, 
including consumers.  

However, the news audiences seldom have to do this since the second 
pattern is one of assigning causal responsibility to consumers. “Have you 
bought Brazilian meat or cocoa?”25 a news piece in Aftonbladet (2006-11-
10) asks its readers and then goes on to state that “There is a big risk that 
you contribute to the climate change”.26 The individual choices of con-
sumers going for Brazilian meat or cocoa are the ones blamed for climate 
change, not for all contributions to it but some of them.  

The third pattern was observed in texts where consumers were singled 
out as the ones with causal responsibility but where production was inserted 
as an intermediate: 

But we can also conclude that the meat consumption we indulge in in 
the US, Australia, Europe, and even Sweden is unsustainable, unneces-
sary, and unhealthy. On average adult Swedes eat 81 grams of protein 
per day when really 58 grams is enough. If desired the need could of 
course be catered to with a varied vegetarian diet.27 (DN, 2013-01-23) 

 
24 ”Den genomsnittliga årskonsumtionen på 43 kilo kött har samma miljöeffekt som en 
bilresa på över tusen mil.” 
25 ”Har du köpt brasilianskt kött eller kakao?” 
26 ”Risken är stor att du bidrar till klimatförändringen.” 
27 ”Men vi kan också konstatera att den köttkonsumtion vi hänger oss åt i USA, Australien, 
Europa och även Sverige är ohållbar, onödig och ohälsosam. I snitt äter vuxna svenskar 81 
gram protein om dagen när det egentligen räcker med 58 gram. Givetvis kan hela behovet, 
om så önskas, tillgodoses med en varierad vegetarisk kost.” 
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The above quote comes from an editorial presented under the label of 
“Meat and Climate” in which meat consumers are made to carry the can for 
the unsustainability resulting from their indulgence. It is made clear that it 
is by choice, not necessity, that people eat large quantities in Sweden but 
also elsewhere. At the same time, it is explained, with references to the then 
newly released meat consumption report by SEPA (2013), how meat 
production affects the environment. Readers are provided with a more 
complete picture of the causal relationship, but it is nonetheless clear where 
blame is placed.  

With consumers being the most common specific actor attributed with 
causal responsibility, which is not uncommon (see e.g. Halkier, 1999; 
Höijer, 2010), audiences could have a harder time identifying other actors 
to blame. One could imagine, for example, that politicians were held 
responsible for policies supporting meat production. This was done in a few 
of the articles and the inclusion of such frame elements provides audiences 
with actors whom they could target with different forms of participation, 
whether those forms would be campaigning, writing debate pieces, some-
thing else or several activities combined. It is still possible for audiences to 
identify actors who are to blame for the current situation, assuming that 
they are not passive (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Jansson, 2002; Olausson, 
2011), and furthermore have access to other informational sources 
(Jansson, 2002; Halkier, 2009; Holt, 2012), especially when provided longer 
explanations of the causal relationship between meat production, consump-
tion and environmental aspects. Such descriptions can invite them to draw 
on prior experiences and personal values to make up their minds about 
whom to blame (Amnå, 2008; Erentaite et al., 2012). On the other hand, 
news audiences are clearly invited to imagine themselves as active, at least in 
their role as consumers considering that their choices are framed as the 
cause of the problem. 

The attribution of causal responsibility also matters in relation to the 
attribution of treatment responsibility, in the sense that consistency may 
facilitate participation (Benford & Snow, 2000). Before I go on to analyse 
the relationship between the attributions of the two types I will outline how 
newspapers framed treatment responsibility. 

5.4.2 Attribution of treatment responsibility 

It is not a coincidence that the examples of suggested solutions, both radical 
and reformist, given in 5.3 were geared towards consumers. 35 per cent of 



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

152 

all articles framed consumers as being responsible for carrying out the 
solution, which makes consumers the actors most commonly attributed 
with treatment responsibility. The second most common actors framed as 
having treatment responsibility were politicians. It was as common to frame 
treatment responsibility as shared between two or more groups of actors; 
this was the case in 15 per cent of the articles. 25 per cent of texts lacked a 
specific actor with treatment responsibility (see Table 9).  

Table 9: Frequency of actors attributed with treatment blame, as percentages of the num-
ber of newspaper texts. 

Treatment 
responsibility 
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new
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ETC (n=23) 

A
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Total (n=165) 

Consumer 42 28 35 33 39 37 35 

No one 19 32 26 20 22 21 25 

Politician 20 13 17 13 9 11 15 

Shared 8 16 13 20 22 21 15 

Retailer 5 6 6 0 0 0 4 

Scientist 2 0 1 7 4 5 2 

Government 
authority 

0 0 0 7 0 3 1 

Producer 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Other 2 4 3 0 4 3 3 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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Just as the other frame elements, treatment responsibility is a key ingredient 
for a viable route to change. The most common attributions of responsi-
bility for carrying out solutions will be analysed below. 

A clear majority, 76 per cent, of the articles not attributing treatment 
responsibility did not suggest a solution either. What the majority of them 
did do was defining a problem. 59 per cent attributed causal responsibility 
and 68 per cent identified one or more environmental risks related to meat. 
In other words, many of the articles diagnose the problem but make no 
suggestion about how to solve it. Not attributing treatment responsibility 
means that the motivational factor of demand is not provided; the framing 
does not urge audiences to participate in changing either consumption or 
production. Neither are they provided with targets for e.g. campaigning or 
told that someone else is or should be handling the problem. However, as 
many of the articles not framing anyone as responsible for carrying out 
solutions does not present any of those either, the former is not the sole 
barrier to participation. Rather it is the lack of prognostic framing in 
general in these cases. It should not be taken for granted that audiences are 
not responding to frames focusing on the diagnostics of the meat issue. 
With the assumption that audiences are active follows the possibility that 
they are able to formulate their own solutions, as well as reflect on whose 
responsibility it is to carry them out.  

Attribution of treatment responsibility to politicians became more com-
mon in 2012-2013, compared with other groups of actors. In 2013 it was the 
most common actor to whom treatment responsibility was attributed. The 
texts from 2013 all have one thing in common—they relate the treatment 
responsibility of politicians to the measure of a tax on meat with the aim of 
decreasing meat consumption in Sweden. The general increase beginning in 
2012 could possibly be a sign of meat as an environmental issue beginning 
to climb the political agenda, and not only the news media one. That 
politicians were commonly attributed with responsibility in 2013 was con-
nected to one specific event. The solution politicians are given the responsi-
bility of is first and foremost decreasing the consumption of meat; in 25 per 
cent of the articles where that is the preferred solution politicians are 
framed as responsible for it. They are also attributed with responsibility for 
changing the production of meat; politicians is the group of actors most 
commonly framed as responsible for making that happen. Still, it is more 
common that when politicians are attributed with treatment responsibility, 
it is for decreasing meat consumption (72 per cent).  
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The upsurge of frames attributing politicians with treatment responsi-
bility followed in the wake of the SBA’s release of the report on the unsus-
tainability of the Swedish meat consumption. In the articles politicians were 
asked to take responsibility by introducing a tax on meat. Different actors 
expressed this request—concerned citizens (DN, 2013-01-26; DN, 2013-02-
07), SBA (Aftonbladet, 2013-01-23), Meatfree Monday (Dagens ETC, 2013-
04-26), and scientists and SBA experts (ETC, 2013-02-01). Even though all 
texts focused on the responsibility of politicians there were differences in 
how it was attributed. In Aftonbladet (2013-01-23) the then finance 
minister was accused of arguing inconsistently when rejecting a tax on 
meat, i.e. for wielding weak arguments when shying away from his 
responsibility. In Dagens ETC (2013-04-26) and DN (2013-01-26) the 
founder of Swedish Meatfree Monday and an engaged citizen respectively 
requested an amendment of Swedish law to make meat more expensive. 
Another engaged citizen, also in a letter to the editor (DN, 2013-02-07), 
instead rejected the tax instrument and requested stricter legislation 
concerning meat production from politicians. The longer news piece in 
ETC (2013-02-01) came at the issue from another angle; critiquing the news 
coverage of the SBA report and explaining why a Swedish tax on meat is 
unfeasible, which is what the SBA report concluded in its evaluation. 
Politicians are not exempt from treatment responsibility but the focus is on 
the European level instead of on the Swedish.  

This episodic reporting following the release of SBA’s report on the unsus-
tainability of the Swedish meat consumption, illustrates that there is a 
framing contest (see Anderson, 1997; Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Olausson, 
2009) also when it comes to the issue of meat. Different claims-makers, 
including the news organizations, use their resources to make a mark on the 
framing of the report. In this specific case the mainstream news organiza-
tions, together with engaged citizens, and movements seem to have been 
more successful in framing the report than the report’s authors, seeing as the 
debate and coverage came to focus on a Swedish tax on meat though that was 
not the focus of the report (SBA, 2013a). The episodic reporting also high-
lights the space for conflict and contestation in the framing of the unsus-
tainability of the Swedish meat consumption. This space is however very 
limited, based on the frequency of similar debates. 

Attributing politicians with treatment responsibility could present news-
paper audiences with legitimization for disengagement through externaliza-
tion of blame. It is not up to individuals, whether in their roles of con-
sumers, citizens or a mix of the two, to solve the unsustainability problem of 
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meat consumption. On the other hand, audiences consuming news and 
comments about how politicians are urged to take on responsibility could 
become engaged in trying to affect them. Furthermore, the reporting of 
solutions being implemented, i.e., the introduction of meat free days (see 
5.3.1), is an example of when it is demonstrated that institutions have 
assumed treatment responsibility. According to Bickerstaff et al. (2008), 
such demonstrations may make individuals more prone to take action.  

Media most commonly attributed treatment responsibility to consumers. 
Consumers were made responsible more often than other actors during all 
years except for in 2013, where politicians took over as the ones held respon-
sible, as was described above. The more radical the solution suggested is, the 
more likely is it that consumers are framed as responsible for carrying it out. 
In all of the cases when a complete removal of animal products from diets, i.e. 
veganism, is framed as the preferable solution consumers are the ones who 
need to make lifestyle changes. When vegetarianism is suggested consumers 
are attributed with treatment responsibility in 63 per cent of the cases, and for 
the solution of meat consumption reductions consumers are attributed with 
responsibility for those in 39 per cent of the articles. This means that overall 
the prognostic framing demonstrated in newspapers typically suggests that 
consumers are responsible for solving the environmental unsustainability of 
meat production and consumption. They are to do this by making changes in 
their own consumption practices, preferably by cutting down on the quan-
tities of meat consumed. Consumers are attributed with treatment responsi-
bility irrespectively of who or what is framed as having causal responsibility. 
In 63 per cent of articles where animals are blamed, 54 per cent of articles 
where producers or production is blamed, and 31 per cent of articles where 
consumers are blamed consumers are the ones attributed with causal respon-
sibility. Consumers are not the actor most commonly framed as responsible 
for carrying out solutions when politicians, retailers, or no actor are attributed 
with causal responsibility. 

Why consumers are only attributed with treatment responsibility in 31 
per cent of articles framing them as causally responsible is because 19 per 
cent of those articles attribute politicians with treatment responsibility, and 
in 19 per cent the responsibility is shared between several groups of actors. 
When treatment responsibility is framed as shared it does not mean that 
consumers are exempt however, they are given some of the responsibility in 
22 out of 24 articles. Most commonly the responsibility was attributed to 
both politicians and consumers but several other combinations occurred. 
The consumers’ responsibility to make more environmentally sustainable 
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meat consumption choices, that was the main feature when only consumers 
were attributed with responsibility, remains but it is complemented with 
responsibility for the removal of barriers to making such choices. What the 
non-consumer actors are given responsibility for is mainly the improve-
ment of institutional factors, i.e. increased information accessibility and a 
more reasonable choice architecture. In ETC (2012-07-13) the shared 
responsibility is outlined in the following way: 

But if the individual persons’ engagement and changes in their food 
regimens are important in order to decrease the emissions creating 
severe climate changes, policy instruments are fundamental.28 

The changes requested from consumers can be facilitated by scientists 
acquiring better knowledge about the emission levels of different modes of 
meat production (DN, 2008-01-21), and developing in vitro-meat (Dagens 
ETC, 2011-06-03), by politicians introducing a tax on meat (DN, 2013-04-
30), ecolabelling of meat (Aftonbladet, 2008-12-23) or meat free days in the 
public sector (ETC, 2010-01-15), or by informational efforts and campaigns 
sponsored by government authorities (ETC, 2012-07-13). Even if the treat-
ment responsibility was framed as shared between actors the role presented 
to individuals was still that of consumer. Yes, they are presented with actors 
they could try to influence to make them accept the responsibility attributed 
to them but they are not provided with motivational factors facilitating their 
participation as citizens to the same extent that they are when it comes to 
them participating as consumers, albeit with a citizenship signature. 

In the next section I will compare the attribution of causal and treatment 
responsibility, which shows inconsistency, but also the problem definitions 
and suggested solutions and relate the focus on consumers to developments 
in media representations of environmental issues. 

5.4.3 From production to consumption 

Comparing the diagnostic framing, i.e. the problem definitions including 
attribution of causal responsibility, with the prognostic framing, i.e. the 
solutions suggested and the attribution of treatment responsibility, some 

 
28 ”Men om enskilda personers engagemang och förändringar i sin mathållning är viktigt 
för att sänka de utsläpp som skapar svåra klimatförändringar, så är politiska styrmedel 
grundläggande.” 
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inconsistencies emerge. Overall, the newspaper frames focus on the con-
sumption side of meat but as one move from the diagnostic to the prog-
nostic framing one leaves production almost completely behind. There is 
also a mismatch between the attribution of causal and treatment responsi-
bility especially when it comes to the production side of meat. Production is 
commonly included in diagnostic framing by being attributed with causal 
responsibility, typically for contributing to climate change. However, it is 
virtually never attributed with treatment responsibility and neither do the 
suggested solutions concern the production of meat. 

Out of all 165 articles only 7 per cent focuses mainly on the production 
side of meat. 30 per cent of the articles focus solely on the consumption side 
while 63 per cent ties it together with the production context. The produc-
tion and consumption are tied together in the framing of the causal 
relationship between meat and environmental risks:  

Every year the Swede eats 85 kg of meat on average and there is an 
upward trend. But the production chain leading up to the meat on our 
plates is a large contributor to the greenhouse effect and the villain’s 
name is nitrous oxide […] (DN, 2012-04-16) 

The above quote comes from an article that links production to consumption 
throughout: consumption is construed as problematic because of its direct 
dependence on production. This view on the relationship between consump-
tion, production and environmental risks is common in problem descript-
tions, not only when causal responsibility is shared between production and 
consumption but also where one or the other is attributed with the main 
responsibility. In 22 per cent out of the total number of articles production of 
meat is attributed with the main causal responsibility (see 5.4.1). Framing 
consumers as having the main causal responsibility was more common but it 
is when one traces the attribution of causal and treatment responsibility to 
producers that one discovers the clearest inconsistency. 

Less than one per cent of the articles (n=1) framed producers as having 
the responsibility for carrying out the solution to the problem identified. 
Furthermore, only four per cent (n=7) of the solutions suggested in the 
newspaper framings requested changes in production. The focus shifted 
away from production when the prognostic instead of the diagnostic 
framing function was performed. Not only was this the overall pattern, it 
was also observed among those articles that specifically attributed causal 
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responsibility. In 54 per cent of these, consumers were attributed with treat-
ment responsibility. 

The finding that the Swedish news media framing of on meat as an 
environmental issue veers more towards consumption than production 
does not come as a surprise. The tendency of Swedish news media to focus 
more and more on consumption rather than production when covering 
environmental issues was noted already by Djerf Pierre (1996) in her analy-
sis of televised environmental news. During the last decade studied, the 
1990s, the emphasis shifted from production and industrial causes of 
environmental issues to consumption ones. This shift was accompanied by 
moral guidelines on how to act environmentally, aimed at individuals 
(Hermansson, 2002). Since then it has been shown that tabloids attribute 
causal and treatment responsibility to consumers, both as individuals and as 
a collective, and asks them to feel guilty about not behaving in climate 
friendly ways (Höijer, 2010). While I have not analysed the newspaper 
frames based on the feelings they could potentially evoke the attribution of 
responsibility for causing and (not) solving the environmental issue of meat 
is similar as when responsibility for other environmental issues have been 
studied. The findings corroborate those of other studies of how media 
commonly attributes responsibility for environmental issues to individuals 
(Hinchliffe, 1996; Iyengar, 1996), and more specifically individual con-
sumers. That consumers are the ones who often face demands of changing 
their practices and of being guided by environmental concerns has also 
been shown in consumption studies (Halkier, 1999; Micheletti & Stolle, 
2012; Terragni et al., 2009). The role presented to individual news audience 
members is that of a consumer, acting individually. Because even if there 
are elements of attribution of collective responsibility (see e.g. 5.4.1) similar 
to those found by Höijer (2010) I would argue that what they request is not 
collective action as the attribution of treatment responsibility to consumers 
is paired with suggestions of individual consumption changes. It does not 
mean that there are no elements of collective logic; after all societal change 
through individual consumption choices guided by environmental concerns 
presupposes a critical mass of participating consumers. What is suggested 
in the framing is akin to what Stolle and Micheletti (2013) call indi-
vidualized collective action. 

The shift from production to consumption in one and the same framing 
could also pose a barrier to participation due to its internal inconsistency. A 
consistent frame is more likely to resonate with audiences (Benford & 
Snow, 2000) and there is a contradiction in framing production as res-
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ponsible for causing the unsustainability of the Swedish meat market but 
consumers as responsible for solving it. The contradictions can reduce the 
credibility of the frame—making it less likely to resonate with audiences 
(Benford & Snow, ibid.). 

This far in the chapter I have shown that environmental framing of meat 
is most common overall, compared with framing focusing on some other 
aspect of meat production and consumption. Furthermore, meat is being 
framed as an environmental issue in its own right. The diagnostic as well as 
prognostic framing is fairly consistent—meat production and consumption 
is an environmental problem because of serious contributions to climate 
change. Therefore, consumers, possibly assisted by politicians, should 
decrease their consumption of meat. These functions are carried out with 
certainty and limited complexity. Though there are deviations to these 
general patterns in the framing the fact that news media has put the issue on 
the agenda and frames it consistently lays a foundation for participation. It 
tells audiences that meat is an environmental issue that needs to be dealt 
with and that there is agreement about how to do it.  

However, the environmentally framed articles about meat only make up 
18 per cent out of all articles, allowing for plenty of space for alternative 
framings to be presented to the newspaper audiences. Whether these are in 
line with or challenge the consistent environmental framing of meat will be 
brought up next. I will go through how the alternative framings of meat can 
lay a foundation for frame extension or challenge the uniform framing of 
meat as an environmental problem because of its contributions to climate 
change and the suggestion that the problem can be solved by decreasing 
consumption.  

5.5 Alternatives to environmental framing of meat 
The alternative ways in which meat is framed was presented in 5.1.1. They are 
safety, health, pleasure, animal welfare, price, and novelty. Neither of these 
are inherently “pro” or “con” meat production and consumption. In order to 
be certain about whether the texts frame meat production and consumption 
as problematic or not one would have to analyse them more in-depth. Still, 
there are some tentative conclusions that can be drawn based on the broader 
categorization of them. The first such conclusion is that the pleasure framing 
of meat stands out as the clearest challenger to the framing of meat as an 
environmental problem. The second is that linking meat to health, safety, or 
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animal welfare can challenge or support the framing of meat as an environ-
mental problem, depending on how the links are described. 

5.5.1 The pleasure framing competing with the environmental framing  

How framing focusing on pleasurable aspects of meat compete with envir-
onmental framing is best illustrated by a shift that began in 2011 and was 
completed during 2012 and the beginning of 2013. From being a mar-
ginalized aspect, the pleasurable experiences of meat consumption suddenly 
increased. During 2012 and 2013 DN was more likely to connect such 
pleasurable experiences to meat than they were to connect environmental, 
or indeed most if not all other aspects, to it. In Aftonbladet the pleasurable 
aspects of meat were especially common in 2011–2012 but there was not 
such a remarkable shift as in DN, pleasure was a fairly common theme 
during most years (see 5.1.1).  

This waxing and waning of different framing of meat could perhaps be 
overlooked if it was not for the fact that the pleasure frame seems to be the 
one competing with the environmental framing. Within the pleasure frame 
meat is constructed as something worth coveting, for its taste, for the com-
munity and comfort it brings, or for a number of other reasons. Under the 
headline “Hamburger hype peaks this year”29 (DN, 2012-08-01) a journalist 
has met with a society calling itself “Friends of the hamburger”. The 
journalist’s text waxes poetic about how one member of the hamburger club 
gave up being a vegetarian to be able to enjoy beefy burgers, and how the 
society wants to spread their love for hamburgers by serving them in the 
shape of hearts at their seasonal night club devoted to the fast food classic. 
Part PR for the night club in question and part ode to all things hamburger 
the text published in DN’s section for local news does not bring up any 
negative aspects. Other articles focusing on pleasure provide readers with 
tips for the barbecuing season, interview restaurateurs, test meat products, 
or simply treat just how tasty meat is. Some articles do however pit pleasure 
against, for example, people’s health and the environment, with the former 
being the argument for choosing to eat meat and the latter being arguments 
against it, or at least nudging one in the direction of moderation. The 
dominating message is however that meat equals pleasure and one should 
try to revel in that experience or increase the pleasure of it. That environ-

 
29 ”Hamburgarhajpen toppar i år” 
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mental framing of meat was especially uncommon in 2012 when pleasure 
framing peaked (see 5.1.1) strengthens the view that these are competing.  

5.5.2 Health, safety, and animal welfare competing  
with or supporting environmental framing 

The health, safety, and animal welfare aspects, apart from all being domin-
ating during different years, also share the feature of potentially competing 
with or supporting the environmental framing of meat depending on the 
event reported and/or the presentation of them. Despite this shared feature 
there are patterns in the media coverage that differs between health, and 
safety and animal welfare.  

A health piece about meat can brandish the nourishing qualities of the 
product or present it as an important part of diets that can make you 
healthy in general and thin in particular. Such health pieces bear similarities 
to those articles covering pleasurable aspects of meat and thereby contribute 
to the framing of meat consumption as unproblematic, even positive. The 
other type of health reporting focuses on risk—meat, and the consumption 
of it, can be disastrous for your health:  

Are you worried about breast cancer? Become a vegetarian. A new study 
shows that daily consumption of meat can increase the risk of cancer 
with 64 per cent.30  (Aftonbladet, 2007-04-04) 

In the reporting exemplified above the treatment of the health aspects of 
meat is more akin to the treatment of the safety and animal welfare aspects, 
i.e. the focus is on risks. When it comes to safety and health risks these 
pertain to the people consuming meat. In the quote from the news piece 
about increased risk of breast cancer, the ones who run the risk are meat 
consumers. Similarly, the ones afflicted by safety risks are those who eat 
meat but whereas the health pieces are more prone to report scientific 
findings or claims the safety theme is dominated by the reporting of 
scandals, and the risk for consumers is more implied than outspoken. Two 
of the most widely reported scandals, and large contributors to the pre-
valence of safety focused articles during the two years which they broke, are 
the 2007 revelation that the biggest Swedish retail group in the food sector 

 
30 ”Är du orolig för att drabbas av bröstcancer? Bli vegetarian. Att dagligen äta kött kan öka 
risken för cancer med 64 procent, visar en ny undersökning.”  
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had repackaged minced meat to increase its shelf life and the 2013 story that 
several kinds of ready-made meals supposed to contain beef actually 
contained horse meat. Both these scandals contained elements of possible 
dangers for consumers, but focused largely on the lack of safety, traceability 
and control of meat for human consumption.  

The animal welfare aspect, like the one of safety, is closely connected to 
scandals and reporting of misconduct, though it also includes opinion 
pieces about how unethical it is to rear, kill, and eat animals. The focus is 
largely on the risks to animals and not, as with many of the other aspects, to 
humans. In this it bears similarities to environmental framing, the concerns 
associated with meat are other-regarding. The peak of media coverage 
about animal welfare in relation to meat in 2009–2010 was mainly due to 
one specific scandal: 

Equipped with cameras Djurrättsalliansen struck in the dark of the 
night. And they could expose the neglect on Swedish pig farms. Pure 
scenes of terror played out on the meat magnate Lars Hultström’s farm 
in Sörmland.31 (Aftonbladet, 2009-11-25) 

The story about “pure scenes of terror” at pig farms broke shortly before 
Christmas, a tradition which for most Swedes includes the ingestion of 
various pork products.   

The reporting on the health risks of meat consumption, the lack of safety 
in the handling of meat, and the cruelty against animals during the 
production of meat could support the consistent framing of meat as an 
environmental problem that could be solved by consumption reductions. 
They facilitate the possibilities for audiences to participate based on self as 
well as other-regarding motivations after gaining knowledge about these 
things. In connection with the aforementioned scandal with repackaged 
meat in 2007 consumption changes were even noted and reported:  

 
31 ”Utrustade med kameror slog Djurrättsalliansen till i mörkret. Och kunde avslöja 
vanvården på de svenska grisfarmerna. På köttpampen Lars Hultströms gård i Sörmland 
utspelades rena skräckscener.” 
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After last week’s meat scandal Ica summoned 1 400 retailers to a crisis 
meeting in Stockholm yesterday. At the same time, Swedes react by 
buying less and less minced meat.32 (Aftonbladet, 2007-12-12) 

In previous research it has been suggested that environmental demands be 
issued in tandem with health and ethical animal rights ones in order to 
increase the chances of them being considered and incorporated by people 
carrying out their meat consumption practices (Carlsson-Kanyama & 
Gonzalez, 2009; Freeman, 2010).  

Especially health framing, with its suggestions of cutting down on meat 
to minimize risks, is in line with the environmental framing. Safety and 
animal welfare framing of meat does not seem to be as consistent in sug-
gesting meat consumption reductions, though still constructing at least 
certain kinds of meat production/and or consumption as problematic. 
Nevertheless, health, safety, and animal welfare framing of meat could 
contribute to extension of the environmental framing, which may facilitate 
involvement of more audiences as a wider variety of interests are included. 

5.6 Summary and conclusions 
In the very beginning of this chapter I stated that media can influence 
whether and how we understand meat as an environmental issue, and what 
we see as possible and reasonable ways to participate in making it environ-
mentally sustainable, but also provide motivation for taking action.  

First, I showed that meat has been put as an environmental issue on the 
news media agenda. This involves a development where meat has gone from 
being subjugated to other environmental issues, to becoming an issue in its 
own right. If media is viewed as public sphere producers, and as having an 
agenda-setting function it implies that meat as an environmental issue is 
now part of the public debate, and that audiences are told to think about it 
as an environmental issue. That audiences are told to think about meat as an 
environmental issue lays the foundation for involvement. I also suggested 
that citizens have contributed to keeping meat as an environmental issue on 
the agenda, by writing debate articles and letters to the editor, i.e., by par-

 
32 ”Efter förra veckans köttskandal kallade Ica igår 1 400 handlare till krismöte i Stockholm. 
Samtidigt reagerar svenskarna nu med att köpa allt mindre köttfärs.”   
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taking in civic engagement. Politicians, government authorities, meat pro-
ducers, and retailers on the other hand, have not. 

I then moved on to show how media has framed meat as an environ-
mental issue. The first thing to point out is that the framing is uniform 
across the mainstream and alternative newspapers, even though the alter-
native ones were included to increase the potential for diverse framings. As 
for the diagnostic framing, i.e., how media suggests that the environmental 
problem of meat should be understood, I showed that meat is framed 
exclusively as a serious environmental problem because of its contribution 
to climate change. Exclusive, as opposed to inclusive, framing is a potential 
barrier to resonance with diverse audiences. There was limited complexity 
to the diagnostic framing, meaning that additional environmental impacts 
were seldom included. Furthermore, the causal relationship was framed as 
certain. There was very limited space for conflicts and contests. Very few 
articles suggest meat is not an environmental problem and/or frame meat in 
positive terms. The certainty, and the suggested seriousness of the problem 
could potentially motivate active participation, given there is a convincing 
solution which is possible to carry out. 

Thirdly, I presented that media commonly suggested that the meat con-
sumption needs to be reduced in order to solve the environmental problem 
of meat production and consumption. It was framed both as an efficient 
solution, and as a way of avoiding complexities associated with evaluating 
different types of meat and modes of production. Efficiency is a motiva-
tional factor, which could facilitate active participation, given there is a role 
to participate in. The certainty with which meat was diagnosed was ex-
tended to the suggestions of solutions. Reducing meat consumption is a 
reformist solution, i.e., it does not suggest meat be completely removed 
from people’s diets. Other reformist solutions were rarely suggested, as were 
the radical solutions of vegetarianism and veganism. It has previously been 
stipulated that reformist solutions are more likely to create resonance than 
radical solutions.  

Fourthly, I showed how media has attributed responsibility, and that 
there was a shift from the production side to the consumption side of meat 
when media moved from diagnostic to prognostic framing. The shift may be a 
barrier to resonance, as it disrupts the consistency of the framing. When 
media suggested how meat should be understood as an environmental 
problem and suggested a solution the framing was fairly uniform, as was the 
way it was carried out, i.e., with certainty, and without complexity. How-
ever, there was some variation to the attribution of causal and treatment 
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responsibility. Furthermore, media attributed causal responsibility to con-
sumers, and/or to production. Treatment responsibility, on the other hand, 
was attributed most frequently to consumers, but virtually never to pro-
ducers. Retailers were continuously exempt from responsibility. Towards 
the end of the time period studied politicians emerged as targets of treat-
ment responsibility. Shared treatment responsibility was also framed as a 
way of achieving meat consumption reductions; politicians were attributed 
with responsibility for facilitating individual consumer responsibility and/ 
or for making publicly financed organizations assume responsibility. The 
way for audiences to participate in reducing meat consumption is as con-
sumers. They are also given possibilities for externalizing responsibility, as 
politicians are attributed with it, which is a potential barrier to active parti-
cipation.  

Finally, I touched upon alternative media framings of meat. I suggested 
that framing that focuses on the pleasurable aspects of meat, e.g., its tasti-
ness, may be in conflict with the environmental framing of meat. Con-
versely, health, safety, and animal welfare framings of meat could present 
extension opportunities for the environmental framing, depending on how 
the links between the various concerns and meat are drawn. 

Still, this chapter only provides a part of the picture of what the potential 
participatory routes to making meat production and consumption environ-
mentally sustainable are. For one, I assume the news media audiences are 
active. Consequently, they are an intrinsic factor in whether the framings 
described in this chapter can create resonance. Secondly, how news media 
influences participation of news audiences depends on many more factors 
than the ones found within the news media texts. These include, but are not 
restricted to everyday experiences, face-to-face communication, values, and 
opinions. In the next chapter I will focus on the Swedish news media 
audiences and analyse how they define problems, suggest solutions and 
attribute responsibility when framing meat production and consumption.  
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CHAPTER 6  
Audience framings of meat as an environmental issue  

In the previous chapter I showed both how news media has put the envir-
onmental issue of meat on the agenda, and how media has framed the issue. 
In this chapter I will answer the question of how news media audiences 
frame meat.  

From my perspective, the audience framings are influenced by media 
framing, but also by experiences, values, and beliefs—all rooted in the 
everyday lives of people. I view individuals as more than media audiences. 
Individuals have varying experiences of taking on consumer and citizen 
roles, and they have varied beliefs and opinions about both what facilitates 
and hinders them, and others, from taking on the roles, and about what can 
be achieved by doing so. The audience framings of meat that I present are 
more diverse than the media framing presented in the last chapter, at least 
in some respects. In other respects, the audience framings are more uniform 
than the media framings.  

The findings presented in this chapter are based on the analysis of the 
focus group discussions prior to the introduction of newspaper articles 
representative of the media framing.1 The structure of this chapter is guided 
by how audiences framed meat. I start out by presenting the audiences’ 
diagnostic framing, i.e., whether and how audiences define meat as an 
environmental problem, and attribution of causal responsibility. Then 
follows the prognostic framing, i.e., solutions to the identified problem(s) 
and attribution of treatment responsibility. I present the findings of what 
audiences perceive as motivation for active participation, both their own 
and that of others, interwoven with the prognostic framing. Finally, I show 
how audiences negotiate conflicting and complementary concerns when 

 
1 See 4.5 for a description of how the focus group discussions were carried out.  
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reflecting on appropriate meat consumption practices. In the final section I 
summarize the audience framings, but I also compare them with the media 
framings. 

6.1 Problem diagnosis 
The first categorization that can be made of the audiences’ understandings 
of meat in relation to environmental impacts regards whether meat was 
diagnosed as an environmental problem or not. When meat was diagnosed 
as an environmental problem it was framed in one of the following ways: 1) 
as a complex problem including several environmental risks, 2) as a general 
problem, with uncertainty, or 3) as an extensive problem. When meat was 
not diagnosed as an environmental problem, audiences countered the claim 
that meat production and consumption have serious environmental 
impacts. Either meat production and consumption was understood as no 
more serious than other production and consumption activities or the 
causal relationship was refuted. I interpret the audiences’ ability to diagnose 
meat as an environmental problem, and counter diagnoses, as demonstra-
tion of involvement. It shows they have both knowledge and opinions about 
the issue. However, it does not show how much they care about the issue, 
e.g., how they evaluate it compared with other issues or whether the 
involvement affects their everyday lives in any way.  

6.1.1 Complex problems including several environmental risks 

Framing meat as a complex problem meant connecting the production and 
consumption to several environmental risks, including climate change. 
These problem definitions had in common that they did not question the 
causal relationship between meat and climate change but some participants 
included other environmental consequences either to highlight complexities 
or to challenge the dominating position of climate change in the public 
debate. Both of these framing strategies relate and respond to a problem 
diagnosis that was not necessarily vocalized by the participants but never-
theless seemed present in the discussions. This problem diagnosis is that 
meat production and consumption is a problem first and foremost because 
of their contributions to climate change. The complex diagnoses frame 
climate change as one of many environmental risks.  

The other risks, apart from climate change, included in these problem 
definitions were resource use in general, e.g., connected to the idea that 
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livestock eat crops that could instead be used for human consumption, 
water use in specific, transports, and clear cutting of rainforests in South 
America. Animal production was also pointed out as a cause to the poor 
environmental state in the Baltic Sea and as a threat to biodiversity. What 
follows is how the risk of biodiversity loss is introduced by Greta in Group 
G to highlight the complexity of the causal relationship between meat and 
the environment: 

Gabriel […] I think the environment is a really important 
aspect of it all. 

Greta Yes. I think so too. But I think the environment is 
a pretty wide concept; there is, like, the concept of 
biodiversity, there is the concept of this, carbon 
dioxide. I mean there are many parts of the 
environment and sure, I agree that cows maybe 
are like, the worst, because that’s what you’ve 
read and have come to understand. But from a 
biodiversity perspective I think that growing 
wheat is about as bad because you have to erase 
whole acreages. 

Greta agrees on the importance of the environment and clearly associates 
GHG emissions with cows but she also wants to point out that there are 
several environmental risks to consider. She conveys that the causal 
relationship between meat and the environment is complex and therefore it 
is not enough to focus on the risk of climate change. The causal relationship 
between production and climate change is not questioned, but the risk of 
climate change is not necessarily worse than other risks. When those other 
risks are included, the following, slightly different problem definition takes 
shape: meat has negative environmental consequences, but only some of 
those risks are aggravated by meat compared to other foodstuffs. 

In Group A, Adam challenged the perceived saliency of climate change, 
choosing to highlight the risk of deforestation when the participants were 
asked to make associations with the environmental aspects of meat produc-
tion and consumption. He demonstrates some knowledge about emissions of 
GHGs but wants to call particular attention to deforestation as follows: 

Adam Well, it is a thing that, like transports—then people 
talk a lot about the environment of the animals; 
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their conditions. And environmental impact; they 
[ruminants] produce a lot of gases that aren’t good. 
But it’s also the case that—mainly in South Ameri-
can countries, from what I’ve gathered—they clear 
a whole lot of rain forest to make room for live-
stock. 

The manner in which Adam redirects attention from climate change to 
deforestation indicates that climate change was viewed as a dominating risk. 
It seems as though Adam does not want to elaborate on a causal relation-
ship that most people, according to him, focus on when environmental 
impact is discussed, instead mentioning a different risk that he feels should 
also be taken into consideration. The addition of other risks questions the 
large amount of attention paid to climate change without denying its overall 
importance. The audiences who worked several risks into the problem 
definitions contribute to enhancing their potential for facilitating partici-
pation as follows: identification of a wide range of connected problems is 
one of the keys to a successful action frame (Benford & Snow, 2000).  

Audiences discussing different environmental risks demonstrate cer-
tainty when expressing their definitions of the problem. They feel capable of 
using some environmental terminology and explaining causal relationships, 
even positioning themselves in opposition to those who only focus on one 
risk or dimension of the problem. Cecilia of Group C jokingly asked “if 
there were any more environmental aspects” after (together with Charlotte) 
connecting seven different risks to meat production. These audiences 
showcase that they are knowledgeable; that they are not merely accepting 
the simplest explanations. The talk can be interpreted as knowledge posi-
tioning. Dahl (2014, p. 151) links such positioning to assuming individual 
responsibility for environmental problems by being independent, critical 
thinkers in possession of knowledge. These are resources that increase the 
individual’s ability to actively participate but also are useful for civic-
engagement forms of participation such as discursive political consumption 
(Stolle & Micheletti, 2013) and civic engagement (Ekman & Amnå, 2012) 
for which involvement is key.  

6.1.2 General and uncertain framing of problem 

Another type of definition expressed by participants was the more general, 
less detailed one. This was the opposed to the definition discussed above in 
that it included no specific environmental risk, uncertain causal relation-
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ships and was insecurely and hesitantly articulated. The definitions were 
still in line with the more detailed ones as well as those commonly found in 
the newspapers. In that sense they did not present a challenge to the typical 
frame of meat being an environmental problem because of its contributions 
to climate change, but neither did they expand, specify or add variation to 
it. Furthermore, uncertainty and insecurity can function as barriers to 
participation. 

What the general definitions with few details show is that it does not 
seem necessary to have a clear understanding of the causal relationship 
between meat production, consumption and environmental risks in order 
to have reservations against meat due to environmental concerns. Elisabeth 
and Eva that made up group E displayed a) uncertainty about the causal 
relationship and b) showed signs of insecurity when trying to describe it. 
Somewhat contradictory they also display certainty about meat being bad 
for the environment in general, sweeping terms. The following conversation 
demonstrates this: 

Eva Yes. Er, environment and, er, meat consumption 
and meat production, erm. It feels, I find it hard 
to join them, erm [uncertainty+insecurity]. I, er, 
think that with the way meat is being produced 
today it does not work. Sure, in a small-scale and 
humane way meat could absolutely, meat pro-
duction and environment could go hand in hand. 
But not today [certainty]. 

Elisabeth I agree completely with you there. I mean it is 
impossible [certainty]. And we can’t stress the 
resources this much. Neither, well, neither hu-
mans, animals, nor the rest of the environment 
*laughs*. We live on this planet, so much can’t be 
used to produce so little. The chain is so very 
long [uncertainty]. I’m probably expressing my-
self very vaguely [insecurity], but it’s so long just 
to get to that piece of meat (Eva: mm) so it’s 
absolutely, er, meat is a waste of the environment. 
It absolutely is [certainty]. 

Eva and Elisabeth come to a general problem definition of current produc-
tion being problematic because it demands a lot of resources. Both display 
certainty when expressing that meat is bad for the environment but when 
they are to motivate that view uncertainty and signs of insecurity manifest 
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themselves. Eva’s statement is riddled with hesitation as signalled by the 
many ‘ers’. Elisabeth laughs nervously to take the edge of her explanation. 
She becomes self-reflective; evaluating her own explanation of the causal 
relationship and labelling it vague.  

Signs of insecurity and uncertainty about the causal relationships were 
demonstrated in other groups as well, often but not always paired with a 
general problem definition lacking details. The insecurity seemed connected 
to a lack of knowledge, e.g. uncertainty about the causal relationship, but 
also to inexperience of talking about environmental issues. The inexperi-
ence and lack of knowledge shone through when participants had a hard 
time finding the correct words for, for instance “greenhouse gases”, talked 
about “the environment” in vague terms rather than getting into specifics, 
or downplaying their claims by adding that they did not really know this. 
Nervous laughter, hesitation, and participants agreeing with the previous 
speaker rather than formulating their own statements were also common 
and interpreted as signs of insecurity about talking about meat as an envir-
onmental issue.  

Uncertainty and lack of knowledge have been identified as barriers to 
participation in previous research (Lorenzoni et al., 2007). One does not 
really know what the problem is and therefore cannot gauge the importance 
of it. Insecurity, while being connected to the other barriers, functions in a 
different way and is rather related to the motivational factor of ability to act. 
The moral imperative to act might be there but if the motivational factor of 
ability to act is lacking, the stand-by participation is unlikely to become 
active (Amnå, 2008). The ability to act comes from a belief in one’s own 
resources and the perceived capability of making a difference (ibid.). The 
individuals’ insecurity means that this particular motivational factor is 
weak. It is not a static state though; the perceived ability to act can change. 
Neither was the insecurity necessarily a personal trait. The same participant 
who just a second ago assuredly and fluently explained why animal pro-
duction is incompatible with animal welfare could turn into a stuttering, 
hesitant person when vocalizing environmental frames of meat. Therefore, 
the insecurity in relation to environmental aspects in particular could be 
reduced, e.g. through increase in knowledge, a greater sense of urgency and 
moral imperative, being invited and told how one can make a difference 
and by taking part in discussions, i.e. practice one’s civic engagement skills. 
The crux of the matter is that insecurity can function as a barrier to the 
latent participatory actions that could reduce it. 
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The relationship between different civic engagement activities and 
involvement seems to be reciprocal. Interest in, and knowledge, consump-
tion of news, and discussions about an issue fuel each other and is a pre-
cursor to active participation (Keum et al., 2004; Amnå, 2008; McCombs et 
al, 2011; Erentaite et al, 2012). But where to start this positive spiral if 
insecurity is standing in the way of face to face discussions that could 
decrease uncertainty and increase knowledge? Individual insecurities do not 
have to stand in the way of news media consumption, why a facilitating role 
that news media could play opens up. Whether or not it did will be further 
discussed in chapter 7.  

6.1.3 Extensive problem framing  

In extensive definitions, various considerations were included in the 
problem definitions to complement each other, not to make the definition 
more complex, as was sometimes the case when several environmental risks 
were included (see 6.1.1). Several concerns (typically the environment, 
animal welfare, safety, and health) were included to explain why meat 
production and consumption are problematic. Some audiences extended 
the framing of the problem even more, to include societal issues beyond 
meat production and consumption.  

When the discussions shifted from understandings of particular aspects to 
put meat production and consumption in focus, some audiences brought in 
several of the aspects to explain their view on meat. Environmental con-
siderations were not enough to explain why they believed meat production 
and consumption to be problematic. The aspect expressed as being most 
important to the participant had a strong influence on how the problem was 
understood and the other aspects were seen as additional. One example of an 
extensive problem definition was expressed in Group C where participants 
were very health conscious. The current meat production and consumption 
was seen as problematic because it did not contribute to healthiness, but 
unhealthy production and consumption was also equated with unsafe pro-
duction that was bad for the environment as well as for the animals. The 
characteristics of these problem definitions are that several quality aspects line 
up and amplify each other. The participants do not experience tensions 
between them. However, one aspect is still viewed as more important than the 
others and could possibly take priority if conflicts and tensions were to arise.  

Inclusiveness of related themes, or frame extension, is a feature of more 
successful action frames. These present a variety of concerns and therefore 
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have the potential to appeal to diverse audiences (Benford & Snow, 2000). 
Furthermore, when other-regarding concerns are combined with self-
regarding ones, as in group C, they are considered more motivational 
(Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). This way the individual does not have to feel as 
s/he is giving something up by acting in accordance with environmental 
demands, because there are no tensions between those and other types of 
demands. The participants in Group C did indeed state that they partici-
pated in political consumption of the boycotting and buycotting kind. The 
meat they dismissed was that which had been produced in the “wrong way”. 
The producers whose practices were not contributing to health, environ-
mental sustainability, safety, and animal welfare were also attributed with 
some of the causal responsibility.  

Making a problem definition too extensive could make it into a barrier. 
One type of problem definition included so many factors that it limited the 
possibilities for individuals to participate, as the problem became too big 
and complex to solve. In this too inclusive definition meat as an environ-
mental problem had to be contextualized within wider society for it to make 
sense to the participants. At times during their discussion, Gabriel and 
Glenn in group G defined the environmental sustainability of meat produc-
tion and consumption as a symptom of what was wrong with society, rather 
than as a problem in and of itself: 

Glenn No I think the problem is that eating meat is 
viewed as a human right, because then people 
start complaining when meat is subjected to 
removal of subsidies. If we’re being honest. All 
agriculture is subsidized like crazy. How the hell 
can you get a T-bone steak for 29 SEK? You get 
what the production conditions must be like, 
what those who work there get paid. Yes, and 
how much chemicals you must use to get the 
meat to grow quickly […] But then it would 
become expensive and then some people would 
not be able to afford it and then it would become 
a class issue, but everything’s a class issue, that’s 
what it looks like and I don’t think meat 
specifically should be more subsidized. […] 

 
Gabriel If we were to have, I mean this concerns societal 

issues as well, should we have subsidized agricul-
ture in general? It goes beyond meat production in 
the same way that [inaudible]. I mean it is a pretty 
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big adjustment of society and then… You’re 
touching upon this with people not being able to 
afford the food they’re used to, having jobs far 
away, flying on vacation. Well, everything that is 
an ordinary life. And then it will be… If one is to 
do that change it is some kind of idea about over-
throwing society, which I want to make clear that 
I’m all for, but it is a big question that lies outside 
of the meat issue itself. It like, goes beyond that. 
And it’s like you say, if one is to make that happen 
and have a decent life in general then one has to 
deal with resource distribution in society as well. 
 

Glenn From what I’ve gathered, the subsidization of 
agriculture stems from an idea about being self-
sufficient during war times; one should be able to 
provide for one’s own population […].  

Virtually everything and anything was included in the problem definition 
above. Gabriel and Glenn did not see the environmental impact of meat as a 
separate issue but one nestled into larger social and societal problems. 
Darier and Schüle (1999) encountered similar reasoning when they let 
participants discuss climate change in focus groups; climate change was 
understood within a broader framework including pollution, demography, 
inequalities, health, and consumption. By including such a variety of aspects 
that affect each other only to explain the environmental unsustainability of 
meat production and consumption possible routes for action become 
obscured. The importance of the issue, and indeed many related issues, is 
conveyed but the ability to act and the efficiency of actions are shot down. If 
the resource distribution in society has to change in order for meat pro-
duction and consumption to become sustainable, as Gabriel suggests, 
potential participants not only have to figure out how to do that but they 
also have to agree that it needs to change in order for the problem definition 
to be adopted. This is just one of the barriers, although a high one, that the 
very inclusive problem definition raises to participation. 

6.1.4 Competing counter-framing 

Just as outright questioning of the causal relationship describing meat 
production and consumption as large contributors to climate change was 
rare in the newspapers few participants questioned the more general view of 
meat production and consumption having negative environmental impacts. 
The outright questioning was expressed as a complete reframing of the 
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problem, one that proved successful in countering other definitions and 
setting a new frame for the following discussion. There were also few 
participants who vocalized problem definitions that competed with the view 
of meat being bad for the environment, without questioning that meat 
production gave rise to environmental risks. The one who did do this 
evaluated the dominating problem definition and stated that meat produc-
tion and consumption was not more serious than other problems, i.e. 
wanted to down-prioritize the problem, and included environmental bene-
fits as well as environmental risks, i.e. wanted to balance the view of meat. 
However, these objections did not resonate with the other group partici-
pants, even though they were brought up several times. Down-prioritization 
and balancing of an issue could function as barriers to participation, as the 
issue is framed as less severe, but in this specific setting it did not influence 
the problem definition constructed by the other participants.  

Beatrice in group B was the one who tried different strategies to down-play 
the seriousness of meat production and consumption as an environmental 
problem. She did so in a response to a general problem definition repre-
senting the dominating view of meat contributing to environmental risks: 

Bella Production and consumption…contribute to a 
poorer environment, that’s my perception. 

Berta Yes, that’s my perception too. 

Beatrice But what about the spraying of vegetables, fruits? 
That is also…   

[…] 
 

Bella Wait here, we have to, what do you mean by “all 
the spraying of vegetables is environmentally…” 

Beatrice Why fruit and vegetables, they are also bad for the 
environment so then you should only go for the 
organic all of a sudden (Bella: Yes) and I think 
that’s right but one shouldn’t forget that aspect 
[down-prioritizing]. 
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Berta No, but I think that, I don’t have any numbers, 
but I think that the environmental impact of meat 
production is 

Beatrice Yeah yeah, it is considerably higher. 

Berta higher. 

Beatrice But at the same time, for example, if we didn’t 
have production of milk, it is a part of keeping the 
landscape open after all. I mean, they [cows] eat 
some of the vegetation that makes it so that we 
don’t have any open landscapes. So they also 
contribute to, it is not only… [balancing] 

Beatrice’s attempts at influencing the problem definition by down-prioritiz-
ing the environmental impacts of meat production in relation to other 
issues, and then by balancing the negative outcomes with positive ones 
when the first attempt fails can be seen as her trying to highlight the com-
plexities, like the participants who brought up several risks did (see 6.1.1). 
What separates Beatrice from the other participants expressing more com-
plex problem definitions is her view on meat in relation to other environ-
mental problems. While the other participants either saw meat production 
as inherently bad for the environment or as an important environmental 
issue Beatrice’s understanding was that virtually everything is bad for the 
environment and meat production and consumption is not an issue of 
special importance. A problem definition that down-prioritizes meat and 
balances the environmental risks with the environmental benefits cannot be 
considered a foundation for participation (Lorenzoni et al., 2007) in making 
the Swedish meat consumption sustainable. However, even if it is unlikely 
to resonate with those who ascribe to the view it can function as a counter-
frame which those seeking change can position themselves against, thereby 
using it to construct ideas about what is “right” and what is “wrong”. As the 
other participants in group B, together, rebuts the attempts of Beatrice to 
change the problem definition they are spurred to develop a common one 
of their own. 

The second case of counter-framing went further than to down-priorit-
ize or balance the environmental effects of meat production; it denied the 
problem of GHG emissions during the production of meat and completely 
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reframed the causal relationship. The causal relationship between meat 
production and environmental risks was denied when Denise in group D 
vocalized a problem definition in line with the typical one in the news 
media framing: 

Denise I think meat is something of a matter of 
conscience. You slaughter animals, we eat a lot 
of meat, and then there’s this, what you’re [the 
moderator] working with, the environment, 
and, what is the name of those gases? 

Moderator Greenhouse gases. 

Denise Greenhouse gases, yes. I try to keep, try to think 
about it. 

Dan I don’t agree with you because I see it as a 
[biogeochemical] cycle. I think people have got 
it wrong when they say that a cow, for example, 
is an environmental culprit.  

Denise No we’re the culprits because we fry so darn 
much. It’s by our making that we keep lots of 
cattle. 

Dan But the cattle are part of the cycle. 

Denise But it depends on how big. 

Dan They eat plants that use carbon dioxide and 
then they release an amount of it but that is a 
cycle to me. 

Denise Yeah I guess it is. 

Dan Kind of like when a tree grows, when you cut it 
down new trees that fix carbon dioxide will 
grow. 
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Denise Well I’m not that knowledgeable when it comes 
to that but I think… 

Denise tried to stick to her initial statement but as Dan, in a convincing and 
assured way, refuted her description of the causal relationship and drew a 
new one she eventually abandoned hers. The reframed causal relationship 
set new boundaries for how meat could be talked about in relation to 
environmental aspects. The other participants kept referring back to Dan’s 
statements when broaching the subject of environmental consequences later 
during the discussion. For example, Denise came back to GHG emissions 
when the group discussed the environmental media framing but dismissed 
herself by saying that because of the cycle and all that, perhaps there is not 
any danger. What the reframing of the causal relationship shows is not only 
that individuals have different views on meat as a potential environmental 
problem, but that how the causal relationship is framed clearly matters for 
the attribution of responsibility and the suggestion of solutions, as well as 
how other contradictory frames are interpreted. Of course, how the prob-
lem was defined influenced the framing processes also in the other groups, 
even though no causal relationships had been completely reframed. How 
this was done will be presented in the following sections where the focus 
group participants’ attribution of responsibility and suggestion of solutions 
is in focus. 

6.2 Attribution of causal responsibility 
The causal relationships described as part of the problem definitions are 
naturally closely related to the attribution of causal responsibility but 
whereas newspapers attributed responsibility to different actors and/or 
activities the focus groups homed in on production. The environmental 
impacts, especially when specific risks were mentioned, were described as 
results of production, regardless of whether the problem definition was 
complex, general, or inclusive. A few attempts at attributing consumers 
with causal responsibility were made but these were crowded out of the 
framing as other participants in the groups where they were voiced did not 
respond to them. Instead the discussion about causal responsibility led to 
the designation of certain types of production being to blame. The distinc-
tions made between different types of production revealed ideas about what 
constitutes “good” versus “bad” production. These ideas cut across all types 
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of problem definitions, including those that refuted or reframed the causal 
relationship between meat production and environmental risks. 

It was the bad meat production that was first and foremost attributed 
with causal responsibility for negative environmental effects. The bad pro-
duction was contrasted with the good kind, which was not framed as a 
cause of environmental risks. The characteristics of each type of production 
are shown in Table 10. Regardless of whether participants considered envir-
onmental outcomes or other ones they characterized good and bad produc-
tion in similar ways. Even those who refuted that meat production has any 
negative environmental consequences listed the same characteristic as con-
stitutive of bad production as did those that could give complex descrip-
tions of causal relationships to motivate why meat production is an envir-
onmental problem. Consequently, the outcomes connected to the respective 
modes of production range from environmental ones, to health, safety, and 
even the survival and development of rural areas in Sweden. The bad kind 
of production only caused negative outcomes, and vice versa; the good kind 
caused positive outcomes. There was one exception to this pattern, namely 
the price of the meat produced. Categorizing the price as a positive or 
negative outcome was tricky because it depended on whether or not 
participants viewed reformist changes to make meat production and 
consumption environmentally sustainable as positive or negative (see 5.2.2). 
Hunting game was attributed with the same positive characteristics and 
outcomes as was the “good” kind of production. It was also contrasted with 
the “bad” kind. 

Table 10: Characteristics and outcomes of good vs. bad meat production as expressed by 
focus group participants. 

PRODUCTION CHARACTERISTICS 

Positive Negative 

Small-scale Large-scale 

Organic Conventional 

Local Global, e.g. long and complex chain of 
production 

Swedish Foreign, especially Danish, German, 
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Brazilian 

Free-range, natural pastures Big industrialised farms, indoor keeping 

OUTCOMES 

Positive Negative 

Environmentally sustainable meat market 
in Sweden Environmental degradation 

“Clean”, “natural” meat Less nutritious, unsafe, and 
contaminated meat 

Increased animal welfare No, or low, animal welfare 

Tasty meat Tasteless meat 

Thriving rural areas Urbanization 

Negative Positive 

Expensive meat Cheap meat 

The agreement across focus groups about what type of production that is 
problematic indicates that there is a broader cultural understanding of these 
production practices. This is a resource that could be used in adversarial 
framing (see Gamson, 1995); it could be drawn on to construct routes to 
change. For one, the agreement provides an understanding about what the 
problem is, i.e. a certain type of production, and incorporating this in a 
problem definition could resonate with many target groups as the distinc-
tion between “good” and “bad” not only pertains to one kind of concern. 
Reversely, this consensual view on good and bad production has also been 
developed through a framing process but exactly what this process has 
looked like and which actors that have been involved lies outside of the 
scope of this research.  

The oppositional structure, e.g. organic vs. conventional, and small-scale 
vs. large-scale, of the characteristics of good and bad production can also 
facilitate participation. It provides frame articulators with comparative tools 
to point out what is wrong with the current system (i.e. attribute causal 
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responsibility) at the same time as an alternative is presented (i.e. a solu-
tion) (see Weber et al., 2008). In this case the deficit of the existing system 
would be the “bad” meat production, and the alternative to it is the 
opposing “good” meat production. Such a framing strategy points in one 
direction, as the “good” type of production is constructed as completely 
unproblematic. However, researchers, government authorities, and NGOs 
have been clear in their recommendations—it is not enough to buycott the 
good kind of meat and boycott the bad kind, the overall consumption of 
meat also needs to be reduced. This dimension was captured in the news 
media framing, not only when solutions were suggested, but also when 
causal responsibility was attributed (see 6.4.1.). Still, there was a shift in 
focus from production to consumption when treatment responsibility was 
attributed by audiences. Though different solutions were suggested, they 
were focused on the consumer side of meat.  

6.3 Suggested solutions and treatment responsibility 
Despite the strong focus on the production of meat in problem definitions, 
including the attribution of causal responsibility, participants suggested 
solutions that concerned how the consumption of meat should change. A 
more marked pattern than the shift in focus from production to consump-
tion was the individualization of responsibility, and responsibility-taking 
understood as political consumption activities. The participants identified a 
specific mode of production as part of the solution (see 6.2) but they do not 
envision a process of change where farmers convert their practices into 
more sustainable ones. Such a conversion would be driven by consumers, 
possibly with the aid of other actors, but not the producers.  

When participants discussed solutions and the responsibility for carrying 
them out they drew on their own personal experiences and connected them 
to individual meat consumption choices they had made, and would con-
sider to make. So dominant was the framing of meat consumption changes 
as something individual; a more or less voluntary choice made by con-
sumers, that it becomes redundant to separate the solutions suggested from 
the treatment responsibility. Based on how participants described their own 
meat consumption and what changes they had made they can be divided 
into four different groups: 1) those having made radical changes, 2) those 
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having made reformist changes of the buycotting and/or boycotting kind,2 3) 
those having made reformist changes by decreasing their meat consumption, 
and 4) those not having made any changes, either because they do not want 
to or because they feel they cannot. The solutions suggested by participants 
can be divided into two groups: those undertaken by oneself and those 
undertaken by others. One’s own ability to act is not equal to that of other 
individuals. 

6.3.1 Voluntary, individual, and radical lifestyle solutions 

In many of the focus groups one or more participants were flexitarians, 
vegetarians or vegans, i.e. they had made radical changes with regards to 
their meat consumption. They suggested that the solution to the environ-
mental unsustainability of meat production and consumption was either 
radical or reformist solutions but these were to be carried out individually 
and voluntarily. In other words, individual consumers were attributed with 
treatment responsibility. 

Felicia, a flexitarian, talked about how her decision to exclude meat went 
together with her ideology, which includes that one should take environ-
mental concerns into consideration when one carries out everyday prac-
tices. While she viewed radical meat consumption changes as the dutiful 
thing to do, she did not expect others to follow suit even though she 
thought others should include environmental considerations into their 
meat consumption practices and at least make reformist changes:  

Felicia I think it’s a good way to, well it is a good state-
ment to make (Filippa: Absolutely) to not eat meat 
[radical], for many reasons that go together with 
my ideology. […] But it still becomes this, if one 
thinks about this old “hunting one’s own food”. 
Fine, I can accept that (Filippa: Mm) but then one 
should eat less meat and only as much as is 
available for each person and all that [reformist]. 

 
2 This group had made changes completely or partly based on environmental con-
siderations. Participants in all four groups participated in some form of buycotting or 
boycotting, which is unsurprising given that previous research has shown that these poli-
tical consumption strategies are widespread in Sweden (Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). Given 
that they are as common they are not a characteristic feature of any one of the four groups 
in particular.  
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Whereas Felicia had been motivated by environmental aspects when she 
decided to become a flexitarian, others had started to see these as an added 
bonus after they made their radical lifestyle changes. The motivational factors 
have been fulfilled, but not necessarily prior to making the consumption 
change. This was for example the case for vegetarian Glenn. He started to 
appreciate that his lifestyle choice regarding meat rendered him more 
“environmentally friendly”, they added meaningfulness to his food con-
sumption practices. Regardless of whether environmental concerns were part 
of the motivation to exclude meat or were included in the motivation after the 
exclusion had been made the radical lifestyle choice was seen as an efficient 
way of handling the environmental unsustainability of meat. Furthermore, by 
changing their lifestyles they have done what they feel demanded to do. 
Though they expressed that excluding meat, followed by decreasing the 
consumption of it, are the best solutions and should therefore be undertaken 
by more people they do not want to become advocates for this position, nor 
participate in any other way to make it happen.  

The lifestyle choices are in themselves viewed as a form of advocacy, 
albeit a passive one. As Felicia said in the above quote, not eating meat suits 
her ideology, but it is also a way of showcasing the ideology to others; not 
eating meat is a “statement”. Eva, a vegan, provided an example of how she 
uses her lifestyle choice in the hope of making it easier for other vegans or 
those who want to follow in her footsteps. She will order vegan food at 
restaurants not usually catering to such a crowd and tell the personnel what 
it means to be a vegan. No one is willing to take it a step further, e.g. 
requesting that others cut out meat or informing others about the negative 
impacts that motivated them to become vegetarians or vegans. Eva 
explained why she refrains from doing this, and her reasoning was affirmed 
by Elisabeth, who as it were, is a meat eater: 

Elisabeth I think you [Eva] have a pretty relaxed relation-
ship to food? 

Eva  What do you mean? 

[…]  

Elisabeth You don’t seem like, well, sometimes they can be 
like born again people (Eva: mm), “you should-
n’t be eating this, you should be eating this in-
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stead” (Eva: no). Do you see what I mean? 

Eva Yes, I see. I guess it’s mostly because I feel it’s 
quite counterproductive to try to (Elisabeth: 
mm) impose things on people. (Elisabeth: yes). I 
think it has to be a free choice because otherwise 
it’s not, I don’t know. And I can’t be completely 
sure that my way of living is the best for 
everyone, but it’s what works best for me… 

Elisabeth Because I’ve noticed that it can be provocative 
(Eva: absolutely), in some way. It annoys me too. 
(Eva: mm). For God’s sake, let people eat what 
they want. Can’t you…my partner is very fond 
of meat and he can become a little provoked 
“huh, what do these people eat?” 

Advocating for radical lifestyle choices regarding meat, or even just inform-
ing about them, is perceived as inefficient because food choices have to be 
voluntarily made by each individual. The perceived inefficiency can be 
traced both to a belief in food choices as voluntary and to advocacy creating 
conflict and irritation. This view was expressed by both Eva (“it has to be a 
free choice”) and Elisabeth (“let people eat what they want”). Though it was 
not phrased as explicitly by the other flexitarians, vegetarians, and vegans 
their reasoning also reveals a view on treatment responsibility as an indi-
vidual undertaking, made voluntarily by consumers. They themselves have 
assumed this responsibility by making radical lifestyle choices but do not 
suspect that others are willing to do the same, the imagined others will not 
be motivated by the same aspects.  

The non-meat eaters all demonstrate that the motivational factors for 
active participation have been fulfilled (see Amnå, 2008) but, the efficiency 
of their chosen strategies does not necessarily pertain to affecting societal 
change but to handling of personal moral qualms. What those who have 
opted to not eat meat sometimes do is position themselves outside of the 
problem. As when Bella handles a discussion about the guilty conscience 
the meat eaters in her group feels when they think about the negative 
aspects of the chain of production behind the meat on their plates. She 
exclaims: “this is when you go ‘oh yes, I don’t eat meat’”. Since they them-
selves do not eat meat they are not contributing to the problem. However, 
there always seemed to be a motivational dimension of not supporting a 
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production system perceived as flawed, though this too was individual, i.e. 
there was a citizenship dimension to the choices. 

Environmental concerns were never the sole motivation for radical 
lifestyle changes; sometimes they contributed to the motivational factors, 
sometimes they were not a consideration, and sometimes they only contri-
buted to the added bonus motivational factor of meaningfulness. Never-
theless, by having changed their lifestyles the participants felt they had done 
their part; they were not contributing to the environmental unsustainability 
of meat production and consumption. These participants represented a 
narrow view of individualized responsibility; they do not even touch upon 
the collective dimensions of their political consumption. The logic behind 
political consumption, if societal change is sought, is collective as a critical 
mass of consumers is needed to create an impact (Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). 
If the participants who have made lifestyle changes have not done it with 
societal change in mind, they need not consider the possibility of lifestyle 
changes as individualized collective action.  

6.3.2 Flexible reformist buycotting and boycotting 

The participants who routinely buycotted and boycotted meat framed that 
as a solution also to the unsustainability of meat production and con-
sumption, if they saw it as a problem. They, just as those who had made 
radical lifestyle changes, attributed the responsibility of the solution to 
individual consumers. The reformist and flexible character of buycotting 
and boycotting made them appealing solutions; they could be used to 
handle conflicting concerns. However, it was also pointed out that buycott-
ting is exclusive because the “good meat” is more expensive, and because 
the activity requires information about the impacts of different forms of 
meat production. Although audiences mentioned these barriers to indi-
vidual assumption of responsibility they did not suggest solutions to 
circumvent them. The idea was that if you are able to partake in buycotting 
you should; however, if you cannot, that is ok.  

The strategy of buycotting and boycotting goes hand in hand with the 
construction of “good” and “bad” meat production (see 6.2). As the bad meat 
production is what causes the problem of environmental unsustainability, the 
solution is to boycott it. If one is a person that does not wish to go without 
meat, and/or view Swedish production as something important, one pairs the 
boycotting solution with buycotting of meat produced in a “good” way. This 
solution allowed participants to conciliate contradictory aspects of meat; they 
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could enjoy the taste and convenience of meat while being guided by envir-
onmental, as well as other aspects, which contributed to perceived tensions. 
However, to assume treatment responsibility and carry out this solution one 
had to be informed about how the meat has been produced and there were 
some barriers to this, namely distrust of labels, and lack of knowledge. 
Reversely, direct experiences of, as well as reading or hearing about, produc-
tion conditions made participants feel well informed. A barrier specific to the 
buycotting part of the solution was its exclusivity; financial resources were 
needed to assume that kind of individual responsibility.  

The lack of knowledge barrier became apparent especially when meat as 
an environmental issue was concerned as is shown in the following con-
versation about buycotting motivated by environmental concerns: 

Hugo No but I can say that I probably make more envir-
onmental choices when it comes to, so to speak, if 
I’m to choose between meat from Argentina, 
Denmark, Ireland or Sweden. Then I think more 
about the environmental aspect. Not really “this 
comes from another country”, rather it is the 
transports and those things (Harry: mm). So I 
probably put in some extra thought there, it can be 
the determining factor when I choose Swedish 
meat. 

Henry  Really? 

Hugo Yes 

Harry Really? (Everyone: *laughs*) Well, I’ll be damned. 

Hugo If I make the choice “Swedish” it’s probably due 
to environmental considerations. 

Harry Mm. Yes environment… when I, one thinks 
“environment” (Hugo: mm) connected to certain 
… I have [inaudible], it has to do with the envir-
onment, I mean throwing things away (Hugo: 
mm). For me those are two separate things. I 
mean, when I have my trash at home I think 
about the environment in another way than when 
I’m in the grocery store. I don’t reason in the 
same way at all. But when I throw things away 
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[…], you know all this packaging? (Henry and 
Hugo: yes, yes) I sort them, I’m really good and I 
sort them, right, but the other environmental 
considerations, like eco-labelling, right. Sure, 
there are lots of eco-labelled products in the store 
but I can’t say I think about that specifically. 

When Hugo states that he has buycotted Swedish meat for environmental 
reasons the other two participants react with disbelief. Not because they do 
not believe in individualized environmental responsibility but because they 
have never made the connection between environmental issues and meat. 
Harry attested to having assumed individual environmental responsibility 
in his everyday life and conveyed a belief about it being the right thing to 
do. Feeling a sense of duty to take individual environmental responsibility 
in general is not enough if one lacks knowledge about the environmental 
impacts of specific practices, in this case meat consumption. Harry did 
however have knowledge of eco-labelling of food products and still he did 
not feel that being guided by those when making consumption decisions 
was important. Even if the knowledge about the environmental impacts of 
meat production and consumption was lacking in Group H, the partici-
pants did express that they had tried to decrease their consumption of meat. 
The attempts to do so convey a belief about cutting down on meat being the 
proper thing to do. 

6.3.3 “Quality before quantity” 

The participants who stated that they had decreased their consumption of 
meat, or that they did not eat a lot of meat, were not reluctant to suggest 
that as a solution to the environmental unsustainability of meat production 
and consumption. Though treatment responsibility was always attributed to 
individual consumers, these participants included a collective dimension, as 
they extended the duty to act beyond themselves. This distinguished them 
from the participants who had made radical lifestyle changes. Furthermore, 
some of the meat reducers also framed treatment responsibility as being 
shared between consumers and other actors.  

Charlotte, with the support of Cecilia, exemplified the solution of reduc-
ing the consumption of meat paired with attribution of responsibility to 
several actors: 
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Charlotte My reasoning is that imported meat and meat 
from less scrupulous producers, such as Danish 
pork, shouldn’t be sold. I think we should strive 
towards a development where people rather pay a 
little more for meat. (Cecilia: yes!) And choose to 
buy less meat (Cecilia: yes!). Quality before 
quantity. It can’t be this “meat at any cost” 
(Cecilia: no). According to me, it isn’t sustainable. 
I think it’s better to reduce, there are many 
reasons to reduce the meat consumption, there 
are only benefits to that. 

Charlotte had a clear vision of how the Swedish meat production and 
consumption can be made sustainable. The clear vision, and the belief in the 
viability of the suggested solution, set Charlotte, and her supporter Cecilia, 
apart from other participants. Charlotte and Cecilia think they have fulfilled 
their duty by eating limited quantities of meat and buycotting Swedish, 
organic, free-range meat from local farms when possible but, as they do not 
only consider their own individual consumption choices but the environ-
mental sustainability of meat consumption in general they view their 
choices as part of a collective effort.   

The “quality before quantity” idea loomed in the background of 
Alexander’s reasoning about the ideal carrying out of meat production and 
consumption. Although he did not phrase it as explicitly as the participants 
in Group C did, he expressed a conviction about there being a “right 
amount” for meat consumption. When asked what the right amount is 
Alexander responds “I’m convinced it is possible to keep animals sustain-
ably. What the end price for the consumer would be, I don’t know. But I am 
convinced that it’s possible to have sustainable animal keeping”. The right 
amount involves sustainable, also referred to as Swedish, meat that is more 
expensive. In other words, the right amount of better meat.   

Taking different considerations into account is a feature that pervaded 
both diagnostic and prognostic framing of meat production and consump-
tion. The various concerns can be complementary, as in the extensive 
problem framing of meat and the attribution of causal attribution to a 
specific mode of meat production. However, taking different concerns into 
consideration can also create conflicts and tensions. In this section I have 
shown that the main solution considered, and carried out, by participants is 
political consumption. In the next section I will focus on how reformist and 
radical forms of political consumption were framed as possible or impos-
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sible in the context of the everyday lives of participants. I do this by showing 
how non-environmental concerns were complemented or conflicted with 
environmental concerns. 

6.4 Non-environmental concerns and radical  
or reformist political consumption 

Motivations behind political consumption typically involve different con-
cerns (Halkier, 2004; Stolle & Micheletti, 2013). The same can be said of 
consumer preferences for specific types of meat, e.g. domestically produced 
or free range (Weber et al., 2008; Korzen & Lassen, 2010). By including 
several concerns focus group participants killed two birds with one stone; 
engaging in political consumption of meat was framed as a way of handling 
other-regarding concerns such as environmental or animal welfare ones, at 
the same time as self-regarding concerns, such as health or safety ones. 
Reversely, different concerns can be framed as conflicting; creating tensions 
and ambivalence for the (potential) political consumers which create 
feelings of anxiety for individuals that can hinder participation (Connolly & 
Prothero, 2008; Johnston & Szabo, 2010). Conflicting concerns rendered 
political consumption impossible or undesirable to some focus group 
participants; non-environmental concerns were found weightier when pit-
ted against environmental ones. Contrastingly, other participants found 
specific types of political consumption to be a reliever of tension and ambi-
valence created by conflicting concerns. It has previously been pointed out 
that the reasoning behind political consumption can change over time 
(Halkier, 2004) but the focus group discussions also showed that the 
reasoning involving different concerns change depending on what type of 
political consumption that is considered. When participants discussed dif-
ferent concerns they framed them in ways which made it clear that all con-
cerns can be facilitating of as well as hindering to participation in sus-
tainable meat consumption changes. It also showed that although some 
audiences lack involvement with meat as an environmental issue, everyone 
has experiences of meat consumption, and of reflecting on different con-
cerns of meat. 

Some concerns did lean more towards being barriers, such as the 
pleasure and health ones, because these conflicted with concerns that were 
interpreted as favourable to political consumption of meat. Animal welfare 
tipped over in the other direction; towards being facilitating. Table 11 
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presents a synthesis of how non-environmental concerns were framed as 
either facilitating or as barriers. Examples of how these were formulated by 
participants are provided in the form of quotes.  

Table 11: Audiences’ construction of how participants constructed non-environmental con-
cerns as motivational of or barriers to radical and reformist meat consumption changes. 

Consumption changes Motivational Barrier 

Radical Safety 

“I think it’s nice to know 
what I eat and where it 
comes from and if you eat 
Falun sausage you don’t get 
that as much.” 

“Seriously, I’d rather eat a 
sprayed soy bean than a 
piece of pork packaged as 
tenderloin…lethal. Contains 
any amount of antibiotics.” 

“Considering all the scandals 
about changes in shelf life 
labels and that they rear 
animals in Sweden, send 
them to Brazil to be 
butchered and then back 
again anything can happen 
on the way.” 

Animal Welfare 

“I think the meat industry is 
shitty and I’ve seen how it 
works. I can’t eat meat in 
good conscience.” 

“It can feel hypocritical to 
eat meat at all and then talk 
about them being well off.” 

“We eat at the expense of the 

Health 

“Yes, it [meat] is a 
significant source of 
protein, so to speak. At 
least animal products 
overall.” 

“I suspect humans have 
found an effective method 
for getting nourishment 
because we spend little 
time on eating whereas if 
you look at herbivorous 
animals they spend a lot of 
time on eating food.” 

“I think you need a little 
meat for the sake of your 
health, because there are 
proteins that muscles need 
in it.” 

Pleasure 

“I was a vegetarian in my 
youth and thought it was 
good back then but then I 
became too, I think meat 
is tasty.” 

“I’ve always thought it was 
tasty but I’ve always 
thought it was wrong.” 
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animal’s well-being, that’s it, 
and it’s not okay. They are 
being extremely maltreated.” 

Pleasure 

“Many people say ‘but it’s so 
tasty’ but I’ve never thought 
it’s that tasty so for me it 
hasn’t been a sacrifice to be 
without it.” 

“I haven’t had anything 
against becoming a 
vegetarian because I don’t 
think meat is that tasty.” 

Price 

“I eat very cheaply the way I 
eat now because it’s rice and 
beans and I don’t think I 
could spend as little if I ate 
meat.” 

Novelty 

“There’s a new brand that’s 
pretty, I mean I can’t taste 
the difference, you go ‘is this 
meat or what?’ I think that 
could be a way, and a 
competitor for cultured 
meat.” 

“I’m driven by, what 
should I call it? Some kind 
of principle of laziness. So 
you have to eat, okay. 
Then it shouldn’t be too 
bad, it should go 
quickly…” 

 

Reformist Safety 

”We try to read up on not 
buying meat from the 
countries that fill them 
[animals] with lots of 
antibiotics.” 

Animal Welfare 

Safety 

”I still think that 
contagions and that type 
of safety are similar in 
both industries [meat and 
vegetables].” 

“Sometimes you think 
about it but when you’re 
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“I don’t have a problem with 
*eating animals*, though I 
do have some limits but I 
know that Sweden has pretty 
good laws.”  

Health 

“It’s not healthy to eat too 
much. Especially not red 
meat the way I do, it’s not 
super healthy so it’s mainly 
health reasons for me.” 

“I was afflicted by a colonic 
pouch now in my old age 
and I’ve learnt, and have 
begun to think about, eating 
less meat.” 

Price 

“Regardless your level of 
income you will save money 
if you decrease your meat 
consumption.” 

 

in the supermarket I don’t 
think the risk is that big. 
It’s not something I reflect 
upon.” 

Animal Welfare 

“I’ve been around animals 
all of my life, I love 
animals. I eat them too but 
it’s a part of, otherwise we 
wouldn’t have had 
animals.” 

Pleasure 

“I’d like to eat a little less 
meat for environmental 
reasons but the taste is a 
big reason as to why I 
eat…the classic argument 
that meat is tasty.” 

Price 

“I don’t buy the 
organically grown [sic] 
super expensive. I don’t. I 
don’t buy tenderloin for 
200–300 SEK per kilo.” 

“I agree that organic meat 
should be cheaper if you 
want to think about it 
from an environmental 
and safety perspective. But 
I think that many who 
stand there don’t reflect 
on that; it’s like 100 SEK 
more. So you take the 
cheapest one if you’re not 
well informed…” 

“It’s awful that meat is the 
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cheapest.” 

“If they want us to 
decrease our meat eating I 
guess they have to increase 
the prices.” 

Novelty 

“I also watch these 
[cooking] shows on TV 
and yeah, maybe you buy 
more meat even if you’re 
not aware of it.” 

It was not as simple as non-meat eaters constructing all aspects as facili-
tating and all meat-eaters constructing them as barriers. The same partici-
pant could describe one aspect as facilitating political consumption while 
another was understood as a barrier. Different aspects often do create 
tensions between self and other-regarding concerns (Johnston & Szabo, 
2010). The way someone constructs an aspect can facilitate one type of 
participation while being a barrier to other types. Often the line where the 
aspects cross over from being facilitating to being a barrier coincides with 
the line between reformist and radical consumption changes. For example, 
Alexander could see both reductions and boycotting being supported by 
health concerns, on the basis that too much meat produced under poor 
conditions is bad for you. On the other hand, he stated that you need the 
protein from meat to be healthy, which is why it should not be completely 
removed from diets.   

6.4.1 Concerns facilitating radical lifestyle changes 

The non-environmental concern most clearly inflicting audiences with a 
sense of duty to make radical changes to their consumption practices was 
that of animal welfare. It was the one concern described as incompatible 
with consumption of meat, either because the rearing of animals for human 
consumption could not be condoned at all or because the suffering of ani-
mals in the meat industry inspired feelings of having to do something. The 
other facilitating concerns did not act as motivational ones in the same 
sense as that of animal welfare; they did not fulfil the criteria of either duty 
or importance. Rather than awakening engagement these concerns played 
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supportive roles by not creating tensions, by being added bonuses, or by 
averting potential tensions. Therefore, not being fond of the taste of meat, 
knowing that there are novel alternatives to meat if you do like the taste, 
saving money, and increased food safety still facilitated lifestyle changes.  

Disliking meat, i.e. not perceiving it as pleasurable, made participants 
feel able to act on their sense of duty and importance. That there are meat 
substitutes readily available contributes to a reasonable choice architecture 
making it easier for participants to carry out lifestyle changes. Saving money 
and avoiding safety risks were described more as added bonuses of meat-
free lifestyles. These added bonuses do not necessarily contribute to the 
motivation to go from passive to active participation. Participants described 
them as something they had discovered after the fact of having become 
vegetarians or vegans.  

Some described the participation motivated by animal welfare and/or 
environmental concerns as being free of ambivalence and tensions. Other 
vegetarians and vegans retold experiences of different concerns creating 
tensions, or even anxiety, typically due to conflicts between animal welfare 
and pleasure. For some of these the change of lifestyle served to resolve the 
tensions, relieving them of their guilty consciences by making sure their 
values were mirrored by their food consumption practices. The other-
regarding concern of animal welfare triumphed over the self-regarding 
pleasures but participants could still experience some of the tensions, 
expressed for example as sudden urges to consume certain meat products. 
Others seem to have resolved the tensions more permanently by having 
redefined the previously conflicting concerns, a strategy which has also been 
outlined in previous research (see Johnston & Szabo, 2010). Filippa shared a 
previously experienced conflict between animal welfare concerns and 
pleasurable qualities of meat when stating that she had always found meat 
to be tasty even though she thought it was wrong to eat it.3 The conflict 
resulted in guilt, which grew and was accompanied by feelings of inferiority 
as she met her vegetarian partner. Felicia eventually resolved the situation 
by becoming a vegetarian herself. When asked by her colleagues to elab-
orate on her statement that she cannot see herself ever eating meat again she 
responds: 

 
3 The exact quote is shown in Table 11: “I’ve always thought it was tasty but I’ve always 
thought it was wrong.” 
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Filippa I think too much about that meat has become 
unpleasant since I stopped eating it; it has become 
too associated with animals. I mean when I ate 
meat it was much more “meat is food” in a way 
that it’s not to me anymore. To me, meat is no 
longer included in the category of food. 

Frida So to you it doesn’t really matter how it is 
produced? 

Filippa I don’t know, I still think it’s ethically wrong to 
decide (Frida: mm) that “I’m worth more than you”. 

Filippa’s redefinition of meat, from “tasty” food to “unpleasant” “dead 
animal”, appears to have aided a more permanent resolution of the conflict 
between animal welfare and pleasure. She does not have to continuously 
weigh them against each other because the latter has been removed from 
the equation.  

While the above examples retell how concerns have facilitated radical 
political consumption it is important to bear in mind that concerns spur-
ring a sense of duty and importance may still remain at a passive stage of 
participation. The last exemplifying quote of motivational animal welfare 
concerns that could facilitate radical changes in Table 11 was expressed by a 
woman that had not carried out any such lifestyle changes. She too had 
experienced tensions between conflicting concerns but in her case other-
regarding motivations linked to environmental and animal welfare ones lost 
out to self-regarding consumer pleasures. Similar tensions and other bar-
riers to radical meat consumption changes discussed by participants will be 
presented in the next section. 

6.4.2 Concerns hindering radical lifestyle changes 

The two aspects most clearly raising barriers to the radical lifestyle changes 
of becoming a vegetarian or vegan are pleasure and health. These aspects 
counter concerns raised by environmental aspects, but also as shown above, 
by animal welfare aspects. The barriers connected to health and pleasure 
aspects of meat can be virtually impenetrable and impossible to circumvent, 
perhaps even more so when it comes to the health aspects.  

Some participants express a belief that meat is a necessary part of human 
diets, something which cannot be entirely removed which completely shuts 
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the door to vegetarian or vegan lifestyles. Sure, these beliefs could change 
over time but as of now they are countering any conceivable motivation to 
radical consumption changes because engaging in such changes would be 
the same as forsaking your health. Health arguments along the lines of meat 
containing essential building blocks for the human body cannot only be a 
barrier to vegetarian lifestyles but even facilitate the opposite: 

Charlotte I’m not a vegetarian but recently I’ve kind of gotten 
away from eating meat. It’s not like I don’t want to 
eat meat so I’m going to try to get back to eating a 
bit more because I know it’s good for me (laughs) 
to eat it, at least more than I do now. 

Agnes frame conflicting concerns as completely irreconcilable as she tries to 
explain to a somewhat sceptical Asif why meat is an essential part of human 
diets: 

Asif I wonder if others think that meat protein can’t be 
replaced by vegetarian… 

Agnes They say it’s harder to do that. Because no matter 
what, not everything can be had in the form of a 
pill or other substances. Some things only exist in 
meat so you don’t get them if you don’t eat meat. 

Asif Like what? 

Agnes I have no clue but it’s what I’ve heard. I mean I’m 
not privy to it; since I eat meat I’ve never had to 
think about not eating meat. 

When we’ve seen “The world of science”4 and 
those kinds of documentaries they’re all “you 
shouldn’t eat a lot of meat” or “you shouldn’t eat 
meat at all because it’s not good for you”. But at 
the same time they say that if you stop eating meat, 
everything you need does not exist in another form 
either. So it’s something of a catch-22. 

 
4 Authors translation of  “Vetenskapens värld”. A public service TV series showing popular 
science documentaries. 



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

198 

What Agnes demonstrates is difficulties in handling conflicting concerns, 
both for her personally and for those communicating concerns. Even health 
concerns alone are conflicting with each other. Yet, Agnes does not con-
sider political consumption to deal with the tensions created, not even of 
the reformist kind. Describing the conflicting facts she has experienced as a 
“catch-22” signals that she cannot see a swift resolution in sight.  

In the previous section I described how the tensions between pleasure 
and animal welfare, mainly, were resolved with lifestyle changes as an out-
come. When pleasure aspects create barriers to radical meat consumption 
changes these tensions remain unsolved. Participants describe conflicting 
motivations where their perceived importance to (not) consume meat for 
environmental or animal welfare reasons collide with their taste for meat or 
the convenience of it. These conflicts do not disappear just because the par-
ticipant have let the pleasure qualities of meat guide their consumption, 
they can still experience anxiety and have guilty consciences for going 
against what they feel they should do. Pleasurable aspects can also weigh 
heavier and prevent radical environmentally sustainable consumption 
changes without creating any noticeable tensions. This is demonstrated by 
the participants’ crass establishment that they would never even consider 
going vegetarian, giving up the pleasurable aspects of meat all together is 
not an option, no matter the conflicting concerns one might face. However, 
neither health nor pleasure aspects need completely block participation 
through reformist forms of political consumption. 

6.4.3 Concerns facilitating reformist political consumption 

The inclusion of different non-environmental concerns in the framing of 
meat was also presented in such a way as to facilitate reformist consumption 
changes, mainly buycotting and/or boycotting. This is the case with the 
concerns relating to animal welfare and safety exemplified in Table 11. The 
participants voicing these concerns express a wish to let their consumption 
be guided by them. The animal welfare concerns typically inspire political 
consumption of the buycotting variety. The consumers choose Swedish, 
locally produced and/or organically labelled meat to ensure that the animals 
have been treated fairly. The buycotting strategies are sufficiently handling 
their concerns about animal welfare. Frida explains how buycotting is part 
of her responsibility as a meat eater: 

Frida When you do eat meat, like I do, I think it’s really 
important that you try to eat meat that has been 
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decently produced, which of course is really hard 
to do in all situations. I’ve probably eaten meat that 
was produced under heinous conditions but I try 
as far as I can to eat meat that is okay. 

The difference between the political consumption strategies of Frida and 
Filippa (see 6.4.1) can be traced to how they view animal welfare. For Frida, 
and others reasoning like her, it is not morally wrong to eat animals and 
therefore concerns about their welfare do not motivate radical lifestyle 
changes. Still, they do not want to support certain types of production and 
therefore buycotting of meat is a form of participation that accommodates 
their concerns about animal welfare. The duty felt pertains to refraining 
from “bad” meat not from meat in general. Another reason as to why parti-
cipants engage in reformist rather than radical political consumption is that 
their animal welfare concerns conflict with the health and pleasure concerns 
brought up in the last section. Buy and boycotting becomes a reasonable 
and viable solution when these conflicting concerns are included in the 
framing process. 

The example of safety concerns is similar, but inspires boycotting, i.e. 
not consuming meat from countries where production safety is below par, 
in this case countries where the participant thinks lots of antibiotics are 
being used to treat animals. There are however many examples where safety 
concerns inspire buycotting of Swedish meat in specific as well. In fact, 
motivations sprung from different quality aspects facilitating reformist 
changes in specific can act as barriers to radical changes. These buy and 
boycotting strategies to relieve tensions between competing quality aspects 
acts as barriers to more radical consumption changes, but also to the 
reformist strategy of decreasing meat consumption in general.  

Health aspects, as posited by Carlsson-Kanyama and Gonzalez (2009) 
are ones that could and should be highlighted together with environmental 
aspects because the former also prescribe a decrease of meat consumption if 
one is not already below the recommended intake. Such recommendations 
have resonated with some participants, making them vocalize, if not having 
carried it out, a wish to reduce their own consumption of meat. The wish, 
according to them, is a direct result of meat having negative health impacts. 
As in so many other cases, the wish has remained just that because the self-
regarding motivation of health has been countered by that of pleasure. So 
while the sense of duty and importance have been awakened they are not 
strong enough and the additional motivation needed for active participation 
is lacking. This also means that tensions remain unresolved for these 
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participants, which open up for later renegotiation and reprioritization of 
conflicting motivations.  

The quality aspect of price was also constructed so that it could theoreti-
cally facilitate reductions in meat consumption, the idea being that in 
general meat is more expensive than non-animal products and therefore 
you would save money if you decreased your own consumption. That 
boycotting is a viable form of political consumption even when financial 
resources are limited is quite self-explanatory seeing as how you do not add 
goods that come at a higher price (Johnston & Szabo, 2010; Stolle & 
Micheletti, 2013). For the participants this in itself nonetheless seems to be a 
weak motivation to decrease their meat consumption in general. This could 
of course have to with the income levels of participants seeing as very few of 
them had what is usually classified as a low level. It could also be due to a 
reluctance of admitting one sometimes struggle financially, and the supply 
of cheap meat on the Swedish market. The price aspect was rather perceived 
as a barrier to reformist consumption changes. This and other barriers 
identified by participants are what I turn to in the next section. 

6.4.4 Concerns hindering reformist political consumption  

The aspects identified as barriers to reformist changes work in quite dif-
ferent ways than those hindering radical changes. Blocking general de-
creases of meat consumption are the aspects of pleasure, and novelty. Safety 
and animal welfare act as barriers to change in general by not providing any 
motivation to participants and price is identified as a barrier to buycotting. 
When pricing of meat was discussed participants separated their meat 
consumption choices from those of other imagined individuals.  

Pleasure was constructed as a barrier to the reduction of meat consump-
tion much in the same manner that it was constructed as a barrier to radical 
lifestyle changes. For example, Gabriel simply enjoys eating meat too much 
and for that reason, he is not prepared to decrease his consumption. It is 
not for a general lack of motivation that he has not cut down on meat. His 
duty to act is inspired by environmental concerns and he feels that it is 
important to participate. Nevertheless, Gabriel’s ability to act by cutting 
down on meat is hampered by his taste buds. The enjoyment that Gabriel 
experiences when eating meat renders him unable to act in a way he thinks 
is most efficient, creating an apparent tension between conflicting motiva-
tions. Because the pleasure aspect has not blocked all types of political 
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consumption, Gabriel has chosen to participate in buycotting, at least 
partially, to resolve the conflict as follows: 

Gabriel The last ten years I’ve come to, try to be more en-
vironmentally friendly so we only eat, or only buy 
organic meat. It’s hard to maintain during lunches 
when you’re not given a choice but for con-
sumption at home we only buy organic. As far as 
it’s possible we try to buy game rather than any-
thing else and prefer to know where the meat 
comes from. 

Gabriel can participate in buycotting as taste is no longer an obstacle, he has 
the necessary resources, not the least financial, he feels his actions make a 
difference, and that they are efficient, albeit not as efficient as the partici-
pation form blocked by taste aspects. Taste aspects together with the lack of 
facilitating institutional factors hinders Gabriel from participating in 
buycotting in all contexts. When eating at restaurants he cannot keep the 
participation going as he is not willing to give up meat even then and in 
those situations there is neither enough information about how the meat 
served has been produced nor enough choices. 

Participants suspect that novelty aspects, such as the wish to try new and 
exciting things, may act as a barrier to reductions of their meat consump-
tion without them being aware of it. They trace this back to their interest in 
cooking shows and the inspiration they get from it. Though not being able 
to concretize the influence of novelty aspects on their consumption 
motivations participants nonetheless suspect they are important also in 
wider society: 

Hugo I think it has an impact (Henry: yes); you catch on. 
I remember when tacos were new (laughs), with 
minced meat. 

Henry (Jokes:) What’s that?  

Hugo You do catch on; eventually everyone’s talking 
about tacos (Harry: yes) and then came pulled 
pork and I’m sure there has been lots of new 
things in between. 

Because novelty is a more abstract aspect, it could be that the barriers raised 
by it are more difficult to overcome. Nevertheless, participants do stipulate 
that novelty can be facilitating if the new and trendy food introduced is 
vegetarian.  
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Animal welfare and safety aspects were also constructed in a way that 
indicated it was unnecessary to even discuss meat as a separate issue. The 
view that the purpose of farm animals is to be eaten and that there is no 
conflict between rearing animals for consumption and caring for (or even 
loving) them constituted a differing conception of the animal welfare as-
pect. Concerns about meat were to be addressed as any other food-related 
concerns, which is what they essentially are. Similarly, participants also 
likened the safety aspects of meat to the safety aspects of other foods. Safety 
risks were considered high or low regardless of which food industry was 
involved. In another case, the participant’s general trust in supermarkets 
and the commodity chain that places products on supermarket shelves 
prevented safety concerns from entering his mind and influencing his con-
sumption practices. 

When it came to price it made a barrier in the most expected way, 
namely by keeping a participant from buycotting organic meat. Denise did 
claim that she tried to keep her consumption of meat low due to environ-
mental and animal welfare concerns but she was not prepared to splurge for 
the organic meat when she did buy it. What was more surprising than 
Denise’s reluctance to do so was that she was alone in being so covert about 
price acting as a barrier, when meat has been shown to be the foodstuff 
whose consumption level is most affected by changes in pricing (SBA, 
2009). When the price for a certain type of meat increases consumers will 
switch to another type, typically poultry. Nonetheless, price was not often 
described as an aspect creating tensions for the participants. Instead pricing 
was considered as a barrier to reformist consumption changes because it 
was too low. When discussing this, participants widened the reasoning to 
Swedish meat consumption in general and did not focus as much on their 
own practices, experiences, and choices. The pricing of meat is constructed 
as a barrier to reformist political consumption of others. 

Participants find it unfortunate that you can find such inexpensive meat, 
the reasoning being that because people in general, but not they, are very 
influenced by pricing when shopping for groceries. They demonstrate an 
understanding for other consumers’ choice to go for bargains at the 
supermarket but at the same time express the wish that people would care 
less about the pricing and more about other qualities. For example, Filippa 
wish that “people wouldn’t care that much about the price”. With this 
reasoning the participants position themselves vis-à-vis other consumers, 
where they are the ones making the right choices. Even though the 
participants reasoning like this supposedly are not as influenced by pricing 
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they find a way to use the price awareness and change it from a barrier to 
reformist political consumption into a barrier to meat consumption. 
Introducing a tax on meat, or at least using financial instruments to remove 
the price premium on organic and/or free-range grass-fed meat, would 
mean removing a currently obstructing barrier to reformist political con-
sumption. Though it is viewed as an efficient measure participants can also 
see problems with it.  

6.5 Summary and conclusions 
In this chapter I have presented how certain audiences frame meat produc-
tion and consumption as an environmental issue. By doing so I have taken a 
step closer to identifying potential routes of participation in environ-
mentally sustainable changes of the Swedish meat production and con-
sumption. My point of departure for including audiences in this study is 
that the influence of media framing on audience understandings of prob-
lems, of their construction of potential routes of action, and their willing-
ness and ability to act cannot be assumed based on the analysis of media 
content alone. Yet, it would be hasty to deem media framing powerless. In 
this section, I will present a summary of the audience framings but I will 
also compare them to the media framing presented in Chapter 5. Based on 
the audience framings, and the comparison with media framing, I suggest 
there are boundaries to how audiences understand meat as an envir-
onmental issue, to the construction of appropriate routes of action, and to 
how audiences view their own participation in making meat environ-
mentally sustainable. Parts of these boundaries can be attributed to the 
media framing of meat. However, parts of the boundaries are situated 
within the everyday lives of audiences, which is where they draw on their 
beliefs, values, and experiences to negotiate media framing, as well as their 
involvement and active participation with meat as an environmental issue. 

6.5.1 Diagnostic framing 

Audiences’ problem framing was more diverse than media’s diagnostic 
framing. Three ways of framing meat as a problem emerged. Firstly, the 
complex problem framing involved several environmental risks caused by, 
mainly, meat production. This way of framing raises questions about how 
knowledge about different risks has been obtained and deemed important 
by audiences. Secondly, the general problem framing identified no specific 
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risks, it involved uncertainty about the causal relationship between meat 
and environmental risks, and/or insecurity about discussing the problem. 
This way of framing show that certainty about causes and consequences is 
not a necessary condition for involvement. Thirdly, the extensive framing 
included environmental and non-environmental concerns in the construc-
tion of meat production as a problem. These three types of diagnoses 
indicate that there is involvement with meat as an environmental issue. The 
fourth way of diagnosing meat, was as non-problem, or as a non-important 
problem. This diagnosis counters the understanding of meat production 
and consumption as environmental issues, yet, it presupposes involvement. 
The counter-framing implies audiences know meat is being framed as an 
environmental issue, but they do not agree that it is an issue. Consequently, 
I find it necessary to differentiate between involvement based on whether 
meat is framed as an environmental problem or a non-problem. These two 
types of involvement lay the foundation for active participation with dif-
ferent goals: solving the environmental problem of meat or taking action to 
prevent that meat is managed as an environmental problem. 

My main conclusion, based on the similarities and differences between 
how media and audiences frame the problem, is that the media framing of 
meat as an environmental problem does influence audiences’ problem 
framing, albeit not through a simple transfer of how the problem should be 
understood. The problem definitions vocalized by focus group participants 
tended to be culturally resonant with the problem definitions of the news-
paper frames. They seemed to be underpinned by the same beliefs and 
values, i.e., the belief that meat production and consumption have negative 
environmental consequences and the value of environmental considera-
tions, viewing them as axiomatic. The most marked difference between 
media framing and audience framing is in how climate change is treated. 
Whereas media focused almost exclusively on climate change, audiences did 
not single it out in the same way. The complex, extensive and counter-
framing audiences demonstrate knowledge about the causal relationship 
between meat and climate change when they relate their framing to the 
perceived dominance of climate change. However, audiences also challenge 
the importance and dominance of climate change in comparison to 
alternative environmental risks, by not mentioning it, or by refuting the 
claim that meat contributes to climate change.  

The attribution of causal responsibility was more uniform when audi-
ences carried it out than when media did. Audiences rallied around putting 
blame on meat production. One type of “bad production” in particular was 
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singled out—the conventional, large-scale, globalized, industrialized, and 
foreign. This production had negative environmental outcomes, but also 
negative consequences for health, safety, animal welfare, and taste. The “bad 
production” was contrasted with the “good production”—the organic, free-
range, small-scale, local, and Swedish.  

That the environmental media framing of meat has played an influential 
role in the construction of the oppositional structure of good and bad meat 
production is unlikely, seeing as the distinction between different modes of 
production was not a prominent feature (see 5.3.1 and 5.4.2). Media attri-
buted consumers, or production in general with causal responsibility. The 
exclusive media focus on climate change fails to explain how audiences 
know and have opinions about several risks besides climate change. The 
environmental framing of meat in media occasionally includes other risks 
than climate change, but very rarely (see 5.2.1). This raises questions about 
whether the risks other than climate change are more salient to audiences 
when they are part of the media diagnoses or if audiences use other 
information sources that frame meat differently than the media included in 
this study. 

6.5.2 Prognostic framing 

Audiences shifted from the production context of meat to the consumption 
context of meat as they shifted from diagnostic to prognostic framing. 
Solutions were equated with voluntary consumption changes carried out by 
individual consumers, according to their individual abilities and willingness 
to act. The solutions suggested ranged from reformist buycotting, boy-
cotting, and reduction to radical vegetarianism and veganism. Audiences 
situated their preferred solutions in the contexts of their everyday lives: a 
vegan viewed veganism as the appropriate solution, a buycotter preferred 
buycotting, and so on. The solutions were adapted according to individual 
concerns, sometimes conflicting, and the practicalities and routines of daily 
life. A reluctance to make assumptions about what concerns others would 
be motivated by, and about their ability to act on those concerns paired with 
a belief about the voluntariness of meat consumption changes kept audi-
ences from suggesting universal solutions. Taking on an advocacy role was 
not appealing; if other people were to be encouraged to make changes the 
responsibility fell onto politicians. Vegetarianism and veganism, i.e., radical 
lifestyle changes, were understood as strictly voluntary. The individual 
voluntary consumption changes oscillated from being framed as solutions 
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to individual concerns, to being framed as a way of contributing to the 
solution to the environmental unsustainability of meat production and 
consumption. However, the responsibility for contributing to the solution 
was fulfilled when individual changes had been carried out. 

In this chapter I also presented how various concerns were constructed 
as facilitating or as hindering radical and reformist consumption changes. 
The most distinguishing feature was that several concerns always went into 
reflections about what the appropriate solution was, and whether audiences 
were willing and able to carry it out. It may be possible to only include 
environmental concerns when framing meat as an environmental problem, 
but not when negotiating concerns in one’s everyday life. However, pleasure 
and health concerns leaned more towards being barriers to both reformist 
and radical political consumption while animal welfare leaned towards 
being facilitating. 

There are similarities between media and audience framings of meat as 
an environmental issue. Firstly, the only active participatory role con-
structed is consumer. This is the only role suggested by media framing and 
it is the only role audiences see themselves as expected to play. Secondly, 
media and audiences shift from production to consumption when moving 
from attribution of causal to treatment responsibility. These results support 
claims about environmental responsibility becoming individualized, and 
that individualized responsibility is becoming equated with informed con-
sumption choices. However, audiences were more uniform than media in 
their attributions of responsibility. Media attributed causal responsibility to 
consumers and/or production and treatment responsibility to consumers 
and/or politicians. Audiences confined attribution of causal responsibility 
to a specific mode of production, and treatment responsibility to con-
sumers. At the same time, the solutions audiences suggested were more 
varied than the solutions media suggested. This could be due to the varied 
dietary practices of the focus group participants, and that they departed 
from their everyday experiences when suggesting solutions. News media 
framed decreased meat consumption as the “one size fits all”-solution. Why 
did audiences not attribute responsibility to other groups of actors than 
consumers? Why did they not see any possibilities for carrying out any 
other forms of active participation than political consumption? Is it due to 
the uniform media framing that only constructs one participatory role? 
These are questions that I have not been able to answer this far, but I will 
continue the search for the answers in the next chapter. In Chapter 7 I take 
a closer look at the audiences’ framing process, which include reception of 
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newspaper articles representative of the media framing of meat, group 
interactions, and the audiences’ beliefs, experiences, values, and opinions.  
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CHAPTER 7 
Audiences’ use of media in framing processes 

In the previous chapter I showed how audiences frame meat production and 
consumption. I suggested that audiences are involved with meat as an en-
vironmental issue and that the media framing take part in shaping it, albeit in 
different ways. The audience framings of the problem were more diverse than 
the media framing of the problem. The solutions audiences suggested were 
equated with individual consumer responsibility, and closely connected to the 
everyday context where audiences negotiate various concerns, experience 
media and meat, and form beliefs and opinions.  

In this chapter I answer the question of how audiences use media fram-
ing when diagnosing a problem and suggesting an appropriate route of 
action. I focus on the dynamic framing process itself, which from my per-
spective includes reception of newspaper articles representative of the 
media framing of meat, group interactions, and the audiences’ beliefs, 
experiences, values, and opinions. The findings presented are based on the 
focus group discussions that took place during and after audiences read 
articles representative of the media framing. That the articles are repre-
sentative means that they 1) frame meat production and/or consumption in 
general as causes to climate change with certainty, and suggests that meat is 
therefore a serious environmental problem, 2) frame reduced meat con-
sumption as a necessary and appropriate solution to the problem, and 3) 
attribute main responsibility for carrying out the solution to consumers, but 
occasionally to politicians. The articles are summarized in 4.6. The way 
audiences use media in their framing of meat provides added insight into 
the role(s) that media framing play in constructing routes to change. 

The structure of this chapter is similar to those of previous chapters in 
that it follows the framing functions: diagnostic, prognostic, and moti-
vational. Firstly, I show how media may be used by audiences when a 
problem is diagnosed. As I suggested in the previous chapter, framing a 
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problem requires some form of involvement. Here, I also connect it to civic 
engagement. Secondly, I present how audiences’ used media in their 
prognostic framing. It implied a shift in the interpretative framework which 
included connecting individual consumption to societal change. Thirdly, I 
present how the media framing was used in the identification of targets in 
need of motivation to actively participate in making meat production and 
consumption environmentally sustainable.  

7.1 Diagnosing meat as an environmental problem 
The way audiences interpreted the media framing can be categorized as 
leaning towards adoption or leaning towards rejection. The line between the 
two can be drawn in accordance with whether or not audiences framed 
meat as an environmental problem or not. This distinction was shown 
already in Chapter 6 (see 6.1) and it was not transgressed during reception. 
The way audiences used media was connected to 1) whether the media 
framing was adopted, transformed, or rejected, 2) highlighting of particular 
features, and 3) expressions of involvement and civic engagement.  

The media framing was used as an information resource for involvement 
and civic engagement when it 1) alerted particular audiences to meat being 
an environmental problem, and 2) lent certainty and security to particular 
audiences’ opinions and beliefs. These uses were facilitated through proces-
ses of adoption, intermingled with transformation. Furthermore, the ele-
ments of certainty, severity, and urgency in the media diagnosis was used by 
audiences to shift causal responsibility away from “bad production” to high 
meat consumption. This shift laid the foundation for a shift in the prog-
nosis, away from remedying private concerns to remedying the environ-
mental unsustainability of meat production and consumption. When 
particular audiences interpreted media framing as representing particular 
or opposing views, audiences used it as 1) a biased account in their own 
framing of meat, or 2) as an antagonist. These uses were connected to pro-
cesses of transformation/rejection and rejection/resistance, and to the 
construction of routes of action to protect Swedish meat production and 
defend meat consumption. 

7.1.1 Using media as a source of information 

The most basic role the news media can play is by alerting their audiences 
to there being an issue—putting it on the agenda (e.g. Dispensa & Brulle, 
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2003; Hansen, 2010). Although the role is basic, it can be important. 
Knowing there is an issue is crucial for involvement with it (Amnå, 2008), 
and it is a mainstay of the individualized responsibility approach to social 
change (Mont & Plepys, 2008). If your everyday interactions do not include 
talks about how meat production and consumption is related to the 
environment, or direct experiences of production, the media’s role in facili-
tating involvement can become more prominent (Halkier, 2009; Grunert et 
al, 2004; Korzen & Lassen 2010). It might not be enough as a prompt to 
action, but it is nevertheless a necessary step to getting there. Particular 
audiences in this study used media material to construct links between meat 
and environmental impacts, for what appeared to be the first time. It 
implies the audiences were alerted to there being an issue that they had not 
thought about before. The media coverage inspired reflection, if not 
immediate involvement. This role of media became most visible when no 
participant in a group had any strong previous involvement with meat as an 
environmental issue. To assume that media consumption alone would 
create lasting involvement is however to take the importance of it a step too 
far. Nevertheless, it shows that media can be a link between scientists and 
the public (see Wibeck, 2014), and can be used by audiences to make 
obscure and complex environmental issues take shape. 

The above uses of media was demonstrated by Group H. When Group H 
had read the first article I asked them whether there was something in it 
that was new to them, or unexpected. The group responded by starting to 
discuss meat as an environmental issue for the first time. They also reflected 
upon it being the first time: 

Henry I guess, this thing you hear about the environment 
(Hugo: yes), that the climate will… 

Hugo You don’t always think it all the way through, with 
all these animals. If we eat more meat, all the 
animals should have more to eat, and even more 
cultivation is needed. With fertilisation and 
everything, that has its environmental impact 
(Henry: yes). So you don’t always think it all the 
way through (Henry: no). 

Harry That it has such an effect, with greenhouse gases 
and all that, but it does (Hugo: mm). But it’s not 
something you think about. Not every day. You 
don’t. 
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Hugo No, no, it’s not as if I’m constantly mulling it over.  

Earlier during the discussion Harry and Henry were surprised when Hugo 
mentioned one type of environmental concern, transports, in relation to his 
meat consumption practices (see 6.3.2). No one expressed having any 
particular previous involvement with meat as an environmental issue, 
which is probably part of the reason why the media framing is what faci-
litates their first foray into constructing a diagnosis where environmental 
risks of meat are central. Furthermore, they express that there obviously is a 
problem that is being recognized by some, but not by them. It illustrates the 
agenda-setting role that media can play, especially when you do not have 
face-to-face or other types of interactions with people who alert you to the 
issue. A group feature making the agenda-setting role possible is the lack of 
rejection; no one is questioning the media framing. In other groups the lack 
of previous involvement with meat as an environmental issue was limited to 
one participant. Therefore, the role of the typical media framing in alerting 
them to the issue was less prominent. What the above example also shows is 
that the SBA (2013a) suspicion about everyone in Sweden being aware of 
the environmental impact of meat due to extensive media coverage does not 
ring true. The participants in Group H frequently read one of the news-
papers included in the study, namely Aftonbladet, but also consumed news 
form other outlets. Yet they have not been alerted to the impacts, at least 
not to the extent that they have developed involvement.  

7.1.2 Using media as support for civic engagement 

The media framing of meat as a climate change problem resonated with 
audiences who agreed that meat was an environmental problem, regardless 
of whether they had included several risks (6.1.1), extended the framing to 
encompass multiple concerns (6.1.3), or were uncertain about specifics 
(6.1.2). That the general, uncertain, and complex audience diagnostics were 
not identic to the media diagnostic framing down to every single element, 
does not stand in the way of resonance. The resonance was not achieved 
through perfect consistency between media’s framing of the problem and 
audiences’ understanding of it. It was rather facilitated by audiences’ shared 
opinions about meat being an environmental problem, the opinion that if 
there is an environmental problem it should be solved, and previous know-
ledge and discussions about meat as an environmental issue.  
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These audiences used media to diagnose meat as an environmental prob-
lem with more certainty, and to support claims about the problem’s 
severity. Climate change never becomes the all-important environmental 
risk, but the media portraying it as such was not a barrier to the audiences’ 
use of media to emphasise certainty, the severity of the problem, and to 
reduce insecurity about discussing the problem. The increased certainty was 
used by audiences to strengthen arguments, and to explain the causal 
relationship between meat and climate change to others in the focus group, 
with direct reference to the articles. This way, insecure individuals did not 
have to be the sole representative of their opinions and beliefs. These uses of 
media show how the information offered by media can strengthen involve-
ment and facilitate civic engagement, i.e., discussions about meat as an 
environmental issue. As with the awakened involvement described above, it 
is not possible to say whether the certainty and security goes beyond the 
focus group setting, where discussions are held with peers and information 
is literally at hand.  

In Group B different framings were being tried against each other; the 
general and uncertain one versus the competing one downplaying the 
problem (see 6.1.4). The disagreement about the nature of the problem, and 
consequently its urgency, shows how the media framing was used by audi-
ences to strengthen their arguments; making them express them with more 
certainty. They are more secure and can therefore enter into a debate about 
specifics. The following conversation took place when Group B discussed 
the second article, which stated that the positive environmental effect of 
choosing plant-based food instead of meat is bigger than choosing locally 
produced food: 

Beatrice 
 

But is it, I mean it must depend on how you trans-
port it; what mode of transport you choose? 

Bella No apparently not. 

Beatrice No but I’m thinking that if you choose a boat it is 
better than a truck. 

Bella But it didn’t matter anyway, or okay it probably 
has some effect, but the absolute biggest one is 
meat that causes it to have a much higher envir-
onmental impact than when you transport vege-
tables around the globe. 

Beatrice But why? 



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

214 

Bella Because the industry affects the environment to a 
much greater extent. Greenhouse gas emissions. 

 
Britt The cows emit certain (Bella: smells) bodily excre-

tions, or what should we call it? Like the one, 
nitrous oxide, which is actually very dangerous for 
the environment. 

In 6.1.2 I posed the question whether news media could facilitate civic 
engagement by decreasing insecurity, as insecurity does not have to hinder 
news media consumption. The above discussion exemplifies how this 
happens. Beatrice is not convinced about meat being an environmental 
problem in need of specific attention and questions the simplified causal 
relationship (see also 7.1.4). The other participants in Group B readily 
adopt the diagnostic framing despite its simplified message. They draw on 
the first article they read to fill in the blanks when explaining the problem 
definition to Beatrice. With the help of the texts in front of them they are 
able to develop and articulate their less detailed problem definitions from 
earlier in the discussion. They were more uncertain and cautious at the 
outset; making sweeping claims, such as, meat being bad for the environ-
ment, taking their time getting it right, and avoiding the mentioning of 
specific risks or more technical language. Though there are lingering uncer-
tainties, as when emissions of different greenhouse gases are brought up 
above, they still take it upon themselves to explain why the production of 
meat is more damaging to the environment than production of other 
foodstuffs. An important part of the explanation to the media framings’ 
potential of facilitating civic engagement is the prior involvement of the 
audiences. While there was uncertainty about details of the causal rela-
tionship, and insecurity about entering into a discussion about them, there 
was certainty about the general diagnostics, i.e. meat being bad for the 
environment. Such media framing was salient to these audiences. The 
involvement, together with adoption of media framing elements filling in 
blanks in it, is what lays a foundation for civic engagement, i.e. taking part 
in discussions.  

The audiences having previously constructed complex diagnostic fram-
ings including several risks (see 6.1.1) also expressed themselves with more 
certainty and drew on media material to substantiate earlier statements. 
They gravitated towards the features that were new to at least some in the 
group, but did not reject the typical media framing based on it being 
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narrow. The features could be numerical specifications of earlier statements 
such as “meat consumption is high”, or as in the following case, an answer 
to an everyday conundrum dealt with through civic engagement: 

Frida 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Felicia 

This was interesting because these two things, 
local production or less meat, as a meat eater it is 
a, we’ve been talking a lot about this at home, and 
in different contexts. Which one is better. And 
we’ve had different opinions in different get-
togethers with my friends, and my partner and I, 
about how to think about this. So I thought it was 
quite, wow, one thing really is better than the 
other. Because it feels like you hear different 
things all the time. 

I know, I read about it some time, just because it is 
hard to know what to choose because it feels good 
to take the Swedish tomato (Others: Mm) but 
then there’s an organic one from Spain right next 
to it. It doesn’t feel good. (Frida: No.) So then I 
read, I don’t know, you’ll read one thing and then 
you’ll read another thing, but it said that if you’re 
consistent in always choosing organic fruits and 
veggies (Frida: Oh) it’s better, in like a climate 
friendly way. So I’ve had that as a guiding prin-
ciple, though I still want to buy Swedish apples. 
It’s really weird. 

In the above case Frida expresses a newfound certainty about meat always 
having more of an environmental impact, no matter its place of origin, as a 
result of adopting the media framing in the news notice from Dagens ETC. 
However, the adoption is facilitated by earlier passive participation, both 
involvement and civic engagement. Frida has thought about the issue 
earlier, she is involved with it, and she has discussed it in various settings, 
she has practiced civic engagement. The certainty, and increased knowledge 
about the environmental effects of meat, is something she can bring with 
her to future discussions. Felicia provides support by retelling a learning 
experience similar to the one Frida has just been part of. It too comprises 
involvement and civic engagement, but also acts of political consumption, 
albeit not of meat. 

When the audiences with earlier complex framings discuss the typical 
media framing, previous involvement and different forms of civic engage-
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ment emerges as a common denominator. The above is an example of that, 
as is the following conversation between participants in Group G: 

Greta 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Gabriel 
 
 
 
 
Greta 
 
 
 
Gabriel 

I read in an old article, before, I don’t remem-
ber, it was probably in DN, and you got to see a 
long list and you got to see percentages of from 
how far away it had to travel if you ate a cow 
that was transported from Brazil, because that is 
a common import, and there was like a marginal 
difference. So after reading that I realised that 
ok, it doesn’t matter where the cow I eat comes 
from, from and environmental point of view. It’s 
more the other part. 

I wonder how they’ve calculated this, I don’t 
mean to say that they’re wrong but, the minor 
effect of transports is remarkable. It doesn’t come 
as a surprise now, but well, really chocking. 
 
It’s because of the impact of, well, you know, 
cow excrement maybe. That’s what has a huge 
percentage of the… 
 
Yes, apparently. 

Greta was influential in the construction of the earlier complex diagnostic 
framing of meat as an environmental problem. Above, she accredits previ-
ous media consumption for her involvement, i.e. knowledge about how 
meat production and consumption impact the environment. She readily 
adopts the media framing, though it only provides part of the complex 
picture, because of her previous civic engagement. When Gabriel finds it 
hard to wrap his head around the causal relationship, which is new to him, 
Greta makes use of her certainty and security and explains the relationship. 
In other words, she practices her civic engagement skills and acts as an 
interpreter for Gabriel, who seems to learn something new. This conver-
sation shows the complexity, and reciprocity, of the relationship between 
media consumption, discussions, and involvement. Furthermore, it shows 
that the complexities should not deter inclusion of them in the analysis of 
possibilities for participation. They can facilitate further passive parti-
cipation through increase in certainty and security, which in turn lays a 
foundation for active participation. 

As stated previously, the relationship between different civic engagement 
activities, e.g., news consumption and issue discussions, is commonly con-
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sidered to be reciprocal (Couldry et al., 2010; Dahlgren, 2003; Keum et al., 
2004; Livingstone, 2005; McCombs et al, 2011; Erentaite et al, 2012). The 
activities are also elusive and hard to pin down; they feed back into involve-
ment (Amnå, 2008; Couldry et al., 2010), they are active, yet passive (Ekman 
& Amnå, 2012), and sometimes bypassed when the motivational move from 
involvement to active participation is explained (Amnå, 2008). Just as there 
is a reciprocal relationship between issue discussions and news consump-
tion there is one between involvement and news consumption. This is not 
something new; it has been pointed out by many media researchers and is 
key for the extension of the public sphere to also include everyday audience 
reception and utilisation of media (Burgess et al., 1991; Dahlgren, 2006; 
Dispensa & Brulle, 2003; Scheufele & Tewksbury, 2007; Brichta, 2011) but it 
is a confirmation of the reciprocal links between interest and knowledge, 
issue discussions, and media experiences. What the above example adds to 
explanation of the relationship is that motivational factors are of import-
ance also for the move between involvement and certain forms of civic 
engagement, namely taking part in discussions. By consuming news one’s 
involvement can grow, and with it the importance and demand to share that 
involvement with others. The perceived ability to act, i.e. partake in civic 
engagement, increases as one’s certainty about the problem and security in 
using the knowledge do. Therefore, motivational factors could perhaps be 
used to better understand the complex and intertwined relationship be-
tween involvement and different civic engagement activities. 

7.1.3 Giving (other) consumers more of the blame 

The elements of certainty, severity, and urgency in the media diagnosis was 
used by audiences to shift causal responsibility away from “bad production” 
to high meat consumption. Audiences could emphasise the factual basis for 
claims about high meat consumption having adverse environmental effects, 
as opposed to just “having an opinion about it”. Furthermore, the media 
frame of high meat consumption as the main culprit shifted the interpreta-
tive framework of audiences. Particular audiences’ beliefs and experiences 
of decreasing meat consumption in Sweden was challenged by the media 
framing, and the incongruity made audiences emphasise the severity of the 
problem. The shift brought with it changes in prognostic framing (see 7.2), 
but also offered the space for audiences to declare that they were not con-
tributing to the problem.  



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

218 

The first article audiences read, from DN, attributed causal responsibility 
to the steep and rapid increase of meat consumption in Sweden. To sub-
stantiate the attribution, the development was quantified: DN stated that 
meat consumption had increased by 41 per cent since 1991 and was cur-
rently at 85 kg per person and year. The perceived inconsistency and 
incongruity between the development described by DN and the everyday 
experiences of audiences contributed not only to framing the problem as 
more serious but also to assigning causal responsibility to consumers as 
follows: 

Berta I was really surprised that it’s 85 kilos of meat per 
person. 

Bella That there’s been such a dramatic increase. 

Britt 41 per cent since 1990, it sounds completely 
mental. […] 

The participants in Group B express surprise and disbelief at both the high 
consumption level and the increased meat consumption. This information 
does not match their experiences of the increased popularity of vegetarian 
options. Despite the participants’ disbelief, this development is not ques-
tioned. It is used in the problem framing to focus on high meat consump-
tion as the cause instead of consumption of the wrong type of meat or the 
use of certain modes of production (see 6.2). Both the perceived credibility 
of the media framing and the previous involvement of the audience con-
tribute to the resonance of these incongruent and inconsistent features.  

Others took the numbers in DN as a confirmation of what they already 
knew. Although this development was not surprising to them, it did 
reinforce the seriousness of the problem by reminding the audience of the 
current situation as follows: 

Felicia 
 

These were the numbers I was looking for when I 
spoke before! *laughs* 

Filippa Well, I feel that I guess one knew this (Felicia: yes) 
but it’s always interesting to get the exact numbers 
of…that it’s so much and [inaudible] 

Felicia And that it has more than doubled since 1980, just 
the meat consumption. That is even more than I 
thought when I said the numbers are high. 

Frida Indeed. 
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Felicia It is extreme! 

For these participants, it is not the incongruence or inconsistency of the 
numbers that captures their attention; it is their magnitude. The problem is 
worse than their previous involvement had led them to believe, and con-
sumption is to blame.  

Bringing consumers and consumption into the problem framing by 
attributing them with causal responsibility seemed to increase the perceived 
severity of the issue. Simultaneously, it directs causal responsibility to a 
limited group of actors; those who have increased their consumption and 
are well above what is designated the environmentally sustainable level. It 
presents audiences with an opportunity to externalize blame. If you either 
do not eat meat at all or do not eat very much meat, you are not part of the 
problem: 

Cecilia Eighty-five kg. Yes, exactly. One and one-half 
kilos per week. 

Charlotte No, I know. It sounds like a lot. 

Cecilia It sounds like a lot: no, I don’t do that. It has to be 
someone else who eats more. *laughs* Someone 
has to eat three kg per week.  

The responsibility for causing the problem is tied to individual meat con-
sumption practices, both one’s own and those of others. As Cecilia empha-
sises in the conversation above, she is not contributing to the high meat 
consumption, which implies she does not view herself as being responsible 
for them either. Glenn in Group G responded to the numbers by arguing 
that meat consumers tend to evade the issue and want to continue to do 
what they have always done. Although he admits that he also evades the 
issue, he argues that he has the right to do so because he does not eat meat. 
This method of attributing individual causal responsibility is not only used 
as a way of escaping blame and removing oneself from having a duty to do 
something but also applies to those who do eat a lot of meat. Participants 
using this method state that they are to blame because they eat a lot of meat. 
Buycotting practices are not suggested to alleviate the blame; high con-
sumption itself makes them feel guilty. Due to the seriousness of the prob-
lem, buycotting is no longer enough. This phenomenon represents a very 
individualized view of responsibility (see also 6.3). One new feature in the 
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diagnostic framing is the attribution of blame to those who consume a large 
amount of meat, i.e., the shift in focus to the level of consumption. It spills 
over into how the prognostic framing is carried out. The solution is that 
those who consume a lot of meat reduce their consumption, either volun-
tarily or not.  

7.1.4 Using media as an opponent 

Meat was not always diagnosed as an environmental problem. In 6.1.4 I 
outlined how participants challenged the framing of meat as an environ-
mental problem by 1) highlighting complexities in an effort to downplay the 
problem and 2) issuing counter-claims to challenge the idea that meat 
production contributes to climate change. The typical media framing could 
also be used to strengthen these framing strategies. The media plays the role 
of an antagonist; the participants construct their framing in opposition to it. 
This shows that no matter how consistent the overall media framing of a 
problem, it is not immune to controversy.  

There are two ways in which audiences challenge media diagnostics, 
both of which build from the previously constructed challenges. In the first 
strategy, the simplifications and narrowness of media framing is challenged. 
The true nature of the problem is not depicted, and the media miss the 
target. The frame has been positioned in the wrong way, so to speak. 
Although crucial factors and explanations have been omitted, what is pre-
sented can be accurate. The second strategy is both straightforward and 
adversarial (see Gamson, 1995) as follows: the audience framing overtly 
challenges the media framing. The audience diagnosis is right, the media 
diagnosis is wrong. Therefore, a prognosis based on the media diagnosis 
would have unfortunate consequences. It is not coincidental that the 
conversations between the participants in Group D are used to exemplify 
the two strategies; these participants were the most sceptical of framing 
meat as an environmental problem. Although they did not lack previous 
involvement with meat production and consumption, their strong concerns 
were not environmental in nature. 

The first strategy, also attempted by Beatrice in Group B (see 7.1.1), is 
the rejection of the media’s diagnostic conclusion. The rejection is attri-
butable to the incomplete information provided rather than to the facts 
being questioned as follows: 

Diana But here it also says that what has such a large 
effect on the climate is, the main source of emis-
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sions is, agriculture’s fertilizers and cultivation. 

Dan Yes, but that’s the vegetables 

[…]  

Diana What kind of fertilizer is it? What kind of pesticide 
and so on? Is there a difference? Would there be a 
difference if we only had organic cultivation for 
example?  

[…]  

Dan You have to have animals to get fertilizer or you 
have to use artificial fertilizer and then it’s 
conventional cultivation. 

Diana That’s why I’m saying that perhaps it is the 
artificial fertilizers that do this and if we shift to 
(Dan: Exactly) natural fertilizers there will perhaps 
not even be a problem. 

No one questions that agricultural production can have environmental 
impacts, but the problem identified is conventional production, not meat 
production or consumption. Group D states that the article omits certain 
aspects of the problem; that complicating factors are not mentioned. The 
audiences can agree that although what is stated is true, it is a very small 
piece of reality and, therefore, can fit into their existing worldviews without 
having to challenge those worldviews’ ideas and values. Instead of being 
salient and resonating, the simplistic relationship of the media framing 
enables news audiences to question the media’s conclusions. This audience 
strategy of challenging media framing hinders participation in making meat 
production and consumption sustainable by directing attention to a dif-
ferent problem. Audiences have ample opportunities to use such strategies 
considering that mass-mediated images and stories traditionally commu-
nicate and simplify complex information (O’Neill & Nicholson-Cole, 2009). 
Because complexity is one of the distinguishing features of environmental 
problems (see, e.g., Bäckstrand, 2003), including meat production and 
consumption (Röös et al., 2013; Steinfeld et al., 2006), simplifications are 
unavoidable. The intention of the media framing might be to make mes-
sages memorable and instantly communicate concepts to provide a basis for 
personal awareness and opinions about a particular issue (O’Neill & 
Nicholson-Cole, 2009), here meat production and consumption. Instead, 
however, the credibility of the conclusions is questioned. Although meat 
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production and consumption may have negative environmental conse-
quences, they do not merit the label of an environmental problem.  

The second strategy shows how counter-framing (see Evans, 1997; 
McCright & Dunlap, 2000) and reframing (see Rein, 2001, p. 219) are used. 
An alternative diagnosis is suggested, the media framing is rebutted, and the 
alternative draws broader support. The foundation for this reframing was 
established earlier in the discussion (see 6.1.4) and entailed previous in-
volvement with alternative concerns as follows: 

David I think local production is an important part.  

Denise Mm, but the effect of it wasn’t that big.  

David No, but I don’t believe that. 

Dan They always manage to sweep transport under the 
carpet.  

Diana But it doesn’t say here that it [local production] 
doesn’t matter, it says that it has less of an impact 
than if you stop eating meat.  

Denise I believe more in local production because there’s 
so much going on around it with the environment 
and everything.  

David I think about the safety (Doris: mm). 

Diana I do that too, more than about transport. I mean 
when I think “locally produced”. I support local 
production partly because it’s easier for me to 
control it, whether it’s plants or animals, and 
partly because I like to support production close to 
me. 

The above conversation was held because Group D read the short article in 
Dagens ETC. The conclusion of that article is that transport has a marginal 
impact compared to the rest of the meat-production chain. David and Dan 
issue claims that counter the media diagnosis. By stating the importance of 
local production, David suggests there is another issue to consider (about 
which the group had previously agreed), namely, that local Swedish pro-
duction is threatened. Group D viewed the environmental media framing of 
meat, with its suggestions of meat consumption reductions, as fuelling the 
threats against Swedish meat production. To this audience, a threat to 
Swedish meat production is a threat to Sweden’s rural areas, to which the 
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audience was closely connected. The evidentiary basis of the media framing 
was also targeted. David stated that he simply did not believe what was 
written. The study referenced (and therefore its empirical credibility) were 
dismissed by Dan’s statement that “they can always play with [parameters] 
to get the result they want”. Together, these two participants attempt to 
rebut and undermine the media framing, which is accepted as factually 
correct by both Diana and Denise. By reframing, problem agreement is 
achieved. The participants can agree on alternative concerns, namely, safety 
and the importance of supporting nearby producers. Therefore, Diana and 
Denise do not have to refute the environmental impact of meat production 
as framed by the media: they merely deem it the lesser of two evils.   

One key ingredient in these processes was Dan’s high level of credibility 
as a counter-frame articulator. Dan’s direct experience—i.e., insight into 
meat production—contributed to this credibility. He could connect his 
claims to corroborating events in the world both to lend his claims empiri-
cal credibility and increase his perceived expertise. For example, his des-
criptions of Swedish meat production were interspersed with personal anec-
dotes and his explanation of the biogeochemical cycle involving cattle, 
carbon dioxide, and plants was articulated using trade terms (see 6.1.4). 
This group’s participants do not lack involvement. On the contrary, they are 
brimming with opinions, knowledge, and concern related to meat pro-
duction and consumption. The barrier to their participation in making 
meat production and consumption environmentally sustainable is that they 
do not agree with the diagnosis underpinning this goal; they are involved 
with other meat issues. To them, meat production and consumption are not 
environmental issues. These participants are not swayed by media framing; 
instead, the media can be used as an antagonist. The reframing of meat also 
entails a counter-prognosis. In short, the proponents of the counter-
framing view the media’s suggested solutions as doing more harm than 
good. In my view, however, the foundational barrier to the participation of 
these audiences lies with the diagnosis and not the prognosis. This is why I 
will not elaborate on how the prognosis was implemented. 

That counter-framing hinders the construction of a route to making 
meat production and consumption sustainable is unsurprising considering 
the role of counter-framing is rendering an issue non-problematic 
(McCright & Dunlap, 2004). What underpinned the counter-framing were 
not only direct experiences of meat production but also scepticism about 
the credibility of media and scientists. It has been previously suggested and 
shown that previous experiences incongruent with media framing, beliefs 
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inconsistent with it, and the low perceived credibility of media can prevent 
the adoption of news media framing (e.g., Benford & Snow, 2000; Dahlgren, 
1988; Olausson, 2011). Here, previous experiences were also used to mount 
resistance (see Carafee & Roefs, 2004) to the environmental media framing 
of meat. Furthermore, Dan and David connected the environmental media 
framing of meat to threats against Swedish meat production and con-
sequently to Sweden’s rural areas, to which they were closely connected.  

7.2 Prognosticating for reduced meat consumption 
In the beginning of this chapter I stated that the audiences increased cer-
tainty, security, and the emphasis on the high meat consumption as the cause 
to serious environmental consequences entailed a shift in how the prognostic 
framing was carried out. Media was used to highlight the necessity of 
reducing meat consumption. This implied a shift in the interpretative frame-
work: audiences focused on how to reduce meat consumption to solve the 
environmental unsustainability of meat, as opposed to how an individual 
could handle environmental concerns when making meat consumption 
choices. The appropriate routes to reducing meat consumption ranged from 
active to passive and from forced to voluntary. What they all had in common 
was that the only participatory role identified was that of consumer.  

The active strategy means someone, somewhere takes on responsibility 
for driving change. This “someone” can refer to various actors, including 
consumers. The passive strategy is not a strategy in the true sense of the 
word because it involves no tactics or method. This “strategy” consists of a 
belief that future generations will consume less meat and that the range of 
plant-based food and dishes provided in supermarkets, restaurants, and 
schools and so on, will increase. In a sense, responsibility is shared between 
actors on the passive route to change. However, no one is assigned 
responsibility for actively promoting change. The forced versus voluntary 
routes can be viewed as subgroups of the active strategies and are tied to 
differences in the views of the potential achievements of changes in indi-
vidualized consumer responsibility, i.e., the efficacy of those changes. There 
is agreement across these strategies about what is needed to solve the 
problem, i.e., reduced meat consumption. There are conflicts both about the 
most efficient method of doing so and about whose responsibility it is to 
strive for change. Furthermore, the different strategies have their own 
barriers. One barrier is shared between the forced and voluntary routes to 
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change, that is, the public’s assumed opposition to change. It is only the 
passive strategy that is framed as unproblematic.  

I will now describe the various strategies based on how they were framed 
by the audiences, how media was used (or not used), and the identification 
of barriers. 

7.2.1 Forced reductions 

Audiences who suggest forced reductions do so because they believe that 
others’ lack of involvement and/or ability to act means the solution of 
reducing meat consumption will never be efficient unless it is enforced. 
Voluntary individual responsibility is deemed insufficient. The idea that 
reductions must be forced can be traced to a separation between one’s own 
and others’ ability to act and the perceived importance of doing so (see 6.3). 
According to audiences, others’ ability to act is decreased by either 
pleasurable aspects (i.e., taste and convenience) or strong involvement 
against meat consumption reductions resulting in the lack of a sense of 
either duty or importance. Furthermore, the status quo is underpinned by 
deficiencies in the choice architecture, namely, a huge supply of inexpensive 
meat that makes large quantities affordable to nearly everyone.  

Audiences assign responsibility for enforcing reductions to various 
actors, typically politicians and publicly funded organizations. The attribu-
tion of responsibility to these actors rests on the following assumptions: 
they have the ability to carry out efficient solutions, they have the duty to do 
so, and it is necessary for them to do so because other consumers cannot be 
expected to assume responsibility. The solutions are designed either to push 
consumers to cut down on meat or to remove the possibility of choice in 
certain contexts. There is a “strength in numbers” rationale—i.e., a collec-
tive dimension—inspiring the measures. Because of the others’ lack of 
involvement and/or ability to act, the solution of reducing meat consump-
tion will never be efficient unless it is enforced. Voluntary individual res-
ponsibility is deemed insufficient. Nevertheless, it is observed as virtually 
impossible to impose mandatory reductions. No participatory role besides 
that of the consumer, which is deemed inefficient for large-scale change, 
can be envisioned by the focus group participants. That is also the only role 
that the media framing presents to audiences.  

The attribution of responsibility to politicians rests on the assumption that 
politicians are the actors who have the ability to make a difference. This 
approach does not completely relieve consumers of responsibility; consumers 
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will still have to implement reductions by actively choosing plant-based alter-
natives more frequently. These changes in everyday food practices can require 
both time and resources. It does not necessarily remove the intermediate step 
of passive participation as acceptance of policies is assumed to increase if the 
concerned parties are involved enough to understand the rationale behind it, 
and express their opinions in the civil sphere (Neff et al., 2009; Micheletti & 
Stolle, 2013). A meat tax, or a price increase without specified policy details, is 
the measure expected to be carried out by politicians, if a measure is included 
in the prognostic framing. Participants in Group A discussed regulation of 
meat pricing, deeming it the most likely way to get more consumers to avoid 
meat as follows: 

Asif One thing I think about is meat consumption is 
pretty high because prices are low and they’re low 
because farmers who grow animals get some 
duties, no not duties. What’s it called? (Moderator: 
Subsidies?) Subsidies for animal food like grass 
and things so meat prices will go down. So I think 
it is a question for the politicians, not for me. It’s 
what I think. 

Adam It’s like I said before, meat is ridiculously cheap. If 
you look at, what did it [the DN article] say, the 
price doesn’t increase; it doesn’t follow everything 
else. Look at what meat cost ten years ago, there 
hasn’t been a great increase in prices. Also, meat is 
a luxury (Agnes: Mm). You don’t need meat to 
survive. It’s not a human right to eat meat. 

[…]  

Agnes If they really want us to reduce our meat con-
sumption I guess they should increase the prices. 
There will be a public outcry and there will be 
major articles in all the newspapers because it goes 
south but it’s still the best way to reduce it…  

Adam I don’t think people will do that. I think the best 
way of getting them to stop eating meat is by 
making it expensive, rather than getting people to 
understand that it’s bad for the environment to eat 
meat. 

The conversation between Agnes, Asif, and Adam also shows how treat-
ment responsibility is shifted onto politicians for reasons other than them 
thought most able to carry out solutions. These other reasons have to do 
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with liability and accountability (see Pellizzoni, 2004). Because subsidies 
have contributed to high levels of meat consumption, the politicians who 
have introduced the subsidies are liable, and if they wish to make meat 
consumption environmentally sustainable they should be held accountable. 
It boils down to them having a duty to act.  

Before attributing responsibility to politicians, Group A discussed the 
possibility of food retailers limiting consumer choice, for example, by only 
selling meat produced in Sweden. The suggestion was quickly abandoned as it 
was deemed completely unlikely, because the retailers “only want money” 
(Adam, Group A). The only ones who could make retailers assume respon-
sibility is, once again, politicians. The audiences do not see how their actions 
could influence the responsibility-taking of retailers, e.g., by acting as 
consumers requesting plant-based foods, or as citizens protesting. Group C 
reason similarly when discussing the responsibilities of retailers as follows: 

Cecilia There they stand, eating hot dogs and hambur-
gers [referring to the image illustrating the article 
from DN]. Well, it’s what’s available. *laughs* It 
makes sense. I’ve thought about that. When I’m 
out on the town and am looking for something 
on the go, it’s not that easy. You have to sit down 
in a restaurant if you want something better.  

Charlotte Even when you walk into Pressbyrån,1 they have 
hot dogs. I mean, hot dogs? It amazes me that 
they’re handled like a pack of gum. I think it’s 
really weird.  

Cecilia They always put the responsibility on the con-
sumer (Charlotte: Mm.) and say that we have to 
change our habits when it is the infra-structure 
that needs to change. It’s the same when it comes 
to the climate. You can’t accuse people for taking 
the car when there are no alternatives.  

[…]  

Cecilia The state will have to open salad bars. No, but it’s 
difficult. (Charlotte: *laughs*) How do you make 
that happen? Taxes is usually the way (Charlotte: 
Yes), and legislation (Charlotte: Yes). 

 
1 Pressbyrån is a chain of convenience stores, similar to 7-Eleven. 
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While many elements of the media and this audience’s framings resonate, the 
attribution of responsibility do not. Group C’s beliefs about what the efficient 
way of solving environmental problems is make them reject part of the media 
prognosis, thereby transforming it. Charlotte and Cecilia rejects the attribu-
tion of treatment responsibility to consumers, which is what the article they 
are discussing does. The two women also connect the media prognosis to 
their perceptions of how environmental issues are generally approached. 
They agree with the diagnosis, that meat is a problem, and the prognosis that 
consumption should be reduced, but they feel that the infra-structure and not 
those acting within it should be targeted. Retailers are part of the infra-struc-
ture, and therefore part of what needs to change. The way to change the infra-
structure is not to attribute responsibility to the retailers, or demand them to 
act, but to attribute responsibility to a more powerful group of actors, i.e., 
politicians. Otherwise, the retailer will continue selling hamburgers and hot 
dogs because “they still make money off of it” (Charlotte, Group C). In this 
view retailers influence what consumers can choose, but consumers do not 
influence what retailers choose to sell.  

When publicly financed organizations are assigned responsibility they 
are expected to prevent people from choosing to eat meat. The following 
discussion about the responsibilities of publicly funded organizations was 
prompted by the debate article in Aftonbladet suggesting that hospitals host 
Meat-free Mondays: 

Gabriel If you have a policy to minimize your environ-
mental effects and you should try to keep down 
the costs because it’s the tax payers’ money, not 
only in hospitals but the entire public sector, I 
think it is remarkable that you, by definition, serve 
meat every meal because the meat norm is so 
strong. I think it is…it says something about how 
strong that norm is. It is really, really weird. 

Glenn I think it’s the principal’s self-preservation – 
people with pitchforks will gather outside.  

Gabriel Right. But then they have a policy that they don’t 
really follow. 

Glenn That’s right. 

Gabriel If you’re trying to minimize your climate impact 
and meet budget goals, it’s quite obvious you 
should cut down on meat consumption. It’s not, 
it’s really, it’s remarkable that you don’t…I think 
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the Meat-free Mondays, well I’m not entirely 
convinced but I think that […] it should be 
natural not to have meat in the food a lot of the 
days. 

In the above conversation, Gabriel reveals assumptions about other people. 
In addition to hindering reduced meat consumption by failing to assume 
individual responsibility, other people are preventing politicians and public 
organizations from assuming responsibility. Agnes notes that price in-
creases would result in a public outcry and Gabriel imagines that upset 
parents would take to the streets if meat were ever removed from school 
menus. In this case others are considered to be deeply involved; moreover, 
it is believed that this involvement would become active protest if policy 
changes to reduce meat consumption were introduced by politicians or 
public organizations. 

The primary barrier to enforcing meat consumption reductions seems to 
be how to convince politicians and public-sector organizations to assume 
responsibility. Although the link between citizens and politicians was 
identified by audiences, they do not see it as subject to influence, and they 
do not see themselves taking part in influencing it. 

Alexander I believe in putting pressure on the rest of the EU 
to make their meat industry more expensive. If 
their meat industry is also made expensive the 
meat consumption will decrease for real (Adam: 
yes). 

Agnes Then, meat will cost 1000 SEK per kg eventually.  

Adam  It’s cool. I can afford that. 

Moderator Whose responsibility is it to make that kind of 
change happen? 

Alexander EU-politicians’. 

Asif Mm. But it’s people who elect them. 

Adam Yes. There is a problem. The politicians are so 
scared not to get elected that they won’t do 
anything they know will annoy people.  

Alexander  There are loads of people who want this [with 
sarcasm]. Surely seven per cent. 

Adam Exactly. That’s the problem; it’s not that many. 
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All the above conversations touch upon the public opinion against meat 
consumption reductions. No one identifies how the public opinion could be 
swayed, or see roles for themselves in swaying it. They do not see a use for 
their involvement, for example through civic engagement or activism, and 
they do not feel motivated to act in that capacity. The involvement, such as 
political consumption, is an individual endeavour. The typical media 
framing does not provide the audiences with any new ideas about how to 
realize the enforced route to change; the only participatory role suggested 
for individuals is that of consumer. They are not required to make their 
opinions heard, to join a movement, or to contact politicians.  

7.2.2 Voluntary reductions 

When audiences preferred voluntary reductions they attributed treatment 
responsibility to individual consumers. There are different beliefs, experi-
ence, and values that make suggestions of voluntary consumption reduc-
tions resonate with certain audiences. Firstly, particular audiences saw 
forced reductions as an inefficient solution as it would only lead to con-
tempt for the enforcers. Secondly, particular audiences who preferred 
voluntary changes were not prepared to give up meat and did not want the 
choice of eating meat to be removed. Thirdly, some believed that assuming 
individualized responsibility is the morally correct thing to do; being a good 
citizen means not deflecting responsibility. Audiences paired voluntary 
reductions with informational efforts, intended to make consumers more 
positive to cutting down on meat voluntarily. The purpose of the informa-
tional efforts was not to garner support for policies.  

The preference for voluntary reductions was mainly expressed in group 
H. They were very assured in their framing of it as the only viable solution. 

Hugo I believe more in making the option available. 
That way you can get more people to choose 
vegetarian food, than if you force it. 

Harry Yes, forcing it doesn’t work, that we do know. […] 
You can’t force anyone to do anything (Henry: 
No) because it has to come from the inside. 

Henry Yes, that’s right. 

To support their claims that forcing people to occasionally eat vegetarian 
meals does not work, the participants recount what reactions they have 
heard. The debate article in Aftonbladet suggesting meat-free days in 
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hospitals prompts Henry to share an anecdote about his father-in-law, who 
was admitted to the hospital on a meat-free day and was less than pleased 
with the vegetarian food he was served. Dan told a very similar story to his 
group in response to the same debate article. Based on their own experi-
ences, the participants reject a solution that entails removing the choice of 
eating meat for lunch or dinner. According to them, this approach does 
nothing to motivate them to act as political consumers and does not prompt 
them to support similar policies. The audiences who suggested enforced 
reductions observed opposition to those reductions as a barrier to their 
implementation, but not to their necessity or desirability. The audiences 
endorsing voluntary reductions see forced reductions as neither necessary 
nor desirable. They are opposed to enforcing and believe others are too.  

The group most in favour of voluntary reductions requests informational 
efforts to motivate consumers to actively participate. Politicians, research, 
and the media are assigned responsibility as follows: 

Harry When you say it’s everyone’s responsibility, 
that’s true. 

Hugo Yes, it is each and every one’s responsibility but if 
someone should govern it…it shouldn’t turn 
into coercion. 

Harry But there’s research going on, right? Report after 
report is published (Hugo: mm) and that has to 
reach the public because…we don’t know every-
thing (Henry: No). Us folks, so to speak, we don’t 
keep up with everything (Hugo and Henry: No). 
However, there is research that says “this is 
what’s up” and that has to be brought forward. It 
has to be put across all the way to, well to the top 
somewhere. I mean we are a unified EU some-
how. It’s not just Sweden, it’s, we’re affected by 
the whole world around us. Then, it must be 
brought down to the public; to me and my wife 
and home to your family but that road’s pretty 
long. And it takes time but we have to start 
somewhere. I don’t think I’ll be the one who 
starts. But it has to start somewhere. 

Moderator Higher up? 

Harry Well, there’s a saying that “there isn’t anyone 
called someone, or someone else”. There isn’t. 
(Hugo: No) But there are organizations that… 
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Hugo No I don’t believe in coercion but I do believe in 
influence. 

Harry …release information. Information must be put 
out there, through organizations. 

Henry It’s a long process, it is, but it’s possible. 

Group H identifies the lack of information as the biggest barrier to volun-
tary meat consumption reductions. Whereas individual consumers have the 
responsibility to carry out reductions, they are not responsible either for 
seeking out information or for relaying it to other people. Although 
information provision is the responsibility of formal organizations, it is also 
the only measure for which they are expected to assume responsibility. No 
way of interaction with said organizations was identified, e.g., asking them 
for information or encouraging them to put it out there. 

Voluntary reductions were also suggested as the preferred solution even 
by individuals who were not opposed to enforced reductions. In this case, 
the reasoning about the inability to convince politicians to assume 
responsibility comes full circle, rendering individual consumer responsi-
bility the only viable route to change. Individual consumer responsibility is 
perceived as more efficient than politicians affecting change through regu-
lation because the latter will simply never happen. Furthermore, it is the 
morally right thing to assume responsibility, as Elisabeth explains when dis-
cussing a meat tax with Eva. 

Eva I don’t think a meat tax would be weird. I think 
it’s good. 

Elisabeth You’re right. They’ve been tweaking the VAT on 
liquor. You could make meat more expensive to 
purchase. Really. I can also see, well I don’t know 
how it would work…As I said, when you see how 
little that’s left in this piece of meat I eat and how 
much of the earth’s resources, which aren’t 
unlimited, have been used. Some sort of informa-
tion and reminder. […] If it was possible, but I 
don’t think so. I really believe in information but I 
don’t think a government form would do. I would 
like it to, if I could dream, to say, when I walk into 
Ica or Konsum “this much has been grazed to 
produce this cut of meat, to make it possible for 
you specifically to eat it, which has these con-
sequences for your grandchildren” *laughs*. An 
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active connection between what I do and the 
result of that standpoint. 

[…]  

Eva I think there should be a clear set of rules. Of 
course it’s easy to say that it shouldn’t be possible 
to do this, but I think the rules should be much, 
much stricter when it comes to environmental 
impacts and so on. But, because it is a free choice 
I think everyone should contribute with 

Elisabeth I really don’t think anything else is possible. I 
wish consumption would be regulated but I don’t 
think it’s possible within the system we currently 
live in. Therefore, I think it’s everyone’s respon-
sibility, and you as an individual simply have to 
start. 

The disagreement between Eva and Elisabeth causes Elisabeth to clarify her 
view on voluntary reductions as the only way to make meat production and 
consumption environmentally sustainable. This is not a question of volun-
tary reductions being the best solution—Elisabeth would like to see other 
solutions and other actors assuming responsibility—but it is the only 
possible solution. The goal of reductions is neither to pressure politicians 
nor to show support for potential policy changes; instead, it is to act in 
accordance with one’s concerns. When politicians and other societal actors 
are not observed as targets of participatory action (see Ekman & Amnå, 
2012), the citizen, activist, and advocacy roles are unnecessary. However, 
deeming individual voluntary consumption reductions the viable route to 
change, and indeed as the dutiful thing to do, does not mean that one is 
motivated enough to take action. This issue will be discussed in 7.3.  

7.2.3 Passive change 

Passive change can be seen as a way for audiences to address all the identi-
fied barriers to active participation. Passivity refers to not attempting to 
affect reductions in meat consumption specifically. Certain audiences who 
framed reductions as a necessary solution to meat as an environmental 
problem also saw them as a byproduct of observed (or hoped for) develop-
ments in society. In a sense, they relieve audiences of their meat-related 
responsibilities; because a change is underway, they need not actively parti-
cipate in solving the problem. Additionally, it is a method of transforming 
the quite gloomy outlook presented in typical news media articles into 
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something more hopeful. By drawing on their own observations, they 
identify signs that what is being requested in the articles is already under-
way. This approach is exemplified by Charlotte and Cecilia as follows: 

Charlotte …you’ll have to hope that the technical develop-
ment, and other development in the world makes 
us more open to other development as well 
because that is what’s needed. As I see it. 
Development where you change your view of, 
and understand, change your values, that it can’t 
be a given (Cecilia: mm) to eat meat to the extent 
we do now.  

[…]  

Charlotte …I think that all these things going on with the 
environment, I mean you can’t ignore the 
environment even if you want to. It just can’t be 
done (Cecilia: No). So I guess there is awareness 
even though some may say they choose not to 
listen because others will handle that. But I think 
it gets harder and harder. And change, I think 
and hope that a change will come with genera-
tions that have another outlook on things. […] 
You have another view on, other values, and 
those values can lay the foundation for change. I 
really hope the “beer and beef”-geezers take their 
culture with them *laughs*. 

Cecilia Yes, but I think that generation is, well, those who 
think like that, their numbers are dwindling. I 
think so. 

Charlotte So that the new, a new awareness and new trends 
and new food culture can grow.  

Cecilia Yes, it has to do with what you’re used to (Charlotte: 
mm). My two grand-kids eat all kinds of vegetables. 
They love it, and olives, and I mean everything, 
avocado, ever since they were very young. I mean, I 
never ate olives as a kid, now did I? 

The idea that both younger people and future generations will have a different 
view of meat’s place on the plate is both a recurring theme and a solution to 
the problem of environmental unsustainability. This type of hopeful prog-
nostic framing is not supported by the media, which clearly communicates 
that consumers (and sometimes other actors) have a responsibility to take 
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action. Furthermore, the typically framed articles read by focus groups note 
that the Swedish meat consumption has increased substantially. Therefore, 
the audiences draw on their own experiences and observations of develop-
ments not directly related to meat production and consumption to support 
the idea that meat consumption will decrease. In the above discussion, 
Charlotte states that old men engage in environmentally unsustainable food 
consumption, an argument that Cecilia supports by telling an anecdote about 
how her grandchildren like vegetables more than she and others of her 
generation do. Although the manner in which this observed change in taste 
has come about is unclear, Charlotte refers to various societal developments, 
including increased environmental awareness. 

Suggestions about forcing meat consumption reductions, such as by 
removing the choice to eat meat in schools, were also countered by hopeful 
prognostic framing as follows:  

Denise If the kids are made aware in school, maybe they’ll 
take that awareness home with them (Diana: 
mm). 

Doris But I think they’re quite leading. 

Diana I think so too. 

Doris And our school isn’t cutting-edge or anything, but 
there’s a big buffet of salad, and there’s a vege-
tarian day and (Diana and Denise: mm) yeah. 

Denise There is? 

Doris Yes, there is. And is I said, our school isn’t ahead 
of the game when it comes to food, but I think 
they’ve come a long way. 

Denise Okay, they’re working with it then. 

The suggested solutions that entail the removal of the choice to eat meat in 
schools and hospitals are framed as redundant when audiences use their 
experiences to explain that these solutions have already been implemented. 
They also make redundant the need to advocate for such changes. The 
audiences do not have to assume a participatory role to promote the issue to 
either politicians or heads of schools and hospitals.  

The prognostic framing of passive change is interesting because it does 
not refute either the media diagnosis that meat production and consump-
tion are environmental problems or the media prognosis of the need to 
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reduce meat consumption. However, other elements of the typical media 
framing do not seem to resonate, namely, the importance of audiences 
assuming responsibility as consumers to resolve the issue. They do not feel 
obligated to act. Nevertheless, a sense of hope is expressed by audiences. 
Despite the media’s framing of meat as a severe problem that will not be 
solved unless changes are made, the audiences do not feel hopeless. Hope-
lessness can be a response to impending threats (O’Neill and Nicholson-
Cole, 2009), which is a common way of diagnosing issues in environmental 
reporting (Höijer, 2010). The audiences latch onto the suggested solutions, 
not to implement them but to note that they have observed them being 
implemented. Because the audiences believe that others have already been 
motivated to act, feelings of fatalism can be avoided and personal 
responsibility can be shunned. This is the opposite of refraining from action 
because you suspect that no one else will act (see Lorenzoni et al., 2007). 
Simultaneously, it helps explain how responsibility is externalized.  

7.3 Finding motivation to act 
In this section I will focus on how the audiences who identified themselves 
as targets of motivational framing, i.e., who believed they needed to reduce 
their consumption of meat, could not use media to overcome specific 
hinders to active participation. In this chapter I have shown how inform-
ation offered by media was used by audiences to develop involvement 
(7.1.1), and how audiences could use the certainty and severity of media’s 
diagnosis of meat as a problem as support for civic engagement (7.1.2). 
What about audiences using media for active participation? Active parti-
cipation hinges on there being a motivation to act; a convincing call to arms 
(Benford & Snow, 2000). Motivational framing needs to make audiences 
feel a duty to act, that it is important for them to do so, that they are able to 
act, that they are demanded to act, and that the action requested can 
efficiently solve the problem (Amnå, 2008).  

Audiences used media to fulfil some of these motivational factors. A sense 
of duty was expressed by audiences prior to reading the typically framed 
articles (see 6.3 and 6.4). Contributing to an increased sense of duty was the 
shifting of attention to meat consumers, in general, and those consuming a 
large amount of meat, in particular (see 7.1.3). Being alerted to the environ-
mental impacts of meat (see 7.1.1) or increasing one’s certainty about the 
problem and its seriousness (see 7.1.2) contributed to feelings of importance, 
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i.e., having to act. The need to voluntarily reduce high meat consumption (see 
7.2.2) contributed to efficiency. Identifying oneself as a consumer of a large 
amount of meat involved identifying as one of those demanded to act. 
Consequently, the typical media framing—and how audiences interpreted 
it—played a motivational role. However, the following crucial motivational 
factor is missing from this list: the ability to act. The ability to act was doubted 
by audiences identifying as targets who should take action. The typical media 
framing was not found useful by audiences experiencing conflicting concerns 
and practical everyday conundrums. 

In the following conversation, a very strong sense of duty (expressed as 
the feeling that one should decrease one’s meat consumption) and import-
ance (expressed as a person being required to act so that the environment 
will not be destroyed), paired with inability to act (e.g., because of self-
proclaimed laziness), are combined to create a gridlock situation. Further 
reminders of the duty to act and the importance of acting do not auto-
matically increase perceived agency. 

Elisabeth I’ll say it again; one should assume a more active 
position. But when one stands there; I’m just too 
lazy. It’s a bloody shame when you see how they 
overcut the rain forest (Eva: mm). It destroys the 
entire environment, just so that we can eat tasty, 
or eat animals without taking on any responsi-
bility for those succeeding us. And, it makes you 
unwell. 

Eva  Yes, exactly *laughs*.  

[…]  

Eva I’ve noticed that I feel a lot better now. I’m much 
sprier and have no gastric problems at all (Elisa-
beth: yes), or anything. I recommend *laughs*. 

Elisabeth Well, you do look fit as a fiddle *laughter* as op-
posed to me. *laughter* No, but really, the waste 
of resources is abominable. Our, or my, 
generation shouldn’t claim this right, like we’ve 
done. It is an eye opener. 

According to both Eva and Elisabeth, the right thing to do is to decrease 
meat consumption. Reductions have both health and environmental bene-
fits. The latter set of benefits make it urgent to act on one’s duty—the waste 
of resources is “abominable”. Eva, who is a vegan, makes light of the typical 
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media framing, whereas Elisabeth feels targeted. She states that she should 
do something and that she wants to do something, but she continues to 
return to her laziness standing in the way of her ability to act on the 
“should” and “want”. Her “eye-opener” refers to the seriousness of the issue 
and the need to reduce meat consumption, not to being able to act 
accordingly. The conflict leads her to proclaim that “she is pilloried”. 
Feelings of guilt and shame can lead to fatalism or disillusion if there is no 
perceived self-efficacy to counteract them (Lorenzoni et al., 2007; O’Neill 
and Nicholson-Cole, 2009; Höijer, 2010). In this case, there is no lack of 
involvement hindering active participation; if the typical media framing can 
only contribute to increased certainty about the diagnostics and prognos-
tics, it will not facilitate the move from passive to active participation. 
Although perceived agency is not a static state, what is needed to increase it 
is not necessarily more information. The route of action presented is not 
one that audiences feel able to take; thus, guilt was inspired. Audiences 
requested practical help to increase their know-how about plant-based food. 
The one-track environmental media framing of meat runs the risk of 
adding insult to injury. When one is unable to act but constantly reminded 
of the potentially catastrophic consequences of inaction, feelings of guilt can 
become fatalism and hopelessness. Nevertheless, motivated but inactive 
audiences retained hope.  

The next example shows how the media, despite being a part of audi-
ences’ everyday context (Holt, 2012; Jansson, 2002), cannot compete with 
routine and habitual meat consumption practices. Once again, it is not 
involvement that is lacking but rather the ability to act on it. 

Gabriel I think people are aware that it’s bad for the 
environment, and I think they care about it, but 
they still buy more meat. 

Greta  I think it’s the low price. That’s what it comes 
down to. They go into the store and “let’s go with 
meat”. It’s easy as well; you don’t really need to 
think because you’ve been raised in a meat culture.  

Glenn It’s because you can cook good food, and that’s 
because you’re used to it.  

Greta Yes, you’re used to it. That’s one of the barriers to 
me eating more vegetarian food, for real. It’s 
because I haven’t, I’ve not grown up with a lot of 
vegetarian food, and I don’t like peas and beans, 
and things like that. They’re not my cup of tea. It 
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takes effort. 

Glenn And you can probably cook tasty dishes [with 
meat]. 

Greta Exactly. It takes a lot of effort to cook tasty dishes, 
it’s more of an effort than just keeping on eating 
meat. 

What Group G reveals in this conversation is that it is not knowledge and 
increased involvement that consumers need to feel that they have the ability 
to act. As suggested by, for example, Pohjolainen et al. (2016), information-
based measures, such as the typical media framing, should perhaps be 
complemented by more practical measures when either involvement or on-
call participation already exist. Group H identified one such practical 
measure that they thought would render them more able to act in a dutiful 
manner as follows: 

Harry That simply means that the grocery bags2 contain 
too much meat. (Henry: mm) That’s what we’re 
saying. Because I don’t think we would buy a 
vegetarian grocery bag, no I don’t think so. Not 
the wifey and I. I would buy a normal grocery bag. 
If it’s ok to call a non-vegetarian grocery bag the 
normal kind. (Hugo: mm) Would you choose a 
vegetarian grocery bag? 

Hugo No.  

Henry No. Not a completely vegetarian one. Absolutely 
not. 

A flexitarian grocery bag, which is what is being suggested, would not 
remove the voluntariness from consumption choices; the consumer would 
have to choose it. If there is involvement, e.g., a perceived duty to and 
efficiency of cutting down on meat, the flexitarian grocery bag would cater 
to that motivation while satisfying the taste for meat. Furthermore, the 
flexitarian grocery bag would provide practical help in the form of ingredi-
ents and recipes, thus removing some of the everyday barriers to active 
participation. 
 
2 This term refers to a subscription to pre-packaged grocery bags that contain both gro-
ceries and recipes. The consumer receives a pre-planned weekly menu. 
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Obstacles are found in the everyday practices of shopping, cooking, and 
eating meat. Greta says both she and others like her know what they should 
do and even what they want to do. However, they do not know how to do it 
practically and how to make it fit into their everyday routines and practices 
(see e.g., Lea et al., 2006). Whereas media consumption is a part of everyday 
life, it is not sitting on your shoulder as you walk the aisles of the super-
market attempting to decide what to cook for dinner. It is not next to you at 
the table, answering the children’s question about why the lasagne has vege-
tables in it instead of minced meat. Although the answer to that question 
could be “because vegetables are better for the environment than meat”, it 
would not change the fact that routines have been broken. As Greta notes, 
that takes effort. 

7.4 Summary and conclusions 
In this chapter I have shown 1) how media framing increase audience 
certainty in the diagnostic framing of meat as an environmental issue, 2) 
how media can be used by audiences to facilitate their civic engagement, 3) 
how media’s framing of meat as a problem can sow a seed of involvement 
where there was previously none, 4) how the media alerted audiences to the 
role of high consumption as an important cause to environmental risks, and 
5) how media contributed to audiences’ identifying themselves as targets for 
motivational framing. These are all ways in which media facilitate different 
forms of participation.  

However, I have also shown that 1) audiences can see media’s diagnosis 
of meat as an environmental problem as a threat and use media as anta-
gonist in counter-framing, 2) media does not always increase the perceived 
importance of the issue, 3) audiences do not identify possibilities for active 
participation besides political consumption, 4) audiences do not identify 
themselves as targets of motivational framing, 5) audiences cannot envision 
politicians and publicly financed organizations assuming responsibility, 6) a 
perceived strong public opposition make audiences doubt the efficiency of 
both voluntary and enforced reductions, 7) media did not increase the 
perceived ability to act, and 8) active participation, policy changes, or 
enforced reductions are not necessary because a change is underway. These 
are all hinders to making meat production and consumption environ-
mentally sustainable.  
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The first hinder renders all form of remedial action unnecessary and 
even unwanted. The second hinders construction of routes to change 
targeting meat specifically. The third is connected to the fourth and fifth. If 
one has carried out meat consumption changes one has already fulfilled 
one’s duty, i.e., is not a target in need of motivation. Although it is unlikely 
powerful actors will assume responsibility, it is not up to the audiences to 
make them do so. The audiences’ responsibilities are limited to making 
appropriate choices as consumers, and media does not tell them otherwise. 
The sixth hinder is underpinned by the audiences’ everyday experiences of 
encountering opposition. Opposition to meat being an environmental 
problem, or to the necessity of reductions are very uncommon in the media 
studied. The seventh hinder points to the limitations of information in 
turning on-call participation into active. The eight hinder is similar to the 
first (even though they have opposite goals) in that it renders any efforts 
into making meat production and consumption environmentally sustain-
able unnecessary. 

I have also shown how the media framing shifted the focus from 
remedying individual consumption concerns to remedying the environ-
mental unsustainability of meat. One route to doing so involved audiences 
suggesting the solution of meat consumption reductions enforced by 
politicians and/or publicly financed institutions, but not other powerful 
actors like retailers. Audiences attributed responsibility to actors other than 
themselves because they 1) had moral objections to individuals driving the 
change, 2) believe powerful actors had a duty to assume responsibility, or 3) 
saw those actors as the only ones who were able to solve the problem. These 
reasons were combined in various ways. The second route to remedying the 
environmental unsustainability of meat went through voluntary individual 
consumption reductions. The audiences suggesting this route did so be-
cause they 1) could not see politicians, retailers, and publicly financed insti-
tutions ever assuming treatment responsibility, 2) saw assumption of indi-
vidual responsibility as a moral duty, or 3) believed meat consumption 
should not be limited by politicians and/or publicly financed organizations. 
These reasons were also combined in different ways.   

Based on the audiences framing and their use of media in this chapter, the 
audiences can be divided into two groups. The first consists of those who see 
themselves as targets of motivational framing. The second group consists of 
those who do not. I suggest this is, at least in part, due both to the identifica-
tion of “consumer” as the only role for active participation and to the 
emphasis on attributing causal responsibility to high meat consumers. These 
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ways of understanding meat are supported by the media framing of meat. 
They imply that if you do not consume large quantities of meat, you are not 
contributing to the problem, and you have carried out the active participation 
that can be expected of you. In other words, you are only a target of 
motivational framing when you are, and identify as a high meat consumer. 
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CHAPTER 8 
Conclusions and discussion 

In this concluding chapter I return to the aim of this thesis and outline the 
routes to making meat production and consumption environmentally sus-
tainable. I have identified these based on my analysis of media and audience 
framing. I departed from the assumption that analysis of media content 
alone is inadequate because audiences have their own understandings—
shaped by beliefs, values, and experiences—that they bring to their inter-
pretations of the media content. Therefore, I have also analysed both audi-
ence understandings and audience interpretations of typical media framing 
in an interactive setting. To tie these together and connect them to the 
potential for participation, I have used the concept of framing. This far, I 
have presented media framing (Chapter 5), audience framing (Chapter 6), 
and audiences’ use of media in interactive framing processes (Chapter 7).  

In this concluding chapter I will turn to the possible routes of action that 
are opened up—and which are blocked off—when these issues are con-
sidered together. First I summarize the main conclusions of this study. 
Then I turn to how the routes to change were constructed to highlight the 
roles of media framing, audience framing, and audience use of media in the 
process. I also point to facilitators and barriers in the complex process, 
present the routes not taken, discuss the conflicts between routes, and how 
they could potentially be bridged and extended. Finally I discuss the find-
ings in relation to research on media coverage of environmental issues, 
media research that includes audiences, and the individualized responsi-
bility approach to solving environmental issues. 

8.1 Main conclusions 
The conclusions in this chapter are tied to different parts of the model of 
how routes to change are constructed, which was presented in Chapter 3. 
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The first group of conclusions present the different routes and how they 
relate to individual participation in sustainable changes of Swedish meat 
production and consumption. The second group concerns the contribution 
of media framing in the construction of the routes, which is contingent on 
the audiences. The third group considers which participatory roles—passive 
as well as active—that are made available for individuals, and how these 
relate to each other. The second and third groups of conclusions are based 
on how media and audience framings contributed to constructing the 
routes to change. 

Figure 6: Groups of conclusions in relation to simplified model of how routes to change are 
constructed. 

The media and audience framings imply the construction of only one route 
that involves individual participation with the purpose of making meat 
production and consumption environmentally sustainable: the voluntary 
route to change. Several alternative routes are constructed but these either 
do not involve individual, or collective, participation (the forced route to 
change), is not supported by the media framing (the buycotting route), or 
does not identify meat as environmentally unsustainable (the protecting 
production route). The two routes that hold the most potential for making 
meat production and consumption environmentally sustainable, according 
to audiences, are the voluntary and forced routes. Both entail meat con-
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sumption reductions. Although they are the most promising there are still 
some roadblocks to remove. The major barrier for the voluntary route is 
how to make individuals feel able to act on their environmental concerns. 
The major barrier for the forced route is the perceived impossibility of 
getting enforcers to assume responsibility. The study’s audiences do not see 
how several routes can be combined. 

Based on the analysis I conclude that in the construction of the above 
routes 1) media alerts audiences to meat being an environmental issue, 2) 
media provides audiences with information that facilitates involvement and 
further civic engagement, and 3) media offers some motivational resources 
that contribute to audiences perceived willingness and ability to act, as 
consumers. Based on these conclusions media does seem to contribute to 
informing and educating the public so that they are willing to assume 
responsibility and make environmentally sustainable choices as meat con-
sumers, and become more supportive of policy instruments. It confirms 
that media help bring environmental issues to public attention, and that 
media suggestions about how an issue should be understood and managed 
can resonate with audiences and lay a foundation for active participation.  

However, I also conclude that the same media framing 1) fails to address 
information requests from audiences, 2) cannot account for all the diversity 
in audience framing, 3) does not remove all perceived barriers to active 
participation, and 4) does not facilitate bridging of different audience 
framings and routes to change. Furthermore, media’s firm placement of 
meat as an environmental issue on the agenda, together with the framing of 
the issue means certain audiences put up resistance to it and cast media in 
the role as antagonist. These are conclusions that would have been impos-
sible to draw based on the analysis of media content alone, which is why 
they confirm the importance of including audiences when the aim is to 
draw conclusions about implications of media framing for audiences.  

The main conclusion about active individual participation, and its role in 
solving the unsustainability of meat, is that it is strictly limited to political 
consumption. Audiences are only addressed as consumers by media, and 
not as citizens with the ability to protest, to vote, to join movements or 
advocate change. It means that neither mainstream nor alternative radical 
media challenges the individualized responsibility approach to managing 
environmental problems. The only participatory role audiences construct is 
also that of consumer. Furthermore, in the focus group discussions, the 
individual responsibility is not seen as going beyond the individual’s own 
political consumption; when you have changed your consumption you are 
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done, no matter if the problem remains. The focus group discussions show 
that individuals are reluctant to persuade other individuals to act as envir-
onmentally responsible meat consumers. My analysis indicates diverse civic 
engagement activities are undertaken: citizens write letters to the editor, the 
focus group participants consume news about meat as an environmental 
issue, and discuss the issue with their peers. In the beginning of the thesis I 
conceptualised civic engagement as a bridge between involvement and 
active participation, but acknowledged that the relationship was unlikely to 
be linear. The focus group discussions emphasise the complexities. The 
complexities surrounding involvement are also emphasised through the 
focus group discussions. Yes, involvement can be thought of as a pre-
requisite to active participation with the intention of shaping the commun-
ity’s future. However, my analysis shows that involvement can also 1) be a 
barrier to active participation when individuals hold strong opinions about 
the responsibility being someone else’s, and 2) contributes to constructing 
challenges to environmentally sustainable changes by claiming meat is not 
an (important) environmental problem.  

In the next section I present the routes to change that media and 
audiences construct and discuss the conclusions about the roles of media 
and audience framing in the construction, and about the participatory roles.  

8.2 Construction of the routes to change 
Based on my analysis of audience and media framing, several different 
routes to changing meat production and consumption are constructed. I 
have labelled these: ‘Media’s route to change’, ‘The voluntary route to 
change’, ‘The forced route to change’, ‘The buycotting route to change’ and 
‘The route to protecting production’. All routes include a diagnosis of a 
problem, as well as a prognosis, i.e. a suggested solution and attribution of 
responsibility for carrying it out. Motivation for the participation is 
included when the routes entail individual participation. The routes differ 
from each other in many ways. There are differences between diagnoses, 
between prognoses, and between attributions of responsibility of the 
different routes. Yet, there are overlaps between routes; some share diag-
noses and part of prognoses. There are also differences in the role media 
plays in the construction of the routes, and in the conceptualisation of 
individual participation. This means that the routes can be grouped 
according to different characteristics—according to how meat is framed as 
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an environmental issue, according to the influence of media in construction 
of the route, and according to whether they entail individual participation 
or not. The categorization I have made is based on the results of my analy-
sis, and the choice to focus on media as provider of information and 
motivation, in relation to individual participation. There may be more ways 
of comparing and contrasting these routes. The routes are summarised in 
Table 12 on the following page. 

Before comparing similarities and differences in the framing of the 
separate routes, the roles media, and inevitably audiences, play in the con-
struction of routes, and bridging possibilities I will briefly outline the 
construction of the routes. I touch upon the framing underpinning the 
routes, as well as how media framings have gone into them, and how 
audiences’ beliefs, experiences, values, and interactions influenced what 
elements of the media framing that were included.  
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Table 12: Summary of the framing underpinning the different routes to change. The 
framings have been divided into diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational following 
Benford & Snow’s (2001) framework of what framing does, and Amnå’s (2008) ideas 
about the motivational factors needed for active participation. The media route has been 
included as a comparison to the audience routes, but the media one has also influenced the 
audience routes. 

Framing 
functions 

Media route to 
change 

Audiences’ 
voluntary route to 
change 

Audiences’ forced 
route to change 

Audiences’ 
buycotting route 
to change 

Audiences’ 
route to 
protecting 
production 

Diagnosis Meat is a serious 
climate change 
problem 

Meat is a serious 
environmental 
problem 

Meat is a serious 
environmental 
problem 

Foreign, large-
scale, conventional 
production is an 
environmental, 
health, animal 
welfare, and safety 
problem 

Swedish meat 
production has 
environmental 
benefits but it is 
threatened 

Prognosis 
Solution 
 
 
 
Responsible 
actor 

 
Decrease meat 
consumption 
 
 
Individual 
consumers and/or 
politicians 

 
Decrease meat 
consumption 
 
 
Individual 
consumers 
 

 
Decrease meat 
consumption 
 
 
Politicians, publicly 
funded 
organizations 

 
Buycott Swedish, 
organic, small-
scale meat 
 
Individual 
consumers 

 
Protect/Increase 
Swedish meat 
production 
 
Individual 
consumers and 
politicians 
 

Motivation 
for 
participation 

Demand audience 
action; vital for 
solving the serious 
problem 

Willingness to act 
and belief in 
prognosis 

- Willingness and 
ability to act 

Willingness and 
ability to act 

Main barrier - Perceived lack of 
ability to act 

Difficulty of getting 
actors to assume 
responsibility 

Not efficient 
enough if meat is a 
serious 
environmental 
problem 

- 

8.2.1 The media route to change 

The media route to change is very reminiscent of individualized responsibility 
approach to solving environmental issues (Anshelm, 2004; Connolly & 
Prothero, 2008; Moloney & Strengers, 2014; Soneryd & Uggla, 2015). It is the 
one that audiences are most likely to encounter through their consumption of 
mainstream and alternative radical nation-wide newspapers. The information 
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offered to audiences is that meat production and consumption is a serious 
climate change problem because of high GHG emissions. The only efficient 
solution is for consumers to assume responsibility and change their behaviour, 
i.e., choose to cut down on meat. The media framing demands audiences to act 
as environmentally responsible meat consumers, because if they do not, climate 
change cannot be curbed. There could have been several media routes to 
change but my analysis shows the one above is the dominating one. Overall, the 
media framing is uniform, as is the way it is carried out, i.e., narrowly, with cer-
tainty, and without complexity. However, there is some variation to the attribu-
tion of treatment responsibility. Consumers are attributed with treatment 
responsibility most frequently, but towards the end of the time period studied 
politicians emerge as targets of treatment responsibility. Furthermore, media 
frames shared treatment responsibility as a way of achieving meat consumption 
reductions; politicians are attributed with responsibility for facilitating indi-
vidual consumer responsibility and/or for making publicly financed organiza-
tions assume responsibility. Media framing exempts retailers and meat pro-
ducers from treatment responsibility. Although meat as an environmental issue 
has been placed firmly on the media agenda, and politicians are attributed with 
responsibility, the politicians themselves remain unfazed. They, just like 
retailers, do not take part in the media debate. Policy suggestions for how to 
deal with the environmental unsustainability of meat are part of the media and 
audience framings, but ignored by those with the power to put them in motion.  

With one route being dominating, the media framing is more uniform 
than the scientific and audience framings of meat. It is also more uniform 
than the media framing of other environmental issues and risks, where 
activities of politicians, policy progress, and economic opportunities for 
business and industries are covered, attribution of responsibility is more 
varied, and more than one participatory role is suggested to individuals 
(Boykoff, 2012; Djerf Pierre, 1996; Stenborg, 2013). When media is des-
cribed as producers of public spheres it implies they offer an arena where 
different actors can make claims and take part in a contest of how an issue 
should be framed, and therefore understood (Cox, 2012; Dahlgren, 2006; 
Klintman & Boström, 2004; Rein, 2001). My analysis shows that the media 
framing of meat cannot be described as a contest or debate. It is rather 
characterised by agreement. The seriousness of the problem, and the 
necessity of reducing meat consumption are rarely questioned.  
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8.2.2 The voluntary reduction route to change 

The voluntary route to change, as it was constructed by certain audiences, 
bears many similarities to the media route to change. Whereas the media 
diagnosis is specific and only focuses on one risk, the audience diagnoses 
include several risks, are general, and/or connect several concerns of meat 
(this also goes for the diagnosis underpinning the forced reduction route). 
My analysis suggests that the media framing cannot account for the 
inclusion of biodiversity loss, deforestation, eutrophication, and other 
environmental consequences of meat in particular audiences’ diagnoses. 
These are very rarely included in the mainstream and alternative media’s 
diagnosis. The mismatch between the inclusivity of audience framing and 
exclusivity of media framing does not hinder resonance about the 
seriousness of the problem, or the necessity of achieving meat consumption 
reductions. It does however suggest that there are other information sources 
that audiences draw on, sources that this study does not cover. The dif-
ferences between diagnoses illustrate that media cannot account for all the 
diversity in audience framing. 

However, the certainty of media’s diagnosis and prognosis contributes to 
audiences’ understanding of meat as a serious environmental problem. The 
perceived seriousness of the problem paved the way for adoption of the 
claim that individuals must assume responsibility and voluntarily reduce 
their meat consumption if the problem is to be solved (media offers some 
motivational resources). The audience adoption of the media prognosis and 
the perceived efficiency of voluntary consumption reductions were facili-
tated by some beliefs specific to the proponents of this route. The most 
apparent belief is that individuals must find the motivation within them-
selves to act as political consumers either because a) it is counterproductive 
to force meat reduction upon people, and/or b) you cannot expect someone 
else to solve the problem. The first reason was based on audiences’ everyday 
experiences, like the dissatisfaction of being forced to eat a vegetarian meal 
(see 7.2.2). The second was based on the standpoint that being environ-
mentally responsible is morally correct.  

The major barrier to actively participating in ameliorating the unsustain-
ability of meat by voluntarily cutting down on meat consumption is the 
perceived inability to act. This perception is traced back to earlier attempts 
to reduce meat consumption that failed because of the taste and con-
venience of meat. Media framing did not remove this barrier by offering 
concrete educational pointers as they do not teach audiences how to cook 
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plant-based food, navigate family food preferences, or merge new food 
practices with existing routines, habits, and values. These audiences 
requested continuous information and communication efforts to remind 
both themselves and others of the importance of acting. This voluntary 
route to change was the construction of audiences whose understanding of 
meat as an environmental issue was either awakened (media alerts audi-
ences to meat being an environmental issue) or fortified by media framing. 
These reactions could have contributed to audiences’ belief in the influence 
of communication efforts, even though the perceived ability to act was not 
facilitated by the media framing (media does not remove all perceived 
barriers to active participation). 

8.2.3 The forced reduction route to change 

The forced reduction route to change shares its diagnosis and prognosis with 
the media route to change. It also shares the diagnosis and prognosis with 
the voluntary reduction route to change, up until the attribution of respon-
sibility. The forced reduction route stipulates that reductions enforced by 
politicians and publicly financed organizations is the only efficient route to 
change. The audiences contributing to the construction of the forced route 
reject the voluntary route either because a) it is perceived as inefficient (i.e., 
it will not solve the serious environmental problem of meat) and/or b) 
politicians and publicly funded organizations have a moral responsibility to 
solve the problem. There are limits to forcing consumption reduction 
changes; the line is drawn between radical and reformist changes. The 
proponents of the forced route to change still frame vegetarianism and 
veganism as strictly voluntary changes. The aversion to voluntary consump-
tion reductions lays not in the individual action per se and need not be 
rooted in an ideological resistance to “being the change you would like to 
see”. On the contrary, certain audiences supporting the forced route to 
change either have transitioned to a vegetarian lifestyle or partake in more 
or less radical forms of political consumption of meat. However, there are 
also audience segments who are self-proclaimed high meat consumers who 
frame this route to change as the most desirable and efficient. The audi-
ences deem voluntary consumption reductions inefficient because of the 
belief that consumers are either unable or unwilling to act. My analysis 
shows that certain audiences perceive that there is strong public opposition 
to reducing meat consumption. According to these audiences, meat con-
sumption is viewed as a human right by many people (see 6.1.3). Conse-



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

252 

quently, these audiences cannot envision enough consumers assuming 
responsibility and voluntarily decreasing their consumption of meat to 
achieve environmentally sustainable meat production and consumption. 

The perceived strong public opposition to meat consumption reductions 
also contributes to the primary barrier to the forced route to change; it 
makes it difficult to convince politicians to assume responsibility and 
implement policy changes. Regardless of how desirable the forced route to 
change is to certain audiences, they cannot see it coming to fruition. Neither 
do they see any role that they can play in either attempting to sway public 
opinion or communicating their own support for policy measures to poli-
ticians and publicly funded institutions. In other words, they do not see 
their involvement, i.e., their passive participation, becoming active partici-
pation, at least not beyond the actions they have already implemented, 
which are limited to political consumption. However, the audiences suspect 
that those who are opposed to meat consumption reductions are waiting to 
transform their involvement into active participation to defend meat. The 
suspected response to a tax on meat is a “public outcry” and meat free meals 
in schools are supposed to trigger protests (see 7.2.1). Interestingly, the 
perceived public opposition to meat reductions is not a frequent feature of 
environmental media framing. It rather seems to be rooted in everyday 
social interactions. Although the basis for audiences’ perceptions of the 
public opinion on meat reduction is an issue for further investigation, the 
media does not seem to play a substantial role.  

8.2.4 The buycotting route to change 

The buycotting route to change is underpinned by a diagnosis that combines 
many different concerns, including health, animal welfare, safety, environ-
mental, and taste. The understanding that large-scale, industrialised, 
foreign, and conventional meat production was the main culprit in all these 
concerns united the audiences, regardless of whether they framed meat as a 
complex, uncertain, and/or extensive problem (see 6.2). The diagnosis was 
compatible with the following various routes of action: radical lifestyle 
changes (see 6.2.1), buycotting meat from local, Swedish, small-scale, 
organic producers (see 6.2.2), and a combination of reducing consumption 
and buycotting (see 6.2.3). One could simply choose the route that fit one’s 
personal circumstances and that one was motivated enough to carry out. 
The idea was that almost everyone should be able to actively participate 
through buycotting, which presented a desirable and viable route to making 
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meat production and consumption environmentally sustainable. The media 
route to change, and audiences adopting it, is what challenges the perceived 
efficiency of the buycotting route. The media and audiences analysed frame 
meat consumption reduction as the only solution efficient enough when 
meat production and consumption are diagnosed as a serious environ-
mental issue. The media’s diagnostic framing rarely differentiate between 
modes of production and buycotting is not included in the prognostic 
framing. Nevertheless, the audiences differentiate between modes of 
production based on environmental and other concerns. Where and how 
have they encountered this information? It is a question that my analysis 
does not provide an answer to. 

8.2.5 The route to protecting production 

The route to protecting production is in opposition to the other routes and it is 
constructed through counter-framing. The role of counter-framing is 
rendering an issue non-problematic (McCright & Dunlap, 2004). Not only is 
meat production and consumption diagnosed as unproblematic, the problem 
is that meat production, especially the Swedish, is threatened. Media is cast in 
the role as antagonist—fuelling the divide between defining meat as an envir-
onmental problem and not defining it as an environmental problem. The 
counter-framing audiences view the environmental media framing of meat, 
with it suggestions of meat consumption reductions, as fuelling the threats 
against Swedish meat production. To this audience, a threat to Swedish meat 
production is a threat to Sweden’s rural areas, to which the audience was 
closely connected. What underpinned the counter-framing were direct 
experiences of meat production, but also scepticism about the credibility of 
media and scientists. That previous experiences incongruent with media 
framing, beliefs inconsistent with it, and the low perceived credibility of 
media can prevent the adoption of news media framing has been suggested in 
previous literature (e.g., Benford & Snow, 2000; Dahlgren, 1988; Olausson, 
2011). Here, I can show that incongruent previous experiences, inconsistent 
beliefs, and low perceived credibility were also used to mount resistance to the 
environmental media framing of meat.  

8.2.6 The routes not taken 

The aim of this study is to identify participatory routes to change. Above I 
have done this. I have also identified a non-participatory route to change, 
and two alternative routes to change, that are intended to solve alternative 
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problems to the environmental impacts of meat, although they are related. 
However, I also find it necessary to comment on the routes that are not 
identified. Of course, one could imagine a great number of possible routes, 
based on diagnoses, prognoses, participatory roles, and combinations of 
these. Based on previous research, and my points of departure of this study, 
there are certain routes, or rather elements, whose lack I would like to high-
light. Firstly, there is the lack of combination of solutions, for example, 
buycotting of Swedish free-range and organic meat combined with 
reductions, and more or less radical shifts towards plant-based diets. This I 
will discuss more in the next section. Secondly, there is the lack of retailers 
in the media framing, both as claims-makers, and as targets of treatment 
responsibility. Certain audiences touch upon the role of retailers, based on 
them being powerful actors, but deem routes of change which require them 
assuming responsibility completely unviable. They have no moral duty to 
assume such responsibility, the way politicians and publicly financed 
institutions do. 

8.3 Conflicts and bridging opportunities 
When the routes are compared with each other, they seem incompatible. The 
focus group discussions show how audiences pick one, and argue against the 
others. When the framing functions of the different routes are compared, 
possibilities for bridging open up. Here I compare the framing functions—the 
diagnoses, prognoses, and motivation—to show why routes are deemed 
incompatible and where there are bridging opportunities between them. I 
suggest the media framing contributes to both of the following: 1) the 
audiences’ perception of the voluntary and forced reduction routes as the 
only ones that can make meat production and consumption sustainable, and 
2) the construction of a conflict between the protecting (Swedish) production 
route, the buycotting route, and the reduction routes. Furthermore, I suggest 
that the uniformity of the media framing provides a part of the explanation to 
both of these contributions. However, where there is variation in media 
framing, i.e., in the attribution of treatment responsibility, audiences interpret 
the alternatives as incompatible.  

8.3.1 Conflicting routes 

Based on my analysis it is possible to distinguish three different diagnoses. 
One is shared between the media route and the two reduction routes, the 
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second paves the way for the buycotting route, and the third is part of the 
protecting production route. As the grouping implies, the second and third 
diagnoses are not suggested through media framing. In my view the 
Swedish media framing contributes to constructing a conflict between the 
protecting Swedish production route, the buycotting route, and the reduc-
tion routes. In other words, media does not facilitate bridging or extension of 
different audience framings and routes to change. Although different ways of 
framing an issue can be consistent with the same route of action, and one 
way of framing an issue can be consistent with several routes of action 
(Entman, 1993; Rein & Schön, 1996), it is also the case that some ways of 
framing an issue cut off certain routes of action. The three different diag-
noses are conflicting, according to audiences. The protecting production 
route is based on counter-framing (see 6.1.4 and 7.1.3). The framing it is 
based on cuts off the reduction routes to change, according to the particular 
audiences who constructed it. The second, the buycotting route, acknow-
ledges environmental concerns in the diagnostic framing but is more 
extensive than those of the media and of the reduction routes. This route 
was instead cut off by the media framing and by the framing underpinning 
the reduction routes.  

The focus group interpretations of media showed that the media framing 
resonates with certain audiences, and is used in the construction of the 
reduction routes. But the framing also contributes to the audiences’ percep-
tion that buycotting and reduction cannot be complementary solutions to the 
environmental unsustainability of meat. The audiences perceive buycotting as 
a way of handling competing meat consumption concerns (see 6.3.2)—e.g., 
safety and animal welfare versus health, and pleasure—but not as efficient 
enough to be the solution in a route to making meat environmentally sus-
tainable. The media framing contributes to this separation of the routes as it 
treats environmental impacts of meat separately from other concerns, and it 
suggests only one solution—reduction of meat consumption. 

The conflict between the buycotting and protecting production route is 
not one of outright opposition. They share several features—that Swedish 
production is unproblematic, at least in comparison with foreign production, 
and that it should therefore be supported. The media’s role in keeping the 
routes apart lies in not alerting audiences to the shared, but unorganized, 
views of meat production and consumption. Neither of the diagnostic and 
prognostic elements shared between the protecting production route and 
buycotting routes are included in the media route to change.  
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According to Benford and Snow (2000) framing is more likely to generate 
collective action when it 1) identifies a wide range of (connected) problems, 
2) is inclusive and flexible in terms of ideas and themes incorporated, 3) has 
enough variability in its interpretive scope to allow for inclusiveness and 
flexibility, and 4) is credible and salient to potential participants; it resonates 
with them. The media framing of meat is however uniformly narrow (does 
not connect environmental concerns of meat to alternative ones) and 
exclusive (does not include variety of diagnoses or solutions). The interpretive 
scope is inflexible, even when there is resonance. It means that audiences 
choose between routes, rather than combine them in different ways, or see 
how several can be carried out in parallel.    

The conflict between the reduction routes and the protecting production 
routes runs deeper, they are oppositional. The diagnosis of the protection 
route both refutes the factual claims of the reduction routes—meat produc-
tion is not an environmental problem—and frame meat consumption reduc-
tions as part of the problem instead of as the solution—they threaten the 
Swedish meat production. The audiences constructing the protecting produc-
tion route rejects the media diagnosis, it does not resonate with them. Because 
the media framing is interpreted as threatening it is cast as an antagonist. 
Although the mainstream media do not typically engage in persuasive and 
motivational framing (Kolandai-Matchett, 2009), it is interpreted as such by 
the counter-framing audience. Interestingly, media does not function as an 
arena for framing contests (see Anderson, 1997) for this audience, but as a 
contestant. Therefore, it is unlikely that the media framing of meat will be 
adopted by this particular audience, nor will it contribute to bridging the 
conflict between the reduction and protecting production routes, unless the 
media framing or audience beliefs, and values change.  

As I have stated before, my analysis shows that the reduction routes are 
framed as the only plausible routes to making the Swedish meat production 
and consumption environmentally sustainable, and that the media framing 
contributes to the constructing of them. Still, there is a conflict between the 
attributions of responsibility between the two reduction routes. When 
audiences take part in constructing a reduction route they attribute respon-
sibility to either consumers or politicians, but not both. Despite all the 
shared features, the audiences deem one or the other as the route to making 
meat production and consumption environmentally sustainable. Why is 
that? This conflict cannot be as easily connected to the media framing as the 
other conflicts; it rather seems to be fuelled by different audience beliefs 
about how societal issues should be handled. Although the media route to 
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change implies individual consumer responsibility for meat consumption 
reductions, there is actually diversity to how media attributes responsibility. 
Sometimes politicians are attributed with responsibility for driving the 
change, and sometimes the responsibility is attributed to both consumers 
and politicians.  

A reason as to why the audiences veer off in opposite directions could be 
that certain audiences are opposed to state-centred interventions that limit 
their possibilities to choose when and what meat they consume, whereas 
others believe that powerful actors—politicians and publicly financed 
organizations—are the ones with both moral responsibility for and capacity 
to make meat environmentally sustainable. I do however suggest that it is 
possible to view the audiences’ values and beliefs contributing to the 
divergence between the two reduction routes as a spectrum. Furthermore, I 
see that there are commonalities in the barriers to the two routes. Conse-
quently, there could be some bridging potential. Bridging potential be-
tween, and extension potential of, routes is what I turn to in the next 
section. I also discuss how media could facilitate bridging and extension, as 
well as if they should. 

8.3.2 Potential for bridging and extending routes 

The possibilities for bridging and extension are tied to the view of frames as 
dynamic (Van Gorp, 2007). It means that they can change, but it also means 
they are constantly negotiated, and that actors struggle to steer the framing 
to guide understanding of and action in relation to an issue (Rein, 2001; 
Rein & Schön, 1996; Snow & Benford, 2005). More importantly here, the 
dynamism of frames means actors can also try to steer them to resolve con-
flicts between different understandings of and suggested actions in relation 
to an issue, and garner wider support (Klintman & Boström 2004; Rein, 
200). My analysis show that the audience framings of meat offer possibilities 
for solving the conflicts between the routes to change. It lays the foundation 
for new ways of participating, but it does not mean that participation is 
automatically organized or turns active. Solving some of the conflicts means 
that groups who have previously been divided may act collectively, by 
finding common goals, and common targets to influence, or by re-eval-
uating their own actions. I see that bridging of the protecting production 
route and the buycotting route, as well as extension of the diagnosis and 
solution of the reduction routes could soften the sharp delineation between 
the protecting production route and reduction routes. Furthermore, the 
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extension of the reduction routes could possibly strengthen the citizenship 
qualities of buycotting, but also other consumption and lifestyle choices. 
Bridging of the two reduction routes may help overcome some of the 
barriers to them, through identification of shared targets for their 
participation.  

The buycotting route to change is an interesting one as it offers bridging 
possibilities to both the counter-framing and the reduction strategies. With 
extension (Benford & Snow, 2000) of the diagnosis that meat is a serious 
problem, i.e., if the diagnosis included alternative concerns, and/or exten-
sion of the prognosis, i.e., to include different solutions the buycotting route 
could be aligned with the reduction routes and the protecting production 
route. My analysis shows there is a shared understanding, across these 
routes, about what constitutes “bad” and “good” meat production (see 6.2). 
Simply put, the proponents of the reduction and buycotting routes are not 
opposed to the Swedish, local, organic, and free-range meat production, i.e. 
the one that the protecting production route wish to maintain and support. 
In my view, extension of diagnoses and prognoses does not necessarily 
mean “arguing for reduction and boycotting of (foreign, conventional) meat 
because it is bad for your health, for the animals, for security, and for the 
environment”. It rather means allowing for greater complexity; illuminating 
the relationships between different modes of production, different types of 
meat, different concerns, and different solutions. The focus group discus-
sions show that individuals are grappling with these complexities (see 6.1.1 
and 6.1.3), and that several concerns go into their framing of meat (see 6.3). 
However, they also show that the complexities, the many concerns, and the 
routines of everyday life are hard to include when meat is simplistically 
framed as an urgent and severe environmental problem, as it is in media. 
The scientific discussion on the environmental unsustainability of meat 
highlights the complexities (Carlsson-Kanyama & Gonzalez, 2009; DeVries 
& DeBoer, 2010; Kumm, 2003; Röös et al., 2013), and suggests there are 
different routes to change (Carlsson-Kanyama & Gonzalez, 2009; Cole & 
McCoskey, 2013; McMichael et al. 2007; Röös et al., 2014; Schösler et al., 
2007), but mainstream and alternative media do not (see 5.2 and 5.3). 

Based on my analysis, the prognoses of the reduction routes are moti-
vated by some shared values and beliefs, even though they attribute 
treatment responsibility to different groups of actors. Therefore, potential 
for resolving the conflict between them goes through bridging, i.e. tapping 
into and organizing the shared values and beliefs (Snow et al., 1986). These 
shared beliefs are 1) the only participatory role available is that of con-
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sumer, 2) the perceived unwillingness and inability of consumers to volun-
tarily reduce their meat consumption, 3) the perceived difficulty of getting 
powerful actors (e.g., politicians and retailers) to assume responsibility, 4) 
that powerful actors have a duty to assume responsibility, and 5) the 
understanding that a critical mass of consumers must participate if political 
consumption is to be an efficient solution. To be clear, the first belief seems 
to be shared by all focus group participants. The other values and beliefs are 
not even shared by all proponents of the two reduction routes. They do 
however overlap the routes. The most important thing to show proponents 
of the voluntary route is that there is a possibility that powerful actors will 
assume responsibility. The most important thing to show proponents of the 
forced route is that there are people willing and able to reduce their meat 
consumption.  

8.3.3 Conflicts, bridging, and extension  
in relation to the role(s) of media 

Could media framing contribute to the bridging? My analysis does show 
that media attributes treatment responsibility to both consumers and 
politicians, but that does not seem enough for these particular audiences. 
However, the analysis also shows that politicians do not take part in the 
mediated debate on meat, and that audiences are not offered participatory 
roles in which to target powerful actors. This could contribute to the 
audiences’ perceptions about the unlikeliness of politicians assuming 
responsibility, and their inability of seeing how they could target powerful 
actors through participation. The audiences do not touch upon voting, 
protests, joining movements, advocating for change or any other conceiv-
able way of how powerful actors could be targeted. Neither does media, not 
even when responsibility is attributed to politicians or to politicians and 
consumers both. Granted, politicians are media audiences too why media’s 
attribution of responsibility could be seen as targeting them directly. Still, 
the politicians do not seem to have heeded to that call as they do not take 
part in the public debate on meat.   

My analysis shows that there are possibilities for frame bridging and 
extension, but it cannot show whether they will be utilised by actors, or that 
they are likely to occur. What follows is a short discussion about a possible 
explanation as to why the media framing is uniform, how it could be made 
more diverse, and whether it should be. I do not claim that the uniformity of 
media framing of meat is the single reason as to why there are conflicts 
between routes to change. Neither do I claim that more diverse media 
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framing would resolve those conflicts. Although frames are dynamic, they are 
also tied to broader value orientations in society, and to power relations 
between different actors and institutions (Carragee & Roefs, 2004; Gamson & 
Modigliani, 1989; Van Gorp, 2007; Weber et al., 2008). Departing from this 
view, the uniform media framing of meat is not coincidental. With climate 
change being a very public—and cared about—issue and individualized con-
sumer responsibility dominating environmental policy debates (Anshelm, 
2004; Connolly & Prothero, 2008; Moloney & Strengers, 2014; Soneryd & 
Uggla, 2015) it is not surprising that media presents a narrow diagnosis of 
meat and only one participatory role. Media framing of meat reflects these 
orientations in society; it is culturally resonant with them (Gamson & 
Modigliani, 1989). However, it is also the case that the media framing of meat 
do not reflect the complexities of scientific debates, the diversity of audience 
framing, or the beliefs shared between proponents of different routes to 
change. If they did, they could perhaps contribute to resolving conflicts 
between different routes to change, instead of contributing to the conflicts 
themselves. Because although media framing may be a reflection of broader 
value orientations, the media framing also contributes to their maintained 
dominance (Dahlgren, 2006; Strömbäck, 2000).  

As a powerful articulator media could perhaps be the actor bridging 
routes and extending them—tapping into the shared beliefs of audiences 
that are not part of the media framing. That could be a way of overcoming 
some of the persistent barriers to audiences’ perceived willingness and 
ability to act as consumers and citizens, and of nuancing the understanding 
that the available routes to change are leading to completely opposite goals. 
It should be pointed out that media is not the sole actor that can bridge and 
extend the routes. These are strategies associated with social movements, 
whose modus operandi is to seek cultural resonance when they frame 
issues, in order to garner support and organize collective action (Benford & 
Snow, 2000; Weber et al., 2008).   

That seeking broad support and organizing collective action is the 
modus operandi of social movements leads us to the question of whether 
the same can be asked of media. As I stated in the beginning of this thesis 
there are different views on which roles media should play vis-á-vis its 
audiences and in society. It is my understanding that judgements about 
whether media should strive to bridge routes, or as I indicated above, frame 
meat in more diverse ways by including complexities, various concerns, and 
more participatory roles, depends on what view you take. Based on my 
analysis, I would suggest that media functions as an informer and educator, 
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if not motivator, in service to the individualized responsibility approach to 
environmental issues (Maniates, 2001; Mont & Plepys, 2008). Media may 
bridge the gap between scientists and the public (Wibeck, 2004), and alert 
consumers to the intangible production context of meat (Korzen & Lassen, 
2010), but I find it harder to suggest that media represents the diversity of 
ideas about meat as an environmental issue, at least not on the basis of a 
principle of openness (Van Cuilenberg, 1999). As I have shown, both the 
scientific debate about meat and the audiences’ framing of meat are more 
diverse than the media framing. So even if bridging and extension oppor-
tunities are disregarded, I see that a greater, more representative, diversity 
in media framing of meat could be argued for.  

I have also pointed out that the uniformity is no more apparent than in 
the construction of the consumer role as the only one available for active 
participation. In this case, audience framings are as uniform as the media 
framing. Can it still be argued that media should offer more participatory 
roles? A demand placed on media when it is viewed as being in service and 
contributing to democracy, is that it should provide information needed by 
people to act as citizens (Strömbäck & Jönsson, 2005). What does this 
demand entail? Only information or information that is needed to act as a 
citizen, i.e. motivation? I am not arguing that media take on a role similar to 
what Blewitt (2011) and Kolandai-Matchett (2009) suggest, which is to 
strategically promote sustainable practices and consumption. Rather, I am 
arguing that if media has promoted any form of participation, it is 
consumption, but if media should provide information needed by people to 
act as citizens, it should account for more than one form of citizenship.  

I have discussed the uniformity of media framing of meat, the possibil-
ities and rationales for increasing the diversity, in part on the basis of 
diversity being a resource that could be used to bridge and extend now 
separate routes to change. However, it cannot be assumed that inclusion of 
more views, complexity, participatory roles, and several concerns, would 
bridge routes or facilitate multiple forms of participation. For one, when 
media framing has been characterized by conflicting views and uncertainty 
it has contributed to keeping issues off the public and political agendas, and 
to undermining involvement (Dispensa & Brulle, 2003; Wibeck, 2014). 
Furthermore, my analysis shows that perceived barriers to active partici-
pation are not removed although audiences are offered both information 
and motivation to assume responsibility as consumers. Therefore, it can be 
assumed that alternative participatory roles, even if they were constructed, 
would come with their own barriers.   
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8.4 Revisiting the role(s) of media 
In the beginning of this study I stated that media may, by offering inform-
ation, 1) alert audiences to meat production and consumption being an 
environmental issue, 2) suggest how the problem should be understood, and 
3) propose action routes for solving the problem. Furthermore, I raised the 
question of whether media may also motivate audiences to undertake active 
participation. A first main conclusion is that media lays the foundation for 
fulfilling all these functions. Media offers information and there are features 
of the coverage of meat that are potentially facilitating, e.g., the certainty with 
which meat is framed as a problem, the emphasis on the severity of the 
problem, the efficiency of the solution suggested, and the demand placed on 
audiences to take action (cf. Amnå, 2008; Benford & Snow, 2000). However, it 
is particular information that is on offer, particular actors (citizens, scientists, 
and NGOs) are part of the debate while other powerful actors are uncommon 
(politicians and retailers), and the motivation only supports one type of 
action (consumer reductions of meat). These are conclusions I can draw 
based on my analysis of media content alone.  

In the beginning I also stated that it was necessary to include audiences 
to draw conclusions about whether media alerted audiences to there being 
an issue, whether suggested understandings influenced audience framings, 
and whether audiences felt motivated by the media framing. Based on my 
analysis of the focus group discussions I still claim it is difficult to answer 
questions about the role of media in relation to audiences, without actually 
including the audiences. To mention but one example, I would not have 
been able to deduce that particular audiences’ frame meat as a non-
problem, even though they know media frames it otherwise, or that they use 
media as an antagonist. On the other hand, I would not have been able to 
show, for example, that media does not address all information requests 
from audiences, without having included media in the study. My conclu-
sions about the roles of media and audiences in constructing routes to 
change being contingent on each other does not mean that I see no value to 
media studies that only focus on content. Therefore, I divide my discussion 
about the conclusions about the role of media into two parts. The first 
concerns what the media framing can tell us on its own. I discuss my 
findings in relation to previous research and suggest there are interesting 
differences between how meat and other environmental issues have been 
treated, and national differences to how meat has been covered by media. 
The second discussion concerns the role of media as communicator when 



 
8: CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

263 

individual participation, both passive and active, is sought. This discussion 
has also been held previously in this chapter, throughout my identification 
of routes to change, as well as when the role of media in relation to them 
was treated. I find both discussions interesting and worthwhile, but I also 
find that these are often blurred, for example when inferences about the 
influence of media are made based on analyses of content alone. 

8.4.1 The particular media framing of meat  
or the particularity of meat? 

I have shown that the media framing of meat is uniform in many respects. 
When I discussed the uniformity in relation to media’s potential for 
bridging and extending routes to change I mentioned that the framing is 
more uniform than that of other environmental issues. The most dis-
tinguishable difference is the absence of political actors, but also of retailers, 
producers, and association organizations, in the media. Furthermore, the 
lack of controversies is worth highlighting. Opposing diagnostic framing 
and prognostic framing are uncommon both within and between news-
paper articles (see 5.2 and 5.3). I.e., media offers particular information and 
action routes to audiences, expressed by particular actors. Based on these 
results I suggest meat is being covered differently than other environmental 
issue by Swedish media, which could indicate there is something particular 
to the issue of meat. However, the Swedish media coverage of meat differs 
from the Norwegian coverage, which implies the particularities of the 
framing cannot (only) be attributed to differences between meat and other 
environmental issues.  

Although media framed politicians as responsible for carrying out solu-
tions (see 5.4.2), the politicians themselves do not make statements very 
often (see 5.1.3). In other words, it is suggested that politicians should wield 
their policy-making power, but politicians rarely make the suggestions 
themselves, or rebut them for that matter. Consequently, no policy debate 
has taken hold and there may not be policy progress for the media to cover. 
Of course, it is possible that there is a vivid debate that media chooses not to 
cover. That explanation does however seem unlikely considering that 
climate change reporting frequently covers the activities of politicians, 
policy progress, and economic opportunities for business and industries 
(Boykoff, 2012; Shehata & Hopmann, 2012). Djerf Pierre (1996) has 
suggested that politicians, authorities, and operations intended to carry out 
solutions enter the debate on environmental issues in its later phases. 
Perhaps meat as an environmental issue has not reached those later phases 
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yet. Or perhaps politicians are just reluctant to enter into a debate where all 
suggested solutions bear consequences for the everyday consumption habits 
of individuals. It could be perceived as more invasive than, for example, 
suggesting a ban on a chemical because it poses environmental and health 
risks. Meat holds a prominent cultural position in Sweden and other 
Western countries, and is embedded in routines, symbolizes tradition, and 
is connected to pleasurable aspects (Boyle, 2011; Lea & Worsley, 2001; 
Pohjolainen et al., 2015; Stoll-Kleemann & O’Riordan, 2015). Consequently, 
it might not be too surprising that the framing of chemical risks can involve 
suggestions of political action, including legislative measures (Stenborg, 
2013), while the framing of meat does not. 

What about producers then? Why are they absent from the media 
framing of meat? Their absence also sets the framing of meat apart from 
that of climate change and chemical risks (cf. Shehata & Hopmann, 2012; 
Stenborg, 2013). Sure, production is attributed with causal responsibility 
but producers are not frequently framed as actors (see 5.4.1), they are not 
attributed with treatment responsibility (see 5.4.2), and they are not stating 
their case (see 5.1.3). Neither are changes to production frequently sug-
gested as solutions (see 5.3), though they are part of the scientific debate 
(e.g. Kumm, 2003; McAlpine et al., 2009). Although media coverage tends 
to focus more on the production side than the consumption side in general 
(Djerf Pierre, 1996; ), it is surprising that producers are not sought out by 
media and/or that producers (or organizations representing them), do not 
seek out media considering how inextricably intertwined meat production 
and consumption are. The media routes to change, with their suggested 
reductions of meat consumption, would unavoidably have consequences for 
meat producers. Therefore, producers should have an interest in how the 
issue is framed, regardless of whether they are attributed with treatment 
responsibility or whether their activities are targets for measures and 
reform. Similar arguments could be made regarding retailers, and their 
absence from the media coverage. 

I have also pointed out that media frame meat as an environmental prob-
lem with certainty. The certainty does not pervade every element of the 
framing, but the diagnosis of meat being bad for the environment, and the 
prognosis that meat consumption must be reduced are carried out with 
assertion. Conflict and controversies are uncommon. In this respect, the 
Swedish media coverage of meat is similar to that of climate change (Berglez 
et al., 2009; Höijer et al., 2006; Höijer, 2010; Olausson, 2009). What makes the 
lack of conflicts and uncertainty worthy of notice in Swedish media coverage 
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of meat is that conflict is a defining feature of the Norwegian public debate 
about meat, as represented by media (Austgulen, 2013). One point of 
contention in the Norwegian debate is whether meat consumption should be 
reduced or whether consumption of locally (i.e., domestically) produced meat 
should increase. Whereas I have suggested these solutions are not necessarily 
antagonistic they are presented as such by their respective proponents, which 
in the Norwegian debate are both environmental organizations and agri-
culture organizations, and two political parties. In other words, the features of 
the media framing of meat I suggested could imply that meat is being covered 
differently than other environmental issues, does not correspond to how 
media in Sweden’s neighbouring country has covered meat. It seems Swedish 
national media cover different environmental issues in varying ways, but it 
also seems there are national differences to how meat as an environmental 
issue is covered. The differences in the media coverage of meat between 
Sweden and Norway also imply differences between the two countries’ public 
debates. Why that is, i.e., why politicians and organizations representing 
producers are absent in Sweden, when they take part in public debates on 
meat in other countries, and are attributed with responsibility (politicians) or 
would be affected by changes (producers and retailers), is an issue that merits 
further study.    

8.4.2 Media, audiences, and media use 

One of this study’s contributions to research on the relationship between 
media and its audiences is the attention paid both to audience framings and 
audience use of media in framing processes. By doing so I could highlight 
different roles of media in the construction of understandings of environ-
mental issues, and appropriate action routes. These were not always the roles 
expected based on how the media framing had been carried out, which is why 
I argue it is important to continue to include audiences. It is important not 
only to avoid making too far-reaching conclusions about the importance of 
media in bringing issues to public and political attention (Hansen, 2010), or 
overstating media’s power as claims-maker (Cox, 2012; Dahlgren, 2006), but 
also to show how that power is expressed in the ways audiences understand 
an issue. Simply stating that audiences are active, that their interpretations 
and uses of media influence whether they adopt, transform, or reject media 
framing, and that the everyday context is important is not enough (see e.g., 
Jansson, 2002; Halkier, 2001; 2009; Holt, 2012; Moores, 1990; Reese, 2001). It 
is an important point of departure but does not replace empirical studies of 
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how adoption, transformation, and rejections occur, or how the everyday 
context matters. I have shown that different audiences use the same media 
content in different ways, and that the adoption, transformation, and 
rejection processes are influenced by previous beliefs, experiences, and values 
(cf. Dahlgren, 1988; Olausson, 2011). Furthermore, I have also shown how 
audiences can put up resistance, although such claims are supposed to be 
made cautiously (Carragee & Roefs, 2004). Audiences used the certainty with 
which the media framing was carried out, and the lack of conflicts, to put up 
resistance. This finding highlights the complexity of reception and framing 
processes, and the difficulty of predicting how media content will be received, 
as well as how it will be used to construct understandings of issues. If 
uncertainty and controversy can undermine public concern (Wibeck, 2014), 
but certainty and agreement can do the same, how should the potential of 
media framing to facilitate or hinder participation be evaluated? I have no 
ready answer to this question but I suggest there is merit to the suggestion I 
made earlier in this chapter; that increased diversity, and complexity, of 
media framing is an avenue worth exploring. 

8.4.3 Suggestions for further research 

In my work with answering how media and audiences frame meat produc-
tion and consumption, how audiences use media framing, and how dif-
ferent ways of framing facilitate or hinder various forms of participation I 
have stumbled upon interesting findings which I have been unable to 
explain. My suggestions for further research target these findings.  

The first finding is the perceived strong public opinion against meat con-
sumption reductions, and that no matter how uniform the media framing, 
audiences may put up resistance to it. The strong opposition to changes was 
also represented by a particular audience. The counter-framing strategy of 
this particular audience could be considered a representation of what audi-
ences perceived as a strong public opinion, easily turned into active parti-
cipation against meat consumption reductions. It was however not part of 
the mainstream or alternative media framing. The infrequency of the 
construction of meat as not being an environmental problem in the media 
framing suggests one look to other types of media, e.g. local media. Local 
media are important news sources for people not living in big cities, and 
were so for the specific audiences who took part in counter-framing (see 
4.4). As the counter-framing was rooted in protection against threats to 
rural areas, this too merits studies of how local media and their audiences 
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frame meat production and consumption. It should be said that participants 
to the focus groups were not recruited based on their area of residency, as it 
has not been shown to be important for meat consumption practices in 
Sweden (ARS, 2014; Larsson, 2001; NFA, 2012). Nevertheless, there could 
still be regional differences in involvement with meat as a (non-)environ-
mental issue. Furthermore, there are some indications that politicians have 
taken on more responsibility for meat consumption reductions at the local 
level than at the national, and that active protests have been carried out in 
response (Municipality of Nyköping, 2013; TT, 2013). Several participants 
in this study also referred to such events to support their statements about 
strong public opinion against reductions. 

The second finding concerns the diversity of audience framings as com-
pared with media framing, and the importance of including audiences when 
conclusions about the influence of media on understandings of environ-
mental issues are drawn. I suggest an opposite approach to how I recruited 
participants to the study. Audiences could be recruited based on, for exam-
ple, their varied knowledge about the environmental impacts of meat, or 
based on their construction of meat as a non-problem for that matter. Their 
media use would then guide the selection of content to analyse. This ap-
proach could also be motivated by the point and click environment of 
media (Swanson, 2000; Wadbring & Weibull, 2000; Andersson, 2015).  

My third suggestion is also tied to the changing media environment but 
targets civic engagement. I have shown how audiences use media framing to 
increase their ability to partake in civic engagement activities, that audi-
ences are willing to do so, and that civic engagement has contributed to 
keeping meat as an environmental issue on the media agenda. Therefore I 
have suggested that civic engagement activities show potential for influ-
encing how environmental issues are understood and managed. Following 
civic engagement with meat as an environmental issue online means one 
could both examine how audiences utilize the opportunities for participa-
tion offered to them by digital platforms and social media (Couldry et al., 
2010; Livingstone, 2005), and whether the increased security and certainty 
that audiences demonstrated when using media information in this study is 
utilized in other contexts than the collegial. 
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8.5 Participation limited to political consumption,  
involvement, and civic engagement 

An important result of this study is that active participation, whether indi-
vidual or collective, is limited to political consumption. Therefore it might 
seem unnecessary to use a wide definition of participation, which spans 
both different forms of active participation and passive participation. I 
argue that it is the use of the wide definition that allowed me to pinpoint the 
absence of alternative participatory roles, both in the media framing and 
audience framings of meat. Furthermore, it directed attention to the rela-
tion between involvement, civic engagement, and active participation. 
Based on my results I argue it is important to differentiate also between 
forms of involvement. There are different ways of knowing and caring 
about an issue, and not all forms pave the way for active participation. As 
for civic engagement, I believe it is a participatory form worthy of further 
research. Though it has been approached from different perspectives, and in 
different fields of research, I suggest there is merit in combining knowledge 
about the reciprocal relationship between media consumption and other 
forms of civic engagement with knowledge about how civic engagement can 
be a link between involvement and active participation.  

That media and audiences only construct one role for active participation, 
namely that of consumer, lends support to the critique that the individualized 
responsibility approach to solving environmental problems undermine indi-
viduals’ abilities to act as citizens (cf. Maniates, 2001; Paterson and Stripple, 
2010; Shove, 2010). I have also shown that consumption changes can indeed 
be undertaken by individuals without them seeing the changes as a contri-
bution to solving environmental problems, which lends further support to the 
critique. For example, Dahl (2014) has suggested that the dominance of the 
discourse of individualized responsibility conceals other responsibility-takers 
and arenas for environmental impact besides the everyday life. I want to 
nuance this line of critique. First, individuals in this study combined volun-
tary consumption changes with requesting policy changes and attributing 
responsibility to politicians and other government actors (cf. Bickerstaff & 
Walker, 2002). My analysis also showed that audiences had no trouble tracing 
environmental impacts to other arenas, i.e., to the production of meat which 
in many ways is remote to them. Furthermore, that individuals cannot 
envision how to assume responsibility by donning citizen roles does not mean 
that they would be averse to doing so if they were offered motivational 
resources. The trouble for the participants in the study was not doubt about 
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the efficiency of state-centred approaches to solving environmental issues 
(McCombs et al., 2011; Stolle & Micheletti, 2013; Swanson, 2000). The trouble 
instead lay in the viability of getting actors other than themselves to assume 
responsibility and in identifying how to participate in getting them to do so. If 
combinations of governmental and individual responsibility approaches to 
managing environmental issues are to be realized (Soneryd & Uggla, 2015), at 
least when it comes to making meat production and consumption sustain-
able, there is a need to show individuals how they could participate in other 
ways than as consumers, demand them to do so, and convince them of the 
efficiency (cf. Amnå, 2008).  

One citizen role particular audiences were averse to taking on was that of 
advocate. It was seen as counter-productive and individuals did not want to 
get into arguments. I suggest the participants’ expressed willingness to par-
take in discussions, i.e., practice civic engagement could play a similar, if not 
exactly the same role. The difference between the two forms is that advocacy 
is intended to be persuasive while issue discussions are not. Nevertheless, 
issue discussions can be considered influential if they are conceptualized as 
taking part in shaping understandings of issues (Dahlgren, 2006), either in the 
private sphere (face-to-face conversations) or the public sphere (letter to the 
editor-writing). Civic engagement is rooted in everyday life (Dahlgren, 2003), 
which is also important for the formation of individual beliefs, opinions, and 
values, as well as negotiations of consumption practices and construction of 
environmental challenges (Jansson, 2002; Halkier, 2009; Holt, 2012). The cen-
trality of everyday life and audiences expressed willingness to partake in civic 
engagement leads me to suggest its role in solving environmental issues 
should perhaps be promoted. It need not only be considered as a way to 
nourish involvement, or as a step towards active participation (cf. Ekman & 
Amnå, 2012). However, the more active forms of participation should not be 
taken for granted. I suggest the motivational factors necessary for active forms 
of participation (cf. Amnå, 2008) pertain to active forms of civic engagement 
as well. Based on my analysis, the media framing did not help audiences fulfill 
all motivational factors for voluntarily reducing meat consumption, the 
ability to act was perceived as lacking. Particular audiences did however use 
the media framing to increase their perceived ability to undertake civic 
engagement activities. 

Moving on to involvement, the foundational element for both civic 
engagement and active participation (Amnå, 2008; Brichta, 2011; Lorenzoni 
et al., 2007), I wish to emphasize there are different kinds of involvement, 
based on my analysis. I also want to highlight that strong involvement does 



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

270 

not necessarily facilitate further participation, but can actually be a barrier to 
it. The involvement of audiences came in many forms, and was not limited to 
seeing meat production and consumption as a problem in need of change. 
The type of involvement mattered for how audiences interpreted the media 
framing, why one cannot make such statements as “involvement with an issue 
facilitates adoption of understandings suggested by the media” or “involve-
ment facilitates acceptance of the action route suggested by media”. Consider 
posing the question “are you aware that meat production and consumption 
causes high GHG emissions?” to a room full of people and only receiving 
affirmative answers. Does it mean that all those people will say yes when you 
ask the follow-up question “Do you believe we need to do something about 
that?”? No, it does not, and it did not in all focus group discussions and 
interpretations of media framing. This way strong involvement can be a 
barrier to active participation. If individuals strongly believe other actors 
should assume responsibility, but do not see it as their job of getting them to 
do so involvement is a barrier rather than a facilitator.  

8.6 Resolving a beef with meat? 
The Swedish media framing of meat mirrors the building blocks of the 
individualized consumer responsibility approach outlined in the beginning 
of this study, down to a T. Media Educate! Inform! and Communicate! 
about the adverse environmental effects of meat and stress the necessity that 
consumers make environmentally responsible choices and reduce their 
consumption of meat. The education, information and communication call 
to arms is all well and fine for boosting individuals’ involvement with meat 
as an environmental issue, for making people more willing to assume 
responsibility as consumers, and to develop support for policy measures.  

Yet, the education, information, and communication part of the indi-
vidualized consumer responsibility that the media framing represents falls 
short in ways that are typical for this approach to solving environmental 
problems. Only certain individuals are willing to assume responsibility as 
consumers by reducing their own meat consumption, thus heeding the 
demands imposed on them. Yet, they doubt their ability of carrying the 
changes out. The individuals expressing their support for policy measures 
also fail to see how they could come about. One could imagine a myriad of 
routes to making meat production and consumption environmentally sus-
tainable. They could involve multiple participatory roles for individuals, 
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powerful actors assuming responsibility, collective action, combinations of 
solutions, and so on. The media framing of meat has contributed to setting 
the narrow boundaries for how to understand meat as an environmental 
issue, for limiting the number of appropriate routes to change, and for the 
construction of only one role for active participation. Media does not 
increase the perceived ability to act by cutting down on meat, it does not 
offer participatory roles for those who do not believe in voluntary reduc-
tions as an efficient solution. 

Based on these findings, both the uniform media framing, and the 
strategy of information and education to spur consumer action suggested 
by FAO globally, and SBA and SEPA in Sweden, can stand to be criticized. 
First, the strategy can be criticized for its simplified view on communication 
processes, and their potential for resulting in behaviour changes. Second, 
for having such a narrow focus on individual consumer responsibility when 
individuals themselves identify other responsible actors, though they cannot 
envision how they could contribute to making them assume it. The uniform 
media framing can be criticized for failing to represent the diversity in 
opinions about meat as an environmental issue, and for not offering 
resources that its audiences could use to act as citizens, besides carrying out 
political consumption. If the strategy of increased informational efforts, and 
reliance on media to carry them out, is to be the continued approach to 
resolving the beef with meat, I suggest it has to be modified. It should 
acknowledge the complexities of communication processes, of which I have 
showed but a few by studying the interplay between media and its audi-
ences. It should also acknowledge the great variety of participatory forms, 
not the least civic engagement. Citizens have contributed to keeping meat as 
an environmental issue on the media agenda, and my results suggest people 
are prepared to discuss the issue with others. Even if people themselves do 
not see it as an active contribution to making meat production and con-
sumption environmentally sustainable, the issue discussions are a vital part 
of the everyday life where people form their opinions, and consider whether 
they would like to participate in more ways. 

Although the audiences in this study doubt their own abilities, and that of 
others, to take action to resolve the beef with meat, a great deal has occurred 
in only the last few years. Swedish public service TV has broadcasted its first 
cooking show based entirely around plant-based dishes, two separate plant-
based food magazines have been launched, one of the largest chains of 
grocery stores has just launched a nation-wide campaign called “#thenew-
everydayfood” to encourage their customers to “eat greener”, a popular fast-
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food chain has increased its range of vegetarian hamburgers from one to five, 
the first pre-packaged flexitarian grocery bag (and the first vegan one) can 
now be ordered, and so on. Furthermore, the number of vegetarians in 
Sweden has increased while the long-term increase in meat consumption has 
leveled off. At the least, various retailers seem to have assumed responsibility 
for contributing to changing Sweden’s meat consumption. However, formal 
policy instruments are still nowhere to be observed. When the current 
government launched a national food strategy, meat production and 
consumption were omitted, a decision that was also critiqued.  

What do these changes mean? Why have they come about? These are 
questions that must be answered more systematically rather than by specu-
lation. Departing from my conclusions, however, I do see many specific 
issues to consider. Is there a need to nuance the critique against indi-
vidualized environmental responsibility-taking as a way to achieve environ-
mentally sustainable changes? Meat consumption and production are 
environmental issues that have received very limited involvement from 
politicians. Perhaps their involvement and policy-making is not necessary, 
even if it is requested by audiences in this study and by several researchers. 
Another suggestion for change is that individual participation could or 
should pave the way for policy. This is also the reasoning employed in 
media assignments of shared responsibility to consumers and politicians. If 
consumers, and retailers, have begun to assume responsibility, however, 
why have politicians not followed? Perhaps the influence of voluntary con-
sumption changes is not to be disregarded, and perhaps change is under-
way, as suggested by those who constructed the passive route to making 
meat production and consumption sustainable.  
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APPENDIX 1 
Coding schedule and principles 

Content analysis of total number of articles 
V1. Newspaper 

1. Aftonbladet 
2. Dagens Nyheter 
3. ETC 
4. Dagens ETC 

V2.  Year 
V3.  Month 
V4.  Section 

1. Domestic 
2. Foreign 
3. Economy 
4. Culture/entertainment 
5. Sports 
6. Editorial  
7. Debate 
8. Letters to the editor 
9. Other 

V5.  Main theme 
1. Health 
2. Safety 
3. Price 
4. Environment 
5. Pleasure 



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

290 

6. Animal welfare 
7. Novelty 
8. Other 

V6.  Meat in focus 
0. No 
1. Yes 

Content analysis of environmentally framed articles 
V7.  Genre (further division of type of article) 

1. News 
2. Feature 
3. Interview 
4. Portrait 
5. Notice 
6. Main editorial 
7. Column 
8. Main debate article 
9. Debate article 
10. Letter to the editor 
11. Other 

 
V8.  Length of article (number of words)  

V9A–G. Other themes (than the environmental main one) 
V9A. Health 

0. No 
1. Yes 

V9B. Safety 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V9C. Price 
0. No 
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1. Yes 

V9D. Pleasure 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V9E. Animal welfare 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V9F. Novelty 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V9G. Other 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V10. Which context is the focus of the article? 
1. Consumption 
2. Production 
3. Both 

How people relate to meat is said to depend on the situation within which 
they relate to it. Consumption refers to the everyday context where meat is 
something that people consume and it is characterized by a high degree of 
familiarity. The production context is the transformation of products sold 
in the food sector and it is characterized by remoteness (Korzen & Lassen, 
2010). This variable is connected to diagnostic framing as both production 
and consumption can be viewed as causing environmental problems.  

V11. Who is the main actor? 
0. None 
1. Producers 
2. Consumers 
3. Politicians 
4. Government authorities (or representative) 
5. Scientists 
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6. Retailers 
7. NGOs (or representative) 

The main actor is the one making the first statement in the article. On the 
off chance that the actor who speaks first only makes one statement while 
all or most other statements are made by another actor the latter one is the 
main one. Letter to the editor writers were first coded as consumers when 
they had not signed with a formal title. They were later re-labeled as citizens 
as letter to the editor writing is considered an act of civic engagement. For 
columns and editorials the main actor is the journalist, if it is not another 
actor who has been invited to write it.  

V12 A–G. What other actors are mentioned? 
V12A. Are producers mentioned? 

0. No 
1. Yes 

V12B. Are consumers mentioned? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V12C. Are politicians mentioned? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V12D. Are government authorities (or representative) mentioned? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V12E. Are scientists mentioned? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V12F. Are retailers mentioned? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V12G. Are NGOs (or representative mentioned)? 
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0. No 
1. Yes 

V13. Which is the dominating environmental risk connected to meat 
production/consumption? 

0. None 
1. Climate change 
2. Water issues 
3. Energy use 
4. Eutrophication 
5. Biodiversity loss 
6. Pesticide use 
7. Deforestation 
8. Other 

In V13 the dominating risk was defined as the one focused on in the head-
line and lead paragraph of the article, and/or the context in which it was 
published (fact boxes, special themes in the newspaper, e.g. “the climate 
threat”). If no specific risk was mentioned in either headline or lead para-
graph, i.e. if meat was only connected to “the environment”, but a specific 
risk was the focus of the rest of the article, it was deemed the dominating 
one. If on the other hand different risks are only mentioned as examples of 
or arguments for why meat production/consumption is problematic then 
no risk will be viewed as dominating. 

V14A–H. What other environmental risks are connected to meat 
production/consumption? 
V14A. Is meat connected to climate change? 

0. No 
1. Yes 

V14B. Is meat connected to water issues? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V14C. Is meat connected to energy use? 
0. No 



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

294 

1. Yes 

V14D. Is meat connected to eutrophication? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V14E. Is meat connected to biodiversity loss? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V14F. Is meat connected to pesticide use? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V14G. Is meat connected to deforestation? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V14H. Is meat connected to other risks? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V15. Which is the dominating environmental benefit connected to meat 
production/consumption? 

0. None 
1. Biodiversity protection 
2. Landscape management 
3. Efficient energy conversion 
4. Use of areas not suitable for crop production 
5. Refinement of food waste 
6. Manure for biofuel 
7. Other  

If there is a benefit brought up in the headline and lead paragraph that 
benefit will be deemed the dominating one. If no specific benefit is men-
tioned in either headline or lead paragraph, i.e. if meat is only connected to 
“the environment”, but a specific benefit is the focus of the rest of the article 
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than that will be deemed the dominating one. If on the other hand different 
benefits are only mentioned as examples of or arguments for why meat 
production/consumption is beneficial then none will be viewed as 
dominating. 

V16A–G. What environmental benefits are connected to meat 
production/consumption? 
V16A. Is meat connected to biodiversity protection? 

0. No 
1. Yes 

V16B. Is meat connected to landscape management? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V16C. Is meat connected to energy efficiency? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V16D. Is meat connected to efficient land use? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V16E. Is meat connected to refinement of food waste? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V16F. Is meat connected to biofuel production? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V16G. Is meat connected to other benefits? 
0. No 
1. Yes 

V17. Are there any images? 
0. No 
1. Yes 
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V18. Are there any actors in the image? 
0. Not applicable 
1. No 
2. Yes 

V19. Who is the main actor in the image? 
0. None 
1. Producer 
2. Consumer 
3. Politician 
4. Scientist 
5. Activist 
6. Other 

V20. Are there any animals in the images? 
0. Not applicable 
1. No 
2. Yes 

V21. Are there any meat products in the images? 
0. Not applicable 
1. No 
2. Yes 

V22. What is the dominating solution? 
0. None 
1. Veganism 
2. Vegetarianism 
3. Changes in production 
4. Eating less meat in general 
5. Excluding meat from certain types of animals 
6. Excluding meat produced in a certain way 
7. Other 

Several solutions can be mentioned and/or discussed in the same article. 
The one deemed dominating is the one that is presented as the one that can 
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actually solve the problem. In other words, it is not the number of times a 
solution is mentioned but rather its viability that makes it dominating. 

V22 intends to show what type of market change that is requested. The 
categories can be divided into radical (1–2) and reformist (3–6) solutions. 

V23. What is the overall tone towards meat production and/or 
consumption? 

0. Neutral 
1. Positive 
2. Negative 
3. Positive and negative in equal parts 

In this case, positive refers to the environmental consequences of meat pro-
duction and/or consumption. There are many articles that do not mention 
any specific risks or benefits but that do nonetheless present value judg-
ments about meat. Furthermore, some articles present a risk, e.g. climate 
change, only to suggest that meat is not an important cause. Therefore, it is 
necessary to see whether meat is framed positively or negatively.  

V24. Whom/what is attributed with causal responsibility? 
0. No one 
1. Animals 
2. Producer/production 
3. Consumer/Consumption 
4. Politician 
5. Scientist 
6. Government authority 
7. NGO 
8. Retailer 
9. Shared 
10. Other 

V25. Whom/what is attributed with treatment responsibility? 
0. No one 
1. Animals 
2. Producer/production 
3. Consumer/Consumption 



 
A BEEF WITH MEAT 

298 

4. Politician 
5. Scientist 
6. Government authority 
7. NGO 
8. Retailer 
9. Shared 
10. Other 

The responsible actor/activity is the one who is described as causing the 
problem (causal responsibility) or described as the one who should solve the 
problem (treatment responsibility). When several actors/activities are 
described as responsible the responsibility is coded as shared and an anno-
tation about who the actors/activities are is made. There is no category 
labelled “citizen”. Based on a pilot testing, where citizens were never framed 
as responsible, the category was collapsed with “other”. Annotations are 
made when the responsible actor/activity is coded as “other”.   
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APPENDIX 2 
Focus group guide 

Introduction 

Approach Questions and cues 

Introduction 

My background 

About focus groups 

Time frame 

Confidentiality and audio recording 

• Welcome. My name is… 

• I’m a PhD Student at 
Södertörn University, the 
School of Natural Sciences, 
Technology, and 
Environmental Studies. 

• Because it’s a group 
discussion I encourage you to 
discuss with each other, pose 
questions, and make remarks 
if you do or don’t agree. I will 
mostly listen and not take 
part in the discussions. I will 
ask some questions and give 
some instructions. 

• I’m interested in your 
opinions about and 
experiences of the themes I 
bring up. There are no right 
or wrong answers. 

• It’s not a test of your level of 
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knowledge. 

• If you have any further 
questions about the study, or 
about meat production and 
consumption I will do my 
best to answer them after the 
discussion.  

• I will make an audio 
recording of the interview 
but when I refer to you, your 
names will not be shown and 
it should not be possible to 
identify you. 

Presentation 

Names for identification 

• Let’s begin with a quick 
round of presentations, 
where everyone states their 
name. 

PART 1  
Meat consumption 

Everyday concerns 
Purpose: Find out what concerns participants have when it comes to meat 
(what makes it godd/bad), and whether or not they eat meat. Guide the dis-
cussion towards meat within an everyday context.  

Approach Questions and cues 

Round of questioning 

Let everyone answer 

 

• I’d like you to think about 
the following: What did you 
have for dinner yesterday? 
How come you had what you 
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had?  

• Why don’t we start with you 
(XX). What did you have for 
dinner yesterday? 

Joint discussion • Some of you had meat, some 
of you didn’t (depart from 
the answers from the 
previous round).  

• Would you say it’s 
representative of how often 
and how much meat you eat? 

Changes 
Purpose: Get the participants to talk about problems and solutions, not 
limited to environmental ones. 

Approach Questions and cues 

Joint discussion • Are you content with your 
present meat consumption? 
(What are they not pleased 
with – amount or type of 
meat?) Why, why not?  

• Would you like to change 
anything? What? (E.g. 
amount, purchasing, type of 
meat) 

• If someone wants to make a 
change: Why haven’t you 
made that change? What 
would be needed for you to 
make that change? (Open up 
for discussions about 
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solutions and responsibility 
of different actors.) 

• For those who have made 
changes (reductions, 
vegetarians, vegans): Why 
did you make this change? 
When? 

Meat and the environment 
Purpose: Introduce environmental aspects. Find out how participants frame 
meat in relation to environmental concerns, and how they relate to alter-
native concerns. 

Approach Questions and cues 

Association excercise 

Show cards with different concerns 
written on them, one at a time. 

• I’m gonna show you some 
cards now. On each card 
there is a word, or words. I 
want you to explain how you 
relate these words with meat 
production and 
consumption. There are no 
right or wrong answers.  

Concerns shown: 

• Health 

• Taste 

• Environment 

• Safety 

• Price 

• Animal welfare 

• News and trends 
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Hierarchy excercise 

Note the placement of the cards 

• Now I want you to rank these 
concerns, in falling order, 
according to how important 
you find them. You will have 
to agree on the ranking of 
them. You place the most 
important one at the top and 
the least important at the 
bottom. 

• Once again, there’s no right 
or wrong order, but I want 
you to motivate why you 
place them the way you do. 

PART 2  
Media material 

Purpose: Find out how the participants interpret the typical environmental 
media framing of meat production and consumption.  

Approach Questions and cues 

Presentation of part 2 • Now you will get to read 
three newspaper articles 
about meat. You’ll read one 
at a time and after each we 
will have a short discussion 
about it. 

Article 1 

Approach Questions and cues 

Reading • Let’s start with this article. It 
is a news piece from Dagens 
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News piece from Dagens Nyheter Nyheter. 

Distribute the articles. 

Joint discussion • What are your thought after 
having read the article? 

• Was there anything in it that 
surprised you? 

Article 2 

Approach Questions and cues 

Reading 

Short news piece from Dagens ETC 

• Now you’ll get to read the 
next article. It is a shorter 
news piece from Dagens 
ETC. 

Joint discussion • What are your thought after 
having read the article? 

• Was there anything in it that 
surprised you? 

Article 3 

Approach Questions and cues 

Reading 

Debate article from Aftonbladet 

• Here is the last article. It is a 
debate piece from 
Aftonbladet. 

Joint discussion • What are your thought after 
having read the article? 

• Was there anything in it that 
surprised you? 
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Revisiting meat consumption 
Purpose: Find out whether their reading and discussing of the articles open 
up new possibilities for changes, e.g. through other problem framings and 
solutions. Continue discussion about responsible actors. 

Approach Questions and cues 

Joint discussion • How do you view meat 
consumption now? Is there 
any need for change? (If they 
only focus on their own 
consumption, ask about the 
situation in general: what are 
their thoughts about the 
Swedish meat consumption?) 

• Whose responsibility is it to 
change the situation (if 
changes are sought)? (Ask 
about specific actors if they 
are not brought up at all: 
producers, retailers, 
consumers, politicians.) 

• Can you identify any other 
problems after having read 
the articles? How can those 
problems be solved? (If they 
have not discussed this in 
relation to the articles.) 

Closure 

Approach Questions and cues 

Closure • Now we have come to the 
end of the discussion. 
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• Is there anything you would 
like to add? 

• Thank them for their 
participation. 

• Distribute questionnaires. 

• Distribute movie tickets. 

• Answer questions about the 
study. 
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Media material 
Article 1 – DN. Scientist: Climate crisis if we don’t cut meat eating in half, 
2012 
No of words: 808 
Additional themes: Price 
Environmental risk: Climate change 
No additional risks 
Causal responsibility: Producers and consumers 
Solution: Decrease meat consumption 
Treatment responsibility: Consumers 

Article 2 – Dagens ETC. Vegetarian option gives biggest climate effect, 2013 
No of words: 194  
No additional themes 
Environmental risk: Climate change 
No additional risks 
No causal responsibility 
Solution: Decrease meat consumption 
Treatment responsibility: Consumers 

Article 3 – Aftonbladet: Introduce a vegetarian day at our hospitals, 2012 
No of words: 865 
Additional themes: Health 
Environmental risk: Climate change 
Additional risks: Biodiversity loss, deforestation 
Additional benefits: Use of non-cultivatable land, manure for biofuel 
Causal responsibility: Consumers 
Solution: Decrease meat consumption 
Treatment responsibility: Politician 
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The scientists      ‘Meat is bad for the environment’.

The Food and Agriculture  ‘We must remedy this somehow’. 
Organization and the Swedish  
government authorities

(All together)    ‘Consumers must be informed  
      and educated about this. That  
      way, they can choose what to  
      eat more wisely, and put pres-  
                     sure on politicians and  
      commercial actors’.

By making this suggestion together, the scientists and authorities fol- 
lowed the script for how environmental problems are commonly 
managed: through individualized consumer responsibility. But in-
dividuals can refuse to play the parts they have been assigned, or 
rewrite the script.

This thesis analyses media and audience framings to identify poten- 
tial routes to making the Swedish meat production and consumption 
environmentally sustainable. Media is an important source of infor-
mation on environmental and food-related issues, and audiences 
include the individual consumers whose participation is sought in 
solving environmental problems. 

Kajsa-Stina Benulic carries out research in the field of environ-
mental studies with a special focus on communication. This is her 
PhD thesis.
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