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1. Introduction

Why does a tiny — molecular-level — laboratory tesugger global economic,
social and political changes? By transforming ceal&l molecules and transplanting
genes from one organism into another, biotechnoiegyot a simple innovation that
leads to a new product or reengineers a produgi@tess. Its spill-over effect
rearranges entire industries, creates new acsyitieay transform our consumption
habits, creates new power positions or reinterprafrtant basic concepts — just to
mention a few important implications. It generatesdamental and radical changes.
And it follows from all this that it is a highly otroversial field.

Every new product, technology or organization ltasreate its acceptance and
legitimacy — it has to find its place in the exigtisocio-economic and cultural context,
whereby it also influences it. What | seek to ustierd in my Ph.D. research is what
actors are involved, and how, in the debate aragrttultural biotechnology and in
shaping the economic and social legitimacy of tleglpcts of this field.

As a lecturer on business ethics and a researéhmesmonsible decision-making
and sustainability issues, | was driven by my cotmmant to the natural environment
and the well-being of those concerned in seleatiygtheme, formulating the research
questions, structuring the research and choosirg résearch methodology. My
curiosity about the subject has been piqued byjtlestion of

* how in a context involving so many different playend stakeholders a
complex and contradictory situation and processvevdiow in a case fraught with
conflict and controversy are stakeholders’ righid aterests represented and how
can different rights and expectations be harmoflised

 and by the fact that the stakes are extremely Imghespect of the
outcome of these processes. For, they are linked dpecial innovation and, as a
consequence, a product with far-reaching marketir@mmental-ecological, social
and economic implications that are both uncertaid deterministic. As for long-
term health and environmental impacts, not evebairidity statements can be made
about them (the so-called feeding and environmeexgleriments are basically
designed on a short-term basis), while growing gieaéy modified crops outdoors
can easily lead to irreversible impacts on the mmvnent. Clearly, that is why there
are so many stakeholders engaging in the debateawitiide range of pros and cons.

High stakes have made agricultural biotechnologyaftractive target for my



research, in which | also focus on its social acohemic context and implications,

in addition to ecological impacts referred to ire texample above. For, there is
clearly more to agricultural biotechnology than ngeia set of technological

processes and products; it represents an institioning force, and as it continues
to gain ground so does an agricultural policy \nseonerge with it.

In the light of the foregoing, my research questiare, therefore, as follows:

1. What stakeholder groups’ activities shape agtical biotechnology: Who
are the players and active participants of wh&n@swn as the organizational field of
agricultural biotechnology? What actors take partthe legitimization (or de-
legitimization) process?

2. In other words, how do the stakeholders shapeettonomic and social
acceptance and legitimacy of agricultural biotedbgg? What arsenal of legitimization
tools, arguments and ultimately strategy do theytasestablish the legitimacy of or, on
the contrary, to delegitimize agricultural bioteology?

In my research | aim at determining the domestieldfiof agricultural
biotechnology. | wish to map the range of actordigipating in this legitimization (or
de-legitimization) process and what legitimisinguanents they use. Overall, | would,
therefore, like to understand the dynamics of tistitutional and organizational field
where the social legitimacy of agricultural biotaology is constituted and constructed.

By choosing my theme | intended to explore thediigre of legitimacy and its
place in organizational studies. The subject ofitilegcy is, in my opinion,
overshadowed by studies of companies’ and indsstwempetitiveness, whereas
market behaviours are difficult to make sense d@hauit clarifying the socio-economic
and political embeddedness of companies and indsstfhat is particularly true of
emerging industries, new products and technologdsre embeddedness and the
establishment of legitimacy is the primary task.lyOm the case of an emerging
industry is it possible to make fruitful observaisoof the dynamics, characteristics and
in particular the value and power relations of sbeial legitimization process which is
an indispensable foundation of economic benefits aiility with every new product
and service (e.g. so that consumers accept itgismate and then have a need and
demand for it). My theoretical position is that gvaew product or service — and hence
industry — actually carries within itself the logid an entire system. It also reflects
decisions that are related to the social and tdofiwal basis and value choices of the

wider environment. That, i.e. the system level bhwis termed by specialised literature



as socio-technological regime, can also be capturets products. From that it also
follows that the strategies of the companies oédiqular industry imply and represent
not only the preservation of the market positiord asompetitiveness of relevant
products and services, but also maintain and aimpriEserve the given socio-
technological regime. In that sense, thereforepaate strategies have a social
legitimization and political (power-related) relexe themselves.

In the current chapter | provide an introduction tte basic concepts and
developments of agricultural biotechnology outlgithe Hungarian context followed
by an account on my empirical research and theeptason of the structure of my

thesis.

1.1. Agricultural biotechnology

My research is directed at the field of agricultusgtechnology, and within
that, plant biotechnology. Therefore, it does nmter but, inevitably, touches on the
pharmaceutical and biomedical aspects of biotedyyohs well as its linkages to the
chemical, environmental and other industries. lmeotvords, | conduct my research in
what is commonly referred to as green biotechnoliegying aside the fields of red
(medical, pharmaceutical and diagnostic) and wiielustrial and environmental)
biotechnology. Genetically modified organisms (GNl@ad among them specifically
genetically engineered plants are at the focus yinwestigation. The reasons for this
delineation include not only the differences betwdiee products of these fields, but
also differences in their interpretation, legitimaimpacts, market role, criticism étc

The first genetically modified crops entered therketiin the United States in

19952 Hardly over four years later, in 1999, in overftafl the USA’s corn, soybean

! | interpret and use the terms agricultural biotetbgy and agri-biotechnology synonymously. In the
thesis, crops containing genetically modified oigars are referred to as genetically modified crops,
transgenic crops or GM crops, and foodstuffs caoimgi such ingredients as genetically modified foods
or GM foods.

2 We can now speak of several generations of gerigtimodified crops, even though it is mostly first
generation products that are marketed. Differemteggtions include varieties developed with specific
characteristics, each serving different purposed hence different target groups. First-generation
transgenic crops can be interpreted as crops raddifi their input characteristics. For, in theisedhe
modified characteristic has an impact on the methfquroduction. These crops mostly include pesticid
tolerant or pest-resistant varieties or may hawvh pooperties. In other words, no crop protectierds to

be applied on land areas used for crop growindl ardefore sowing, but on an as-needed basis) eve
during the growth of the crop. Some first-generati@nsgenic crops produce toxins themselves tp kee



and cotton producing areas on average transgeropscmwere already grown
[Kalaitzandonakes and Hayenga, 2000]. Less tharyears after the emergence of the
first GM crops, almost exclusively genetically mioeli cottonseeds were planted in the
United States, transgenic varieties of soybean wgeog/n in most parts of soybean
producing regions [USDA, 2004], while by today ihrde quarters of rapeseed
producing regions transgenic rapeseed is grownnaady two thirds of US corn are
genetically modified [IRT, 2011]. These penetratiates are strikingly high. In 2011,
genetically modified crops were grown on 160m hasain 29 countries [James,
2017]. The United States (69m ha), Brazil (30.3m haj &mgentina (29.7m ha) are
considered the biggest producers, so much so treatthree quarters of the world’s
total land area used for growing GM crops are séhthree countries. The primary
crops are transgenic soybeans, corn and cottore.guin the United States, in addition
to these crops and the previously mentioned rapesaéalfa, sugar beet, papaya,
squash, zucchini and tobacco, and in China, whichanked 8 with its 3.9m ha,
genetically modified tomatoes and paprika are ghsoduced. Among European
countries, eight publish data about transgenic gnaugluction. In 2011, Spain (as the
largest European agri-biotechnological producemgrg GM corn on 100 thousand
ha), Portugal, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Pokmdl Romania produced genetically
modified corn (on a few thousand hectares [Darvas $zékacs, 2010]), and Sweden
and Germany — the latter on two ha in total [JarB842] — grew genetically modified
potatoes.

In addition to these production data it is knowattinany countries and regions
explicitly prohibit the use of genetically modifieseeds. In almost all European
countries, many areas (regions, counties, settlesremd farms seek to exclude GM
crop production (see the database of the GMO-fregidRs organization [Gmo-free
Regions, s.a.]), and similar efforts are observedother continents as well. For
instance, in the United States Mendocino, Califordeclared its region a GMO-free

away pests. While first-generation crops with miedif properties are designed to benefit producers,
second-generation developments primarily focus otpwi characteristics that may be important for
consumers. The produce is different and more &itteam its outward appearance, durability and ieatr
content. Third-generation genetically modified @@pe designed not so much for food as pharmaegutic
and other industrial use, given that they are useghanufacture plant-made pharmaceuticals (PMP) or
other plant-made industrial products (PIMP).

* These summary — and most frequently quoted — datpublished annually by the International Service
for the Acquisition of Agri-biotech Applications SAAA). That said, their publications (just as the
current presentation) induce lots of debates onrgte that they overstate the spread of GM crops. Th
debate around statistics on the spread of GM ciopse of the “lateral fronts” of the GM legitimacy
struggle, but as such it foreshadows the wider tdéeba

10



zone in 2004 [Pechlaner, 2012], which was follovegdocal decisions in many other
states (most recently in Washington) [Heyes, 2018]Europe, in a referendum held in
Switzerland in 2005, a decision was made to pideayfear ban on growing GM crops,
which moratorium was extended by the Swiss govemnumtil the end of 2013
[Swissinfo, 2012]. Outside the EU, Serbia and Ngrvpmohibit the production of
transgenic crop outdoors [Darvas and Székacs, 2040 Russia banned the
importation of GM crops from the autumn of 2012 ghas, 2012].

The European Union'de factomoratorium on the output of new GMOs adopted
in 1999 ended in 2004jn the wake of which the EU allowed the importatiand
production of Monsanto’s GM corn hybrids. Austriasathe first in Europe to say no to
growing GM crops in 1999 and then again in 2004madiately after the WTQO'’s
decision and in line with EU regulations. Apartrfrddustria, Bulgaria, France, Greece,
Poland, Luxembourg, Hungary, the United Kingdomyr@ny and Romania used the
option of what is known as safeguard clauses (sta&ilsl below) and put a freeze on
GM crops, which six of them have maintained to d@iropean Commission, s.a.;

Darvas and Szeékacs, 2012].

1.2. Agricultural biotechnology in Hungary

Agricultural biotechnology in respect of crop protian in the EU primarily
concerns corn producing countries, since it is fgal@M corn hybrids that are
authorised in the EU. Hungary belongs among themarn producers. In 2011, the
EU’s 27 member states had a 6.7% share of global pmduction [USDA, 2012].

“ Before 1999, the EU approved 18 GMO products, evail additional 6 to 8 products made of GM crops
but not containing genetic material (e.g. soy henit had already been marketed in the EC beford 199
The moratorium in fact referred to 14 approval pdres in progress at the time in part due to press
from environmentalists, in part due to member staéiecking the approval procedures by their absence
or by rejection. Although the member states voted &nd against it in equal numbers, in 2004 the
European Commission decided to lift the trade eguualt first allowed Syngenta’s canned sweet corn
seeds and then MON810 GM seeds to be marketed. whdanin 2003 the United States (followed by
Argentina and Canada) announced at the World T@adanization (WTO) that the moratorium imposed
by the EU and certain member states was irrecdsieilaith obligations stemming from WTO treaties. In
the struggle over the principles of precaution &ied trade, in the autumn of 2006 the WTO condemned
in an over one-thousand-page report the EU’s motetg which had been lifted in the meantime, along
with those countries that treated GMO imports metréectly than more lenient EU legislation that had
been adopted since then [Sipos, 2010]. For datiise WTO debate see e.g. Isaac and Kerr [2008] an
Zurek [2006].

® Data from production statistics and the lists ofimtries imposing the moratorium are contradiciary
the case of Poland and Romania. Neither they norlthited Kingdom or Bulgaria currently use the
safeguard clauses [European Commission, s.a.]. Rianed grown GM corn and soybeans before EU
accession, but since those were varieties not apgrin the EU, they ended production upon accession
[Darvas és Székacs, 2010]. Following the adoptiblegislation on co-existence, it produces corn now
approved in the EU.

11



Hungary’'s output in 2011 on 1.2m ha was 8 m tonsooh [KSH, 2012], and USDA
forecasted the same quantity for 2012, which madegdry the % largest corn
producer in the EU preceded by France (1.7m h&ni%ons), Romania (2.8m ha, 10m
tons) and Italy (Im ha, 9.4m tons) in terms of @ctgd production [USDA, 2012].

This moratorium, however, was not the first banGiv crops in Hungary. The
first ban was imposed in 1996: The then agricultumanistry put an end to outdoor
experiments with GM corn varieties and destroyedpsy the experiments were
conducted with GM varieties developed in the redeanstitutes of the Hungarian
Academy of Sciences (HAS) and the ministry, anchwiransgenic crops of foreign
companies as clients at Hungarian research siteszky, 2012]. This activity was
neither illegal nor legal: It was conducted in afuse of legislation, without any
regulatory framework.

It was Act XXVII of 1998 on Biotechnology Activitee that made outdoor
experiments possible again, with the relevant besn- as in other GMO-related cases —
being issued by the competent authority based errdbommendation of the Genetic
Engineering Advisory Committee (abbreviated in Haman as GEVB). It was the first
piece of gene technology legislation in Central dbaistern Europe and can be
considered as a strict law (except for closed-systeientific experiments, it has made
all gene technology activities subject to licensmportantly, it should be noted that the
committee it prescribed consisted — and continuescansist today - of the
representatives of several stakeholder groupsliatsnembers include researchers (6
persons), ministry and authority experts (5 persas well as representatives of
environmental and consumer protection NGOs (6 pes)so

Following Hungary’s EU accession in 2004, about &@eriments were
authorised, whereby a few hundred square metrasnagximum could be used as an
experimental lot at a given site on condition tifiet produce would not be marketed but
processed for research purposes and then destfdyetry of Rural Development,
2012]. The next regulatory task was to take a rafdegal harmonisation steps before
and after EU accession. Act LXVII of 2002 and rethtlecrees allowed the importation
of GM crops on condition that transparency was esgslbut that did not happen. The
law and related decrees modified the conditions apdroval process of outdoor
experiments — the latter was adjusted to the Eld&nsing system while in the case of
the former regulations remained stricter than Edislation [Stkdosd et al., 2008]. Later

Decree 82/2003 (VII. 17.) of the Minister of Agriture and Rural Development and

12



Government Decree 132/2004 (IV. 29.) assumed reougnts laid down in EU
regulations such as the mandatory labelling of $twifls containing higher than 0.9%
GM ingredients [Heszky, 2012].

The WTO debate and moratorium ended at the timdupfgary’s accession to
the EU and, as a consequence, MON 810 corn hylMdsmisanto’'s 16 — now 17 —
hybrids containing moth-resistant gene combinajioagproved by the European
Commission were included in the EU’s variety regisand thus — following domestic
economic value assessments and recognition bytée Stwo hybrids were allowed to
be produced in Hungary [Heszky, 2012]. To avoid takt, the then minister of
agriculture announced a moratorium in January 2005ther words, he ordered a ban
on producing, using and importing EU-licensed &g which ban he would extend in
2009 and also announced in 2010 in respect of Aafiotatoes, a BASF-product also
licensed by the EU in the meantime [Ministry of RluDevelopment, 2012]. The
moratorium challenged by the European Food Safetthaity (EFSA), but finally
approved by the European Commission was made pes$silihe following factors:

(i) Directive 2001/18/EC, Article 23 lays down tbption of applying safeguard
clauses “when a member state has justifiable reasooonsider that a GMO, which has
received written consent for placing on the markenstitutes a risk to human health or
the environment, it may provisionally restrict aropibit the use and/or sale of that
product on its territory” [European Commission,]s.a

(i) Environmental and health impact studies on GMn varieties approved in
the EU were not made in Hungary.

(i) At the same time Hungary’s Treaty of Accessi@cognises the uniqueness
of the fauna and flora of the Carpathian Basin,the Pannon bio-geographical region,
which is hence dissimilar to other EU countriesluding those where environmental
impact studies were conducted. The imposition aathtenance of the moratorium was
explained by the need for studies to be conductdduingary. It is to be noted that the
decision on the moratorium was supported by altipal parties.

Further elements should also be mentioned in résgeegulation including,
first, Act CVII of 2006 on the co-existence of cemtional and GM crops (i.e. the
modification of 1998 legislation) and the relate@cee 86/2006 (XII. 23.) of the
Minister of Agriculture and Rural Development. REding co-existence was
necessitated by the EU, which however left the \wgrlout of details to the member

states. Legislation in Hungary was preceded by e-\tear debate process, which
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significantly mobilised the stakeholders of agriatdl biotechnology. Second, the
Fundamental Law effective as of danuary 2012 provides that “Hungary shall further
the realisation of the right laid down in paragrafih [of the same Article] by an
agriculture which is free of genetically modifiedganisms” i.e. that “Everyone shall
have the right to physical and mental health” [dumdamental Law of Hungary]. Most
recently, in 2012, the Gene Technology Act washenttightened by the inclusion of
sanctions for violating the ban on production [H\ZB12].

As shown by regulatory and legal measures, theeesanificant efforts to
maintain Hungary’'s GMO-free status. At the sameetirtendencies in the opposite
direction were seen then — in the period of researand are still seen today. All Gene
Giants, i.e. large seed and crop protection congsawith an interest in GMOs, have
Hungarian subsidiaries and at least some of thegagm visibly or less visibly, in
shaping the GM situation and persuading the stddlel® in an effort to create the
legitimacy of GM crops. Another important grouptbé players are researchers dealing
with agricultural biotechnology. They are regulafigatured in the media and in
common parlance on both the pro and con sides. ibfenis most often made of
transgenic experiments designed to improve the gietolerance of crops; crops
subject to domestic gene technology research r&moge apples through potatoes and
rapeseed to grapes and, among monocotyledons baoley and wheat through corn to

rice.

1.3. The main characteristics of the empirical ressch

A qualitative exploratory piece of research is aina answering the research
questions underpinned by grounded theory and aritaiscourse analysis as a
methodological basis. The theory-building potentiathe former methodology and the
latter’s focus on the researcher’s role, value @d®iand social impact are important to
me, since agricultural biotechnology raises notyomiconomic and ecological
considerations but also social and power issues.

The three pillars underpinning the process of datkection are therefore the 43
semi-structured interviews with stakeholders; thefodus group discussions with
consumers; and the 6 media debates involving relsea which serve as objects of
analysis.

Even though the research covers a long periodnoé,tiit is not intended to

outline a historical process or dynamics or to tdgstages of that process. It is not the

14



thematic groups of arguments that | want to captuamly look into them in order to
uncover different legitimization strategies. My tnmg presents those arguments and
considerations connected with agri-biotechnologyctvlare revealed empirically, and
thus it may happen that not all elements of thedliof reasoning having different
orientations used in the global GM-debate are disetl

Dozens of studies have focussed on agriculturaebimology in Hungary from
the aspect of social sciences. In Chapter 5, | giveoverview of domestic research
together with analyses in Chapters 5-7 relatedh#o fields covered by the current
research. Most of them focus on domestic consunagéiides, but there have also been
economic analyses on the future of agriculture &itd without GM crop production or
on how the media discuss the subject of agriclhicdechnology. Some analyses have
attempted to identify stakeholders and their diseesi and arsenals of arguments. The
unique feature of the current research lies imeistsing on multiple pillars in addition to
its organizational-theory-based perspective. Toege it is characterised not only by
the pluralism of data collection methods and theatching with particular stakeholder
groups, but also by its coverage of the widestiptessange of stakeholders.

The next part of my Ph.D. thesis, Chapter 2, loakghe interpretations of
legitimacy by the relevant schools of thought afaoizational theory. In clarifying the
concept, | draw on Suchman’s [1995] legitimacy tggy in an effort to identify the
different factors of legitimacy and their aspeciscdssed by specialised literature and
subject to empirical studies. Chapter 3 deals witdustries affected by agri-
biotechnology. | present two basic tendencies tinate fundamental contributions to
legitimacy — also of agri-biotechnology companigsnamely strategic alliances and
integration and concentration processes inducegaiticular industries. Chapter 4
covers the methodological background, consideratiand process of the empirical
research. The results of the three pillars of teearch — interviews with members of
the organizational field, researchers’ media debaa@d consumer focus group
discussions — are presented in Chapters 5-7. Gh@gdtusses on conclusions drawn
from legitimacy typology and empirical researchdfitgs and on answering the research

guestions.

® For that reason, e.g. the principles and formsoliiology governance and regulation, or the issfies
ownership rights over genetic materials and relgtegktions of justice are not covered.
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2. Legitimacy in organization studies

The key term of this dissertation is legitimacy. vidoisly, it is a concept
deprived of values. If anything or anyone is deenegitimate, it expresses that it has
been accepted or the relevance of the matters d¢&s donfirmed. On the contrary, if
anything or anyone is not deemed legitimate, tefiécts a severe verdict. Deprivation
of legitimacy is doubting of relevance. Consequerftbr organizations it is a crucial
issue to become legitimate parts of a particulanrooinity, where a particular action or
the lawfulness of their operation is not doubteshngzquently, legitimacy is an
important concept both in organizational sciena iarcorporate management practice.

Suchman [1995] provides a comprehensive reviewaaclitectonic typology of
the term “legitimacy” used in organization and ngeraent studies. He offers the
following definition of legitimacy, covering all ganization theoretical schools:

» Legitimacy is a generalized perception or assuompthat the actions of

an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriatehiwitsome socially

constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, afichilons.” (Suchman,
1995:574}

This is the most frequently quoted legitimacy diifom in our science. The
definition clearly indicates that it is a normatigencept (desirable, right, adequate). It
is also clear that legitimacy, i.e., culturally exdded value assessment, is construed in
a particular social environment. And it cannot st lunnoticed either that the
perception of various actors is associated withaiigl in that sense others associate

legitimacy with something or someone else.

In this first chapter of the thesis, | am reviewitigg approaches to, and the
empirical research into the term of legitim&dy structure, | follow the dual distinction
of the literature, which points to the separatditians of the institutional, the strategic
and the discursive approach. In the analysis atitegcy, the institutional approach
focuses on external (i.e., extra-organizationadjiintional structures. “They look from

outside to inside” (from the external institutiorelvironment into the organization),

7 “Legitimacy is a generalized perception or assuampthat the actions of an entity are desirablep@ro
or appropriate within some socially constructedtesys of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions.”
[Suchman, 1995:574]

% In the review of the concept and typology of legitcy, | focus on the organizational theory literat
this paper does not discuss any political, scientif philosophical approaches. For more detailthose,
see, e.g. Bayer [1997]

16



and check whether or not the organization compli¢is the set of rules, norms, values
and convictions institutionalised in a particularcigal environment. On the contrary,
strategic approaches turn adopt the inverse pdigpeand “look from inside to the
outside”. The main representatives of the orgamimaapply strategic analyses and
identify the most important external actors repnéisg survival or prosperity for the
organization, and they try to manage the orgamnatiased on the interests, values and
expectations (or affecting the perceptions) of ¢hastors). Consequently, the strategic
approach focuses on the potential agency. In thisitgn, the organization is not a
passively adjusting party, like in the institutibapproaches.

In organization theory, | am analysing the relagiai population ecology and
sociological institutionalism to legitimacy, whicire basically attached to survival,
embeddedness and isomorphism. At the same timéeitimeis not only explored along
the organization-theoretical background, but ialso analysed from the viewpoint of
strategic approaches. Legitimacy appears in theures-dependency theory as a
condition deriving from the external environmeritis perceived by the stakeholder
theory as a contract that considers all players arjoy and tolerate the impacts of the
operation; the non-market and integrated stratggyaach relates to, and builds its
strategy also on the members of the world beyoednthrket borders — in addition to
the market players — and its industrial form beydhd organizational level is the
collective strategy. The more recent approach tgparate communication is a
discursive understanding of corporate activitieseeated to legitimation. Suchman’s
summarising work is used as a common frameworkherforegoing: furthermore, it is
surveyed which elements of the above approachesbeardentified and matched
through the Suchman typology, and which aspectsgared by the trend in question.
For this purpose, | primarily present Suchman’stiegcy category and ideolody.

Following the theoretical survey, | am summingtbhp empirical research that
looked into the legitimacy of single industries aodjanization fields, with special
regard (1) to the operationalization of the terntegitimacy; (2) to the applied research

methodology; as well as (3) to the new, emergingmanies and industries.

° Both Suchman (1995) and other authors draw thetiiteto the frequent but mainly no substantive
usage of the term of legitimacy, and to the lacktdrpretation. The term is often mixed and mergeal
other schemes like — for the most part - credipditd reputation, as well as corporate image and
corporate identity. Legitimacy differs from themaagerm, still, some of its elements can be akan.tRe
differences of the terms listed here, see e.g.:dfomand Shanley, 1990; Mahon, 2002; Whetten and
Mackey, 2002; Cecil, 2004; Dowling, 2004; Lieve2605.

17



Suchman (1995) distinguishes three large categonés organizational
legitimacy: pragmatic, moral and cognitive legititga According to his statement,
these are differentiated through the fact that they based on different behavioural
patterns. Pragmatic legitimacy is based on thetg¢bon, self-interested calculations of
the stakeholders (p. 578). Three sub-versionsegrarated within pragmatic legitimacy:
exchange legitimacy, influence legitimacy and dsponal legitimacy. Exchange
legitimacy is won by the given organization if @ast a part of the stakeholders hope for
positive expected value and benefit from the gitramsaction(s). If | am willing to
make at least one exchange deal with an organmzéi@. | buy its product), through
the given transaction | also declare both the pcbdnd the organization manufacturing
the product to be legitimate. In the case of inftebased legitimacy, legitimacy does
not refer to single transactions but it covers dhganization as such. At least some of
the stakeholders are interested in the existenctheoforganization — hoping for net
benefit — and for this reason they are willing égitimate the given organization. For
example, this can cover investors interested inethistence of the stock exchange and
all those who are willing to spend their free fineh assets on the purchase of shares.
Dispositional legitimacy is related to an organatif its stakeholders perceive
common values, the organization is ,honest”, ,détestc. Thus, this legitimacy is for
the “personality”, image and perhaps identity & dnganization.

Moral legitimacy is not based on the self-inteedsbehavioural patterns but on
what is called pro-social behavioural forms. Mdegjitimacy refers to the favourable
normative judgement of the given organization an@& activities on the side of the
stakeholders (Suchman, 1995:579-581). This legtyntategory is diversified by four
sub-versions: consequential legitimacy, proceduegitimacy, structural/categorical
legitimacy and personal legitimacy. The performawéeeach organization is very
important for the general public to regard it agitlmate. Therefore, organizations
producing ,good”, ,desirable”, valuable outputs dengranted legitimacy by those who
enjoy its outputd® Of course, the question of what is consideredahisable output and
what is not depends on the “reality-constructingteractions of the given social
medium and the organization functioning therein. é&xample of this can be the
legitimacy of pharmaceutical firms if they manage groduce and market a new

medicine that alleviates a disease that could eatured earlier. Procedural legitimacy

“However, those who suffer eventual harmful, unstitnal side-effects — those who carry negative
externalities — will definitely not consider thesgn organization legitimate.
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means that the given organization properly managesin matters, dilemmas, needs
and expectations — i.e. it proceeds in a sociatiygeptable manner. For example, it
manages and settles consumer complaints througiegtyaransparent procedures. As
against this, structural or categorical legitimaiyes not refer to single procedural
routines (like procedural legitimacy), but to theal organizational structure; to the
question of whether the given organization meetsetkpectation in structural terms: it
is the ,proper organization for the given task” ¢Bonan, 1995: 581). Thus, the source
of legitimacy is the organizational identity itsefducational organizations often enjoy
this source of legitimacy. The fourth sub-versiohnooral legitimacy is personal
legitimacy. This can basically be attached to teespnality of charismatic leaders — for
example, inventors-entrepreneurs (like Edison), also create a new industry through
a new technical solution, and legitimate it throubleir charisma. The institutional
entrepreneur discussed in the institutional orgeron theory can serve with such type
of legitimacy for an organization, what is more, & industry.

The third large category of legitimacy is cogratilegitimacy. The cognition-
based legitimacy dynamism (Suchman, 1995:582-5@8rs to the fact that the
organization or the industry is a necessary, nestjoned, predictable part of the given
cultural reality, which can clearly be interpretgdeverybody. The two sub-versions of
cognitive legitimacy are based on comprehensibgihd taken-for-grantedness. The
former means that the culturally imprinted expléorag and verification statements that
legitimate the existence and the manner of operatidhe organization are available to
the audience at large. Although the sustainabditythe current huge-volume use of
fossil fuels has partly been questioned in modewieties due to the global climate
change, the plastic products that have become taoparur everyday life (and their
manufacturers) do not need any separate verifitatidegitimacy (for the time being).
In the case of taken-for-grantedness, the orgaaizais such is not even questioned; it
is rested on a social construction of reality tieaders it “natural” and “indispensable”
in the every-day life of the audience at large. EBaample, this refers to mobile
telephones as a product and to the telecommunicataustry offering them — despite
the fact that its impact on the human health (Prisistill a debated issue.

Cognitive legitimacy can be influenced or manipeththe least — let's say — by
corporate managers or institutional entreprenesragainst the sources of pragmatic
and moral legitimacy. At the same time, this isniest refined, most durable and most

invasive form of legitimacy. The industries thahanjoy this are basically “natural”,
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almost “unquestionable” parts of the given cultuaatl socio-political medium. Those
who still question their legitimacy dispute — incartain sense — the socio-political
medium itself, and they are inevitably qualified,eedicals” (criticizers of the system),

as they are simultaneously touching upon estaldigl&ver structures.

Suchman (1995) adds two further dimensions todbeve typologisation of
legitimacy. On the one hand, legitimacy may refervarious actions of the given
organization (the unity/subject matter of legitimas each an action), but it can also be
attributed to the organization as such (referrmdghe essence of the organization). On
the other hand, the temporality of legitimacy cam émphasised; i.e. episodic or
transitional, as well as continuous or long-termmfe can be separatétBased on the

above, Suchman [1995] arranges the typology ofitegcy as shown in the Table 1.

Table 1 The typology of legitimacy

Actions Essences
o Disposition:
Episodic Exchange .
Interest Pragmatic
. legitimacy
Continual Influence Character
Episodic Consequential Personal Moral
Continual Procedural Structural legitimacy
o Comprehensibility:
Episodic S
Predictability Plausibility Cognitive
) Taken-for grantedness: legitimacy
Continual o
Inevitability Permanence

Source: Suchman (1995:584)

Below | am discussing in details the term of legdcy in various organization-theories,
and survey everywhere — through institutional tremor(school of institutionalist
organizational sociology, population ecology andcdisive approach — which

categories of the Suchman-type legitimacy typologyy be grabbed.

' At this point we must note that the managemenheftimeliness of legitimacy by Suchman is rather
simplifying. Timeliness is not a dichotomy concdppisodic or continual); we could also refer to
cyclicity (e.g., by tying the different demandslegitimacy to certain recurring phases.
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2.1. Understanding legitimacy

In the literature of organization and managemandiss, the term of legitimacy
is primarily attached to the sociological institutalist organization theoretical school.
It also appears in the organization scientific Esdf population ecology, attached to
the problem area of liability of newness and tha&sity dependence model. From
among the strategy-oriented surveys, it is thewmesadependency theory hallmarked
by the name of Pfeffer and Salancik that reliesht@term of legitimacy, but it also
plays an important part — even if not always ineaplicit form — in the stakeholder
theory as well as in the narrower literature oflemilve strategy and non-market
strategy. Below, | am going to cover these topgtgarting out from the strategic
literature through the institutionalist school tieetpopulation ecological approach.
Finally, | am going to revert to Suchman’s (1996jnsnarising typology, revaluating
and further developing it in the light of my degallanalysis.

2.1.1. Legitimacy in the strategic literature

The general feature of strategic literature is thateals with the problem of
legitimacy from a managerialigterspective. Thus, his analysis is centred on Hwv t
manager can influence the environment of the omgdion in order to win social
support. Therefore, in the strategic approaches nhnagers have a strategic choice,
they possess selection alternatives generated éayisirlves, and they have a certain
degree of freedom in interpreting — what is morshaping the expectations of the

environment?

2.1.1.1. The resource-dependency theory
In their resource-dependency theory, Jeffrey Prfeffe his co-authors (Dowling

and Pfeffer, 1975; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1977; flefefl981) define legitimacy — based
on the thoughts of the American sociologist, Tal&arsons — as ,,congruence between
the social values associated with or implied bygé@mizational] activities and the norms

It is worth mentioning that in a new, summarisirigce of work in strategic literature Mintzberg,
Ahlstrand and Lampel (1998) classify all of theat#gic approaches to be presented in this paragrfaph
the chapter — from the power source dependenceyttiemugh stakeholder analysis to collective st

— into the trend called by them as “power schopfi.(233-261). Their book does not cover the concépt
non-market strategy.
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of acceptable behaviour in the larger social sys@owling and Pfeffer, 1975:122
Any organization, thus also a business enterpisséegitimate only if it specifies the
objectives, and attaches tools to such objectivehieh (i.e. both the objectives and the
tools) harmonise with the values, norms and extieas of the given social medium.
These authors point out that in many cases it ishnaasier for top managers to change
the symbolic meaning of the image of the organiratn order to obtain (or even keep
or re-gain) legitimacy than to transform the ohbjexg, the outputs or basic processes of
the organization in the expected manner (Pfeff@81). All this, however, may easily
lead to conflicts according to the theory. Namebcduse actors representing the
external environment are much more interested & dhtual results (outputs and
processes) as against the managers for whomimes to manipulate the contents of
symbolic meanings. For this reason, Suchman (19#3jeves that the strategic-
instrumentalist approach of resource-dependenayrylgives legitimacy an ,up-to-the-
point, calculative and often oppositional” interiatéon (p. 576). As can be seen, in this
theory, legitimacy is one of the important typegofver sources offered by the external
environment, and it is necessary to acquire angréserve it in order to achieve the
objectives of the organization. In this framework thinking, legitimacy is given
meaning - on the one hand - in the world of ,matepower-dependence relations”
(Suchman, 1995: 578). Suchman (1995) classifissitito the pragmatic legitimacy
category based on self-interested calculations, avithin this, calls it exchange
legitimacy. On the other hand, however, the samitdrs interested in actual results and
procedures can enforce several types of legitinfemy the organization in question.
Thus the organizational efficiency, the appropriadeormance, which Suchman (1995)
calls consequence-based legitimacy; or even thécappn of certain procedures and
techniques, which Suchman (1995) defines as proakhgitimacy. These two types of
legitimacy are not based on the self-interested¢utative ground of pragmatic
legitimacy but on the socially centred, normatitetemment, i.e. value judgement which
claims that the given organization ,is doing whatight” and what is expected in the
given social medium — this is what Suchman (19%ggorises as moral legitimacy.

Therefore, in the case of consequence-based legiinthe actions of the organization

13 Originally: “...congruence between the social valassociated with or implied by [organizational]
activities and the norms of acceptable behaviothi larger social system” (Downing and Pfeffer,
1975:122).
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produce the ,right”, ,desirable” results; while acgng procedural legitimacy succeeds
or fails subject to following the ,right” processes

As can be seen, the strategy-oriented resourcaidepey theory is able to
explain the appearance of the pragmatic and moraid of legitimacy. Organizations,
including companies, have an interest — moreowey are forced with a view to their
survival and prosperity — to acquire legitimacy,aapower source, from their external
environment and to handle it strategically. Moreqgmsely, all this means within the
framework of the theory that the organizations -ryn return - to pass on tangible
financial benefits to the external source that mles legitimacy. They also try to prove
the social sense of their existence, necessityusihty by proving that they emphasise
the “good” consequences of their acts as well asctiirectness of their organizational
processes and procedures, together with their fiolfowing and valuable character.
Those organizations, including business enterpribas are unable to do all this and do
not manage the acquisition of legitimacy as a egiat power source will definitely

disappear over time.

2.1.1.2. Stakeholder theory
The stakeholder theory offers an analytic toolbaxstrategic management (see

Freeman, 1984). The point is that the survival andtccessful operation of any
company presumes that the management of the gigmpany carefully considers
before each strategic decision which stakeholderests and values are influenced by
the various decision alternatives, and in what reanfihis means that - within this
framework of thinking - the basis of the wide-sdalgitimacy of each strategic decision
is that managers consider the expectations of tlooseerned by the decision in
question, and this is also reflected by the prooésdrategic management, channelling
the stakeholders’ “voice” in some form into the idamn-making process. The necessity
of legitimacy is also revealed by the perhaps esiriaind repeatedly quoted definition of
the stakeholder concept: “those groups without whagpport the organization would
cease to exist” (SRI, 1963, quoting Donaldson amesten, 1995:72% In their
summarising piece of writing considered as essntthe narrow literature, Donaldson
and Preston say the following:

“Stakeholders are persons or groups with legitimateerests in
procedural and/or substantive aspects of corp@etigity. Stakeholders

4« _.those groups without whose support the orgarvratiould cease to exist” (SRI, 1963).
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are identified bytheir interest in the corporation, whether the corporati
has any corresponding functional interestthem The interests of all
stakeholders are afitrinsic value” (emphasis in original, Donaldson and
Preston, 1995:6%)

This quote also supports that although the stakielnaheory clearly represents a
managerialist approach, and thus it takes an m&mntialist form, it is also characterised
by normative elements (cf. the stakeholder interesio be handled as an inherent
value). Moreover, Donaldson and Preston argue éir thrticle that the core of the
stakeholder theory is normative, because its joatibn basically relies on this
(inherent value ascription as a clear-cut moralsags), and thus its instrumental and
descriptive character is also based on this (sealdson and Preston, 1995:73-82).

Therefore, the stakeholder theory clearly goeshowsthat each and every
strategic decision of the organization must bestligect matter of stakeholder-oriented
consideration — for the sake of legitimacy. At ane time, the need for legitimacy can
— in a manner congruent with the theory — be exddrftom various actions (decisions)
of the organization to the whole of the organizatitself, in fact, by proposing the
transformation of corporate governance on a stdidehdasis. In this sense, legitimacy
refers to the identity of the organization, and ol to single organizational processes,
procedures or actions. Based on the stakeholderythéhe evaluation of corporate
social performance (CSP) has also become anothmoriamt research direction — its
practical equivalent cannot only be perceived prilpan the environmental, social and
more and more in the sustainability reportmgplished annually by large companies
but also in the movement of socially responsibleegstments (SRI). Apart from the
increased shareholder activism, the latter alsdi@mphe appearance and quick growth
of what is called SRI funds and indices (e.g. Dowmnes Sustainability Index,
FTS4Good etc.).

Thus, the moral interpretation of legitimacy is doamt in the stakeholder
theory. TheCSP and theSRI clearly show the importance of consequence-based
legitimacy to corporate managers. On the other hdnedstakeholder-oriented concepts
of corporate management emphasise proceduralnegti for the sake of the survival
and success of the organization. At the same tiwaeious forms of pragmatic

legitimacy also emerge. On the one hand, the tilezeof the stakeholder theory and —

15 “Stakeholders are persons or groups with legitiniaterests in procedural and/or substantive aspect
of corporate activity. Stakeholders are identifieg their interest in the corporation, whether the
corporation has any corresponding functional irgieia them The interest of all stakeholders are of
intrinsic value” (emphasis in original, Donaldson és Preston 5188
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in relation to this — the corporate social respoifisy (CSR) personifies the
organizations — in a much-criticised manner — réiggr them as an autonomous,
morally responsible being. (cf. argument ,the comp&an have a conscience” by
Goodpaster and Matthews, 1993). This is a part ispasition legitimacy in the
Suchman-type (1995) categorisation. And, perhapsprisingly, exchange-based
legitimacy also appears in the justification of tetakeholder theory, as is also
supported by the following quote: ,.all persons or groups with legitimate interests
participating in an enterprise do so to obtain figne..” (emphasis in original,
Donaldson and Preston, 1995:88)lf each and every part of the organization in
guestion is imbibed by the normativity of the stadleer-theory, we can also talk about
the structural/categorical legitimacy of the orgaion. Suchman (1995) claims that in
this case the legitimacy of the organization asyatesn (i.e. not only single
organizational actions or procedures) is approvied;identity of the organization is
given favourable moral confirmation.

The stakeholder theory has even appeared in ®litibere former US president
Bill Clinton and British prime minister Tony Blaialso mentioned stakeholder
capitalism. The social theory formations of thedeas and declarations are attempts
made towards the normative foundation of the stakien theory, out of which the
social contract theory-based argument is one of riwst frequently mentioned
arguments (Donaldson and Dunfee, 1995). All thisnportant from the viewpoint of
legitimacy because it highlights the need for leggicy on the level of the political-
economic system. Specifically, the legitimacy pesbh$ of a new organization or a
newly emerging industry may even intertwine witte tlegitimacy questions of the
political and economic system — exerting a favoleraly unfavourable impact on the
subject matter of the survey (i.e. the organizatmm industry). The birth and
introduction of various new technologies can ewarke opposition by a specific group
or groups of the given society. And here we showtl necessarily think only of a
technology that gives rise to ,sophisticated” asstans, for example, the nuclear
industry, whose birth has always been shadowedm fthe viewpoint of its social
legitimacy - by the destruction imposed by nucléammbs onto Hiroshima and
Nagasaki. Among other things, the birth of the mdbile was not uniform social

success at the beginning either, because the appeaof the “rushing” (of course,

e« .all persons or groups with legitimate interests piaiing in an enterprise do so to obtain

benefits...” (Donaldson és Preston, 1995:68).
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slow if measured by today’s technological standar$ividual motorists raised public
indignation and even led to civilian movements egdly in contemporary towns (see
Rao, 2004). New technologies exert an impact orstfogal-economic-political system,
and in certain cases they can launch or strengthaor changes by influencing the
power relations of the social actors. Thereforenganies and enterprises intending to
distribute new technologies and related products aéed legitimacy on the level of the
prevailing social and economic set-up, and in treamtime they can also contribute
(positively or negatively) to the legitimacy of tgezen system. This type of legitimacy

can be called as political-economic legitimacy.

2.1.1.3. Non-market and collective strategies
Another two, less known and quoted slices of thategic literature are also relevant

from the viewpoint of legitimacy. One of the stgite approaches — attached to the
name of Baron (1995a and 1995b) in managemendtitex — divides the organization’s
external environment into two parts: market and-manket environment. Accordingly,
one can talk about market and non-market stratagyyell as their synergy, what is
called integrated strategy. The market strategyomised on gaining competitive
advantage, and the well-known competitive strat@ggroaches can be applied in this
regard [see Porter, 1993 and Wernerfelt, 1984; &hiR002; Czakd, 2007]. The non-
market strategy is focused on interactions carreed with state bodies, local
communities, civil organizations and the media (i@n-market stakeholders). To put it
in another manner, the non-market environment idemg by the elements of social,
political and legal set-up that structure the comypminteractions outside the market.
According to Baron’s definition (1995a), ,a nonmerlstrategy is a concerted pattern of
actions taken in the nonmarket environment to erealue by improving it®verall
performance” (emphasis in original, Baron, 1995p*4Tn this framework of thinking,
the purpose of the non-market strategy is to fomd @nfluence the non-market
environment with a view to market value creatiamc(easing the shareholder value).
For this reason, it tries to influence the non-neanvironment (by applying the non-
market competences of the organization) to creatar&ket opportunity (e.g. by creating
the legal facility of a newly emerging industry), tm provide protection against the
rivals (e.g. by lobbying for a regulation that atfe the foreign competitors adversely).
The non-market strategy may try to avert or mo&ettateats coming from suppliers or

“A nonmarket strategy is a concerted pattern dbasttaken in the nonmarket environment to create
value by improving it®verall performance...” (emphasis in original, Baron, 199564
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buyers possessing a strong bargaining power (ergsuener boycotts). Moreover, in
many cases, the non-market strategy is not condumyesingle companies but by a
whole industry in order to be able to influence tlog-market environment according to
its interests (see more details below, when thiecible strategy is discussed).

The use of the non-market strategy is preferredhbyresearchers of corporate
environmental management when analysing and drawpniipe typology for corporate
environmental strategies. With the help of thihh@q1992) pointed out in his research
into chemical multinational companies that the egaplenvironmental strategies and
toolboxes primarily try to restore the authentiatyd the legitimacy of the industry that
has been lost due to numerous chemical accidedtdiaasters. The huge companies of
the chemical industry were forced to experienceltiss of the taken-for-grantedness
that they had established as a science-based ipgustviding the society with useful
products. The public did not doubt the existenbe,rtecessity and the use of chemical
products until huge accidents took place (Sandd3eveso, Exxon Valdez, Union
Carbide — Bophal). This type of legitimacy is cdlley Suchman (1995) as taken-for-
granted legitimacy. This means that the chemicdlustry and its products became
widespread in the modern market society, the coessigvidently bought and used the
multitude of products offered by the industry; artder industries built their production
processes onto chemical industrial inputs. In Swetien(1995) legitimacy typology,
this taken-for-grantedness is not classified ihtpgragmatic and the moral, but into the
cognitive legitimacy category. The accidents shibudk form of legitimacy, which is the
most difficult to acquire and that can be “managi@’least by corporate managers.

According to Maxwell and his co-authors (1997), then-market strategy is
focused on stakeholder-related connections, aged to meet their expectations outside
the market performance. Analysing the environmerstahtegies of multinational
companies like Volvo, Polaroid and Procter & Gamblieis pointed out that those
elements of the environmental strategies proveetsurccessful — from a corporate
viewpoint — that are based on the existing orgainizal competences. If, however, the
results achieved through them are not in conformiith the environmental
expectations of the external stakeholders, theyd léa a conflict despite the
improvement of the environmental performance. Titb@s establish that the surveyed
companies were not able to increase their legitynmerause the influential part of the

stakeholders evaluated their actions as only syicddpivhat is more, manipulative.
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Reinhardt (1997) examined the opportunities to apipé environment strategy
as a differentiating competitive strategy by preo®$ numerous case studies.
Analysing the strategy of the Patagonia clothespaong he pointed out that the firm’s
success and the authenticity of its environmerftatts were primarily ensured by the
fact that the corporate management re-positioneditin as a whole, together with its
activities and processes. This integrated stratpgyd well” through winning and
enhancing the pragmatic (e.g. dispositional), tlerai(e.g. structural/categorical), as
well as the cognitive legitimacy. The Patagonienfivas “rewarded” by its stakeholders
with the type named by Suchman (1995) as legitinsed on comprehensibility. This
type of cognitive legitimacy refers to the factttbi@e environment of the organization is
able to give plausible interpretation to the aciohthe organization and to the sense of
its existence, and, at the same time, the stakefldill be able to forecast its further
actions and to provide them with sense with greatisty.

With regard to the uses of non-market strategy,oBaf1995a) mentioned,
among other things, the example of US agrar-biateldyical firm, the Calgene, Inc.
(pp. 50-51). In order to bring to the market itswnelevelopment (genetically
manipulated tomato), this small-size agrar-biotéoim was forced to launch a non-
market action in order to establish appropriateallaggulations and to modify the
existing ones. These non-market actions coveredntheduction of cooperation with
other, competitive firms in the emerging bioteclugital industry (initiating the
establishment of an industry association); the malty transfer of R+D information —
protected as a business secret — to the regulatghporities; participation in national
and international professional forums; as well ayipg special attention to media
contacts. This example also highlights that the-mamket strategy may be especially
important in the case of an emerging industry, whbere are no “ready-made rules”
yet (1993:221), but they will significantly influea the competition itself and the
chances of various organizations for survival. e temerging industries, there is
uncertainty about the technology, thus — Baronangxe (1995a) also goes to show —
that procedural legitimacy comes into the foregobumnstead of consequence-based
legitimacy (cooperation with the authorities, prayithe bona fide character of the
organization in question). Baron points out alsmdelf that the non-market strategy is
in many cases implemented at the level of an imgdusither than at the level of an

organization. This, however, already stretches tvéne topic of collective strategy.
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According to the thoughts of Astley (1984), what fegards as ,pioneering
ethos”, ,ego-centred organization” and ,combatefignalogy” was dominant in the
literature of the strategy for a long time. Basedtbis, the literature of the strategy
concentrated on a lonely organizational fight agfaithe exogenous environmental
barriers, and concentrated on the strikes agahmstcbmpetitors. Due to this, the
importance of cooperation and inter-organizatiay@laboration was squeezed into the
background. In this context, collective strategyan®, the joint formulation of policy
and implementation of action by the members of rorganizational collectivities”
(Astley, 1984:527%2 Therefore, the term of collective strategy — whichs originally
introduced by Astley and Fombrun (1983) refers to the common strategic
manoeuvring of the group of companies recruitethfidentical and different industries
with a view to the favourable solution of a comm@sue. The participating
organizations mobilise various power sources valuliyt and together, and harmonise
their actions in order to achieve their common dlbje. They do all this because they
are similarly involved in a certain matter, and ethger they are able to act more
effectively in order to promote their interests.this case, effectiveness refers to the
fact that there is a bigger chance to moderatpedraps terminate uncertainties caused
by the external, complex environment through imteanizational actions (Astley and
Fombrun, 1983). Through the collective strategg tloperating organizations make
their environment more predictable and more stadtléeast temporarily (Bresser and
Harl, 1986). Therefore, it is the purpose of cdilex strategy to render the involved
industry/industries better accepted in their exdkemnvironment; or to influence the
expectations, norms and values of the externalremwient in a manner that they
conform with the current features of the organ@ai pursuing the collective strategy;
or it tries to promote the change in the coopegatirganizations themselves (but most
cases generally cover an approach to both). Winkegping or regaining legitimacy is
closely related to the purposes of collective sgis. An example of this is given by
the global programme launched in the chemical itigusnder the title ,Responsible

Care”.

18« __the joint formulation of policy and implementatiof action by the members of interorganizational
collectivities.” (Astley, 1984:527)

9 They compare the collective strategy to the adimpteof biological communities, and define it as
follows: “the collective strategy is the systematitswer of the group of organizations that coopeirat
order to adapt themselves to the deviations thattygsical of their inter-organizational environmént
Originally: “...a collective strategy is a systemigsponse by a set of organizations that collabarate
order to absorb the variation presented by theranganizational environment” (Astley és Fombrun,
1983:580).
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This is all the more a good example because - wihemprogramme was
started in the mid-1980s - the economic performamicéghe chemical
industry (mainly that of the USA) was outstandiagd the companies
produced an unprecedented amount of profits anarexptheir R&D
expenditures and the wages paid to their emplogisesreached a peak in
the industry’s history (Prakash, 2000:83-91). Thilg launch of the
programme — which was initiated by the Canadianmib& industrial
federation and was quickly taken over by its UStrmar Chemical
Manufacturers Association, CMAstablished in 1872) — was not justified
by only profits to be realised in narrow, shortterimage-related
advantages (reputation, goodwill). This period caed with the quickly
disappearing social legitimacy of the chemical stdy (see page 15).
These accidents confirmed the public viewpoint ifraity changing the
discourse and the social mood attached to the ingubat the chemical
industry is not able, and is not trying to makeodf to carry out its
activities without damaging the natural environmemd the human
health. If, however, the industry fails to meetsih@xpectations in terms
of value and norm, this will upset the social baawf advantages and
drawbacks that verifies its existence. This, imfwequires a clear-cut and
strict intervention and regulations by the commynit. obviously by the
state. As a result, similar uncertainties emerging the external
environment evidently endanger the investors’ lterga confidence
through their risk perception. Another threat of #xtended and stricter
regulation is that resources will also have todleeh away from R+D —
which is to set the foundation of long-term intdrm@al competitiveness
— in order to conform with the regulation.

For this reasonCommunity Awareness and Emergency Resp@BsER
became one of the basic pillars of Responsible .Caceording to the
recommendations of this scheme, the industry hasake major efforts
to inform, prepare and involve the public in orderguarantee public
accountability. This was one out of the total of sbdes of condutt that
were worked out by the American chemical industfederation and
proposed to its members and partners for acceptaic¢hese efforts
were meant to ensure that the chemical industryldhaecover social
confidence, and it should once again step backitatoreditworthy and
reliable, i.e. legitimate role that actually prom®fpublic good. However,
the industry failed to successfully restore itketafor-granted cognitive
legitimacy, partly because the Responsible Cargrarome was not able
to become creditworthy in all respects becaused-this is its biggest
deficiency — it did not lay down any professionahstion against the
chemical industrial member companies that failestéot its introduction.
For this reason, the majority of the social opirieaders regarded these
efforts as mere window-dressing.

Although the industry has not been able to re-ghm former recognition,
numerous chemical industrial companies that madejormafforts towards

institutionalising the code of conduct were sucfigssn restoring their shaken

*° The other five prongs of the code of conduct cadehe following areas: pollution prevention, prases
safety, distribution, employee health & safety andduct stewardship. (Prakash, 2000:124-125)
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legitimacy in the local communities affected byithgperations. They were relatively
successful in regaining moral (consequence-based arocedural) legitimacy.
However, the unauthentic attitude of the wholehaf industry also overshadows — from
time to time — the social legitimacy of these le@dcompanies, and continues to leave

their cognitive legitimacy blemished.

2.1.2. Institutional approaches

Contrary to strategic approaches, institutionalrapghes look at the issue of
legitimacy by searching for the reflection of a tmadar social environment in the
organisation, rather than focusing on the managetson options. In a particular social
environment, the myths manifested and conveyed&tutions must also permeate the
organisations for the latter to seem legitimataieTthis projects an “over-socialised”
image of the organisation, which is a classicatueaof structuralist social theories.
That image needs to be eased by the institutiopptoaches in order to open the
theories also to actions. The analyses adoptirtgutisnal organisational sociology as
their framework discussed below seemed more seitédll such purposes than the
organisation theory of the population ecology. Témncept of the *“institutional
entrepreneur” shifts the institutional approachesmf the purely structure-based

analysis towards the opening of possibilities fciian and choices.

2.1.2.1. Sociological institutionalist school
The classical article of the institutionalist orgaation theoretical approach

(Meyer and Rowan, 1977) claims that the formal oizgtions, just like the companies
themselves, are established in an environment ptgalland intertwined by numerous
institutions. Upon their foundation, the organinas internalise those institutionalised
norms and practices (,myths”) that are required tloeir environment (the actors
making up the environment) to regard their esthbiisnt and existence as necessary,
valuable and sensible; i.e. legitimate. In the alogical institutional organization
theory, the creation of legitimacy is primarily c@tted to the term of isomorphism. In
another classical study of the school, DiMaggio &uavell (1983) state that once
organizations dealing with similar activities arstablished — i.e. a new industry is
formed — there is a heavy pressure on the orgamnzato become similar to each other.
This process - beyond the homogenisation causdatidogompetition — was given the

name institutional isomorphism, and their three damental mechanisms were
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presented. On the one hand, coercive isomorphidrarely the most evident example
Is state regulation, the power of law. On the otkerd: mimetic isomorphism, whereby
the newcomers try to imitate the already successfydnizations in order to survive (a
sample for survival). On the third hand, they sefanormative isomorphism, which
can derive, for example, from specific expectatiohsarious professions or from the
norms of the cultural environment. In this framekvof thinking it is evident that the
new organization or the upcoming industry mustilftitfe legal prescriptions as well as
certain social expectations and moral norms inra@egain legitimacy. Apart from this,
the legitimacy of the organization and the emergmuystry is also increased if similar
operational forms and unified operating standardseatablished; i.e. the organizations
imitate each other in certain respects (e.g. telogizal processes, quality standards,
etc.). Therefore, according to the institutionasishool, numerous routines, procedures
or programmes can be detected even in the operafiaime organizations of the
business sphere that are not related primarilya¢onaterial and efficiency-increasing
aspects of the market competition but to the magportant institutions in the
environment of the organization or industry thaiyide legitimacy to the company and
its industry. As can be seen, the institutionabstjanization theoretical approach
relocates the gravity centre of examination frora tompetitive environment to the
institutionalization of the wider social environmewhat is more, it also regards the
competition, the competition market itself as acHpe institutionalized factor. In this
manner, all companies and industries are sociafllyegided, and their performance and
existence cannot be understood by concentratindusgxely on their competition
environment as even the performance itself is coedtand becomes legitimate in the
reflection of the institutions and the institutitisad norms of the external environment.
The interpretation of legitimacy at the institutadist school is also based on
Parsons’ thoughts, as could be seen in the resoemendency theory. This means that
the organization in question is legitimate if itsrposes are harmonised with the values
of the wider social medium. In this regard, legdiry is related to the social evaluation
of the organization’s objectives. At the same tinmeaddition to Parsons’ approach,
another main source for the legitimacy theory o thstitutionalist school is the
phenomenological-constructivist social theory appto hallmarked with the name of
the Berger and Luckman (Berger and Luckman, 1988, mimarily pp. 131-179). In
this framework of thinking, legitimacy is given agnitive overtone, and it refers to the

fact that stakeholders are able to interpret tverginstitutional order as well as the
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existence and the manner of operation of the orgéipn, and regard it as plausibfe.
This cognitive interpretation of legitimacy emplses comprehensibility, predictability
and taken-for-grantedness (Scott, 1991). An agtiwirganization or industry gains
social and institutional legitimacy when its exigte and manner of operation is taken
for granted; its knowledge is widespread in thesgigocial medium; it can be related to
expectations that are clear to everybody. This itiwgrcultural meaning of legitimacy
is summed up by Meyer and Scott (1983) in theirinitedn: ,... organizational
legitimacy refers to the degree of cultural supgortan organization — the extent to
which the array of established cultural accounts/igile explanations for its existence”
(p. 201, quoted by Scott, 1991: 176).

An important difference between the legitimacy nterof the resource-
dependency theory and that of the institutionadtool is that the former emphasises
the strategic selection of the organizational lesdee. the opportunity to influence
legitimacy; while the structuralist organizatioretiny approach of the latter calculates
with a passive organization in the sense that ipleasises the dominant role of the
external environment, whose expectations as welhstgutionalized logics and norms
of action are tried to be followed and imitated l®ach organization when
institutionalising their own organization. It is thby accident that while the resource-
dependency theory conceptualises the forms ofinegity that can also be influenced
by the leaders, i.e. primarily the pragmatic andoséarily the moral legitimacy, the
institutional organization theoretical school isinfable to display — in its framework
of thinking - the cognitive legitimacy that canre manipulated, or can be manipulated
only to a little extent. At any rate, the instituialist school moved away from this
classically structuralist social theory approacherotime, and tried to extend its
theoretical framework in a manner that it is ablexplain the changes (e.g. the birth of
new markets, products or technologies), the oppdstuo strategic selections, the
differentiation and the heterogeneity of the exdérenvironment (see DiMaggio and
Powell, 1991). This new trend of institutionalisrees the term of institutional activist,

which bears similar features to the term of engepur by Schumpeter (see Rao,

2! “Legitimacy as a process, i.e. legitimation canrbgarded as the “secondary” objectivation of the
sense Legitimacycreates new senseashereby the task is teensibly integrate meaningsat are related
to institutions not similar to each other. The fiime of legitimacy is to make already institutioised
“primary” objectivations objectivelyaccessibleand subjectivelyisible” (Berger és Luckmann, 1998:
131-132, emphasis by me — MR)

22« organizational legitimacy refers to the degréeutural support for an organization — the extent
which the array of established cultural accounts/igie explanations for its existence” (Meyer ést§co
1983: 201).
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2004)?® The institutional entrepreneur takes the role @hange agent, initiating and
supporting new organizations, new technologies, peyducts or new procedures. He
strives for creating their legitimacy. His mainkas to establish the legitimacy of the
new, the emerging one (Rao, 2004:362). He hasek aed creatively combine for the
new, the emerging one the cultural explanations @@ accessible, interpretable and
accepted in the given social medium in a manndrthigavalue and the sense of the new
and the emerging one is creafddOn the one hand, the institutional entrepreneur
establishing something new has to create a comgntstory” for the “new” that is
culturally adjusted to the given institutional emviment (in order to gain moral
legitimacy). On the other hand, these stories amgortant symbols (Lounsbury and
Glynn, 2001) that mediate and continuously consthe specialty, as well as the
specific features and identity of the new ventunegmerging industry). The success of
the institutional entrepreneur is measured by #uoe that the given social medium does
not doubt the value and the utility of the new (arat), the emerging (industry), and
finally it already regards it indispensable for gy community/social existence. The
cognitive legitimacy of taken-for-grantedness aathprehensibility is created.

For the most part, the institutional entreprereas a rhetorical task. Narratives
and stories as well as claim-making that will corve the stakeholders and verifies the
legitimacy of the new product or the emerging indysr even its unavoidability (Rao,
2004:361-363). The image and the identity of thes meust be created in the public
opinion — the institutional entrepreneur must bke @b link the new (unknown) to the
already known categories and comprehensible culltschemes in order to gain
cognitive legitimacy (Lounsbury and Glynn, 2001heTinstitutional entrepreneur is, in
fact, the “ideologist” of the new product or emeigiindustry in question. This is well
reflected in the applied narratives, which can easgde general comprehensibility,
necessity, exclusively the favourable features @oabrtunities. In many cases, this is
balancing along the border of, and it even tilteramto manipulation. For example, the
institutional entrepreneur is boasting only witkkdarable research results, and is trying

to deprive the representatives of counter-argumehtkeir legitimacy (de-legitimate).

% For this reason, in the following | am going to tise better-sounding term of institutional entreyener
instead of the verbatim term of institutional actbounsbury and Glynn (2001) introduced the term of
“cultural entrepreneurship” for the same phenomerdris may, however, lead to misunderstanding in
Hungarian, therefore, | prefer the term of instdoal entrepreneur.

4 |n fact, this is what supplements the descriptielated to Schumpeter’s term of entrepreneur with t
interpretation task of the creative combinatiorthaf given cultural samples and explanations. Thaso
the task of the entrepreneur, i.e. creating thaahdénstitutionalisation (see specifically Lounspwand
Glynn, 2001).
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Or he tries to organise situations (demonstrati@nts) in which the subject matter of
legitimacy will surely be the winner as a resulttiloé circumstances. The analysis by
Rao (2004) into the development of the automoksleaitell-tale example of this.
According to the story, the enthusiastic followefghis new technology of mobility —
arranged into automobile clubs — organised spela@aceliability contests in order to
demonstrate the excellence of the automobile. @bhes organised only from 1895 until
1912 created the social legitimacy for the automeolsis a reliable technique for
transport — the new product and the related teclyned were accepted, recognised and
supported by the socio-political environment. Theygceeded in building a narrative
around the automobile that established an audiandefound the way to the everyday
public opinion. A common, symbolic environment waeveloped around the
automobile that gave sense to the automobile asdugge — and it became

“comprehensible” and “sensible” for the public (sbyg).

Taking the role of the institutional entreprenesigenerally not the task of one
single person; the institutional entrepreneur ia fmost cases — the network of actors.
This may be a role for corporate executives, wheo aéstablish the interest
representation organization of the new industrytiier sake of more effective collective
actions. Or the representatives of a given prabesr a group of scientists who build
the legitimacy of the new product or even the emngrgndustry through their
professional organization (or networks). Howeverisi not excluded either that the
legitimacy activity of the institutional entrepramas assumed by a group of consumers
who are enthusiastic about the new product. Th&utisnal entrepreneur — whoever it
is composed of — will break the structural stiffed the institutionalist organization
theory, and renders the opportunity of strategiciagh and action conceptualisable in
this theoretical framework. In this manner, it e tinstitutional organization theory
from among the above-mentioned frameworks that teeger to be more suitable for
managing the diversity of sources for legitimacyanging from pragmatic, through

moral, up to cognitive legitimacy.

2.1.2.2. Population ecology
The researchers who belong to the population eaazbgrganization theoretical

school focus on the question of how the socialnenac and political factors (the main

variables of the external environment) influence fibundation and failure, the number
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and density and the changes in composition ovex tfrthe organizational populations
and communities (Baum, 1996; Kieser, 1995Dne of the first theoretical theses
related to the population ecology was given the enagiability of newness”.
Accordingly, the failure rate of new organizatioms big; bigger than that of
organizations having been in operation for a longeae. According to the argument
behind the thesis, the higher failure rate of neganizations is due to the fact that they
do not yet learn their new role in the given soamdium; their influencing ability or
their social recognition is missing, or it is potiney do not hold stable stakeholder
relations that would guarantee the continuous adipm of power sources and that
would render their environment more predictablesiftegitimacy is simply not created
yet, as they have not had the chance to prove ibl@bility and accountability. At the
same time, the new empirical research has chalietigegeneral validity of this long-
believed thesis. A great number of research wdraisdpplied the organizational size as
a control variable could establish that the thegs not justified - much more was,
however, the "liability of smallness"”. Namely, lifet new organization or organizational
population succeeds in becoming legitimate rel§tivpiickly and in accessing vital
power sources by creating good contacts with the mtakeholders, the oracle of
"liability of newness" will truly lose its validityBaum, 1996:79-83).

The density dependence model is also a basic mafdpbpulation ecology.
According to the argument of the model concerneagitimacy, the initial growth of the
organizational population density contributes te fivourable change in the legitimacy
of the new population (Hannan and Freeman, 1988tequby Kieser, 1995). Namely
because the density growth improves the power-segaming ability of the members
of the population as the population becomes bkttewn and thus more accepted in its
institutional environment.

However, as the number - and thus the density ergénizational population
continues to grow, the competition among the memkelt increase - and so will the
failure of the organizations (Baum, 1996:85). TArgument highlights - on the one
hand - the similarities between the population egpland the institutional organization
theory (which are evidently due to the structutatisaracter of both). On the other
hand, it highlights the absence - in the above eaé the specification of concrete

% Organizational population covers the group of oizgtions dealing with similar activities and showin
a similar power-source-utilising pattern; on thehest hand, organizational communities are the
functionally integrated systems of organizationgpplations interacting with each other (Baum, 1996)
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factors enhancing legitimacy and competition. Byvnthe new empirical research
activities of the population ecology are charasestiby the search for synergy with the
institutionalist school (see, among others, Baurd @tiver, 1992; Rao, 2004). The
nearing of the two trends can also be perceivetiennterpretation of legitimacy. The
population ecological studies differentiate theratige and the socio-political sources
of legitimacy (Aldrich and Fiol, 1994; Baum, 1996l congruence with the
institutional school, the former is understood las taken-for-grantedness of various
organizational forms, while the latter is construeca manner that the organizational
form in question - which is typical of the givenpudation - gets embedded into the
relations and normative context of the given somaldium free from conflicts (in a
conform manner). As a result of these theoreticalserations, the relational density
variable also gets into the specification of thagiy dependence model (Baum, 1996).
Thus, legitimacy is intended to be measured throtiglh embeddedness of the
organizational population - forming the subject tematof the survey - into the
institutional environment. This means that the roépendence between the
organizational population and its institutional Bomment is operationalised. The
reason is that according to the presumption: thekeh is the connection net attaching
the population in question to the given social medie.g. local residents) and to the
governmental bodies (the more embedded is the wemvepopulation into its
institutional environment), the bigger is the sepwitical legitimacy of the population,
thus the higher is its chance of survival. The pafpon ecological trend is also applying
more and more the variables based on the consmiesatf the institutional school for
measuring cognitive legitimacy. This is why, foraexple, efforts are taken to
operationalise it through the social awareness@fgiven organizational population in
the media.

From the viewpoint of our topic - the legitimacyopesses of the emerging
industry - especially interesting is the study bgdrich and Fiol (1994), which defined
this question by claiming that it is indisputabisky to start a new venture (i.e. to create
a new industry) but is it also regarded as "crashebecause the institutional
entrepreneur must render an environment - definlektile to a certain extent - to be
"receptive”. Capital must be gained from sceptiarses; the labour force must be
trained for the new job; and, in fact, a new markeist be created as well and its new
rules must be created in cooperation with the stabel all this should be done in a

manner that the social legitimacy of the enterpissancertain, questionable, or it has
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not been established yet. How, and along what egfied can the institutional
entrepreneur re-create or cause to be re-creageddfotiated order prevailing in the
institutional environment? The following table suamses the answer given by Aldrich
and Fiol (1994):

Table 2 Institutional entrepreneur strategies tqp®rting an emerging industry

The type of legitimacy

The level of

analysis Cognitive Socio-political

Developing knowledge basi€reating confidence through
Organizational through symbolic languageonsistent organizational
and behavioural patterns  events

Developing knowledge basi§'caing the  perception pf

. : reliability through
Industrial by setting up consensus overa , .. ~. -
mobilisation towards

~,dominant design” . .
collective actions

. \Working out the reputation of
Developing knowledge ba3|ﬁqe industry by negotiating

Inter-industrial by supporting ,third party with the other industries and
type actors .
searching for consensus
Developing knowledge bas Creating legitimacy througﬁ
n

Institutional with connections attached tcollective  marketing a
the educational curricula lobby activities

Source: Aldrich and Fiol (1994:649)

Aldrich and Fiol (1994) regard confidence as oné¢hef most essential binding
elements — the organization-level factor of soadtigal legitimacy — that all new
ventures or emerging industries need from the rstakeholders of their institutional
environment. If the most influential stakeholdersaving power sources — do not even
possess the minimum degree of confidence towarelsniustry; if the institutional
entrepreneur is unable to feed on at least a Milee of confidence capital of the
stakeholders, in that case the initiative is mastly to be doomed to failure. A
contribution may be paid to this confidence capiiplthe convincing and consistent
story (e.g. a positive technological vision) abthg new industry. In many cases, it is
worth concealing the “radicalism” (radical noveltgick of knowledge) of the emerging
new; stories attached to the already known win munciie confidence (Aldrich and
Fiol, 1994.:652). As a basic tool for acquiring citiye legitimacy at an organizational
level, the institutional entrepreneur uses symbaigl a language and follows

behavioural patterns that evoke favourable reastinrthe eyes of the main stakeholder
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group in the institutional medium concerned. Theggest the feeling of ,we say the
same”, ,we talk the same way”, ,we behave in thmsananner”, thus the stakeholders
understand the message; ultimately the feelingan&”,(community) is evoked in them
— and with this, confidence is created.

There is usually much uncertainty about the teatoobf the emerging industry
(Porter, 1993:222). This area does not have thetaliged knowledge base that is
characterised by the existence of a ,dominant @égignderson and Tushman, 1990)
in matured industries. Therefore the emerging itrgusannot enjoy and utilise the
exploitation based learning (March, 1991) and theclq expansion of canonised
knowledge in the institutional medium, and thus thetypically incremental —
technological innovations that are founded by tbenmon cognitive framework of
various participants (managers, engineers, relatddstries, regulatory authorities,
consumers etc.). All this — i.e. the lack of comm&nowledge and problem
interpretation embodied in ,dominant design” — mealee emerging industry look more
unreliable in its institutional environment compar® the matured industries. The
creation of reliability may be enhanced if more andre organizations — that are
similar to each other — start populating the enmgrgndustry — isomorphism creates
reliability, thus its legitimating impact can beferted (Deephouse, 1996). At the same
time, homogenisation makes it easier to initiatective actions and to work out
collective strategies (Aldrich and Fiol, 1994:65@n the other hand, taking common
steps will stabilise the external environment, wdtluce uncertainty, and also renders
the emerging industry more predictable.

Aldrich and Fiol (1994) claim that third partiesrigagreat significance in the
legitimation processes of the level among industh@r example, industry associations,
who can improve the cognitive legitimacy of the egieg industry through numerous
activities (e.g. professional papers, professiamdiibitions and other events, etc.).
Aldrich and Fiol (1994:658-659) claim: if the emigrg industry is also successful in
moderating the hostile or contrary interests ofegthformer industries (zero-sum
conflicts), moving them towards discussions andpeoation by finding economic and
other connections (turning them into a positive ggame), its socio-political legitimacy
can also be increased through its gradually evglfanourable reputation.

Aldrich and Fiol (1994) hold the view that the eamllive strategies of the
emerging industry play the vital role on the indidnal level of legitimacy acquisition.

By this time, the new industry already creates r@sde organizational population. It can
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most effectively propagate the explicit and implforms of knowledge embodied in its
activities if it is also able to find its place tihe institutional system of education. The
way to acquiring taken-for-granted legitimacy istigg) connected to the school system,
which is the authoritative and respected institutid knowledge creation and transfer in
modern societies. This guarantees both knowledgienshment and reproduction for
the industry, and also turns the industry itseib ian institution by “transforming it into
a profession”. The power status of the industrytnbasstrengthened in order to acquire
socio-political legitimacy at an institutional ldvé-or the sake of this, the emerging
industry can try to co-opt the influential staketes; tries to initiate various forms of
strategic alliances; makes efforts to de-legitimtgeaivals and criticisers; and aims at
maintaining good relations with the state bodies amhorities.

Therefore, on the basis of the summary by Aldricti Biol (1994):

,Gaining the trust of stakeholders within and arduhe firm provides a
basis from which to build a knowledge base via evapive exchange
rules with other similar organizations. Such int&ans, in turn, make it
easier for member firms to organize their colleetinterests and to build
a broad reputation of their industry as an endupag of reality. An

established reputation facilitates the co-optatdninstitutional actors,
ultimately leading to legitimacy.” (Aldrich and Fjd.994:6633°

2.1.3. Discursive approach

Communication is an important tool in the handstloé organisations for
establishing legitimacy. It is the function of tleaders of the organisation in the first
place to build up the legitimacy of the organisattbrough effective communication.
That is, there are discursive ways to acquire ardgove legitimacy or, in other words,
organisational legitimacy is constructed (or dettsed) in a discursive manner. The
discursive approaches positing and analysing theudsive constitution of social reality
[Golant and Sillince, 2007], and the discursiveialostructure of legitimacy [Vaara and
Tienari, 2008] have acquired a significant rol@rganisational theory in general.

The units of analysis of the discursive approadresusually micro-level texts
(e.g. media texts, corporate communication matri@nalysed by the researchers to

?® Originally: “Gaining the trust of stakeholders witrand around the firm provides a basis from which
to build a knowledge base via cooperative exchanges with other similar organizations. Such
interactions, in turn, make it easier for membem$ to organize collectively and to build a broad
reputation of their industry as an enduring realky established reputation facilitates the co-tiptaof
institutional actors, ultimately leading to legitwy.” (Aldrich and Fiol, 1994: 663)
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explore the discursive legitimation strategies mgoblby the actors. The analyses
highlight how the organisations and their leadetsves to instrumentalize their
communication — in line with the strategic apprachto legitimation showed
previously — so that it should serve their legdtron goals. The organisations use a
multitude of communication channels and devicemtioence the perceptions of their
stakeholders in favour of their own organisatioegitimacy; to convince them of the
usefulness of their organisation (pragmatic legity) and its “goodness”,
“righteousness” (moral legitimacy). As a matterfa€t, they fight with the critiques
challenging their legitimacy for control over thefiition of the meaning of the actions
and/or conditions challenged by the latter. In suntlractions, legitimacy is construed
in discursive ways [Beelitz and Merkl-Davies, 20Ek]d, at the same time, it also
becomes a power issue: the party gaining contret the definition of meaning will be
the one with access to the desired state of legdym

As put by Vaara and Tienari [2008], the actors atguposition themselves in
the discursive space, in favour of some discoueses in opposition to others. The
emerging special inter-discursive dynamic shows the opinion of the authors — their
choices between the comprehensive discourses dgies) present in the given social
medium. With that the actors reproduce or rearraslge the power relations of the
broader social medium in their discursive “battlesgihcerning legitimacy (see also
Granlund [2002], and Beelitz and Merkl-Davies [2[)1Therefore, critical discourse
analyses set the requirement for the researchatgéas to link the discursive
legitimation strategies of micro-texts to the maleeel power relations. As critical
social scientists, they think that what is explomedhe text analyses can be interpreted
in relation to the conditions prevailing in the ader social context. Micro-level (local)
meaning making cannot be separated from the mawel-l domination/power
structures.

Some authors (see Palazzo and Scherer [2006])dawrisgitimacy a politicized
concept (also in the case of market organisatioim®jing the discursive approach
clearly to moral legitimacy. Palazzo and Schere@Of} associate the strategic
approaches with pragmatic, and the institutionaésomwith cognitive legitimacy,
stressing that it is the discursive approach tlaat weally do justice to the moral
dimension of legitimation. Therefore, according tiweir proposal, organisational
legitimacy should be investigated in the contexttloé discursive approaches and

primarily the theory of communicative rationality @erman social scientist Jurgen
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Habermas. In that context, organisational legitynaan be acquired and preserved
through processes of deliberative debate carri¢avith the stakeholders in compliance

with certain moral criteria (e.g. no dominationuabparties).

2.2. Legitimacy Management

Suchman (1995) attempts the synthesis of the gtcatand structuralist
(institutional and population ecological) approachierough the profound clarification
and categorisation of the term “organizational tiegacy”. In order to reconcile the
structuralist concepts with the strategic approacBechman (1995) points out that it is
the different behavioural forms and their dynamiesserving as a basis of the
legitimacy typology — that render it possible foorgorate leaders to strategically
manage the problem of legitimacy. The strategipsstey managers may result in a
major difference even in the legitimation of orgaations operating within the same
industry. The influencing or “management” of legiicy is mainly based on, and
incorporated in the communication between the drgdion and the stakeholders (p.
586) — in this context, of course, the communicatiovers the non-verbal meaning
carrier opportunities as well as various dialogaed discourses. Thus a wide range of
tools is available to the leaders in order to deamhether intervention is required in
various situations (legitimacy management), ane#, which tool is expedient to use.

The analyses in the relatively recent items of td@hnical literature of
organisational science at the time of finalisings tthesis tend to connect legitimacy
with narratives, rhetorics and discourses morensitely also at the theoretical level
(see among others Goland and Sillince [2007], Vaard Tienari [2008], Roundy
[2010], Beelitz and Merkl-Davies [2011], Castellinda Lozano [2011]). At the
theoretical level, the discursive (discourse-basgghroaches to legitimacy want to go
beyond the so-called agency-structure dichotomy (timder- or over-socialised
approaches), and assume the structuring of sceaityr through discourses (Goland
and Sillince [2007]). Vaara and Tienari [2008] defiand analyse emprirically the
legitimacy strategies as the mobilisation of spedfscursive resources. In fact, actors
position themselves in the discursive space, bingalip position for or against other
discourses. According to the authors, the resulsipgcial inter-discursive dynamism
shows choices among the comprehensive discourdesldgies) which exist in a
particular environment. Thus the actors also repeecbr rearrange the power relations

of a wider social environment in the discursivetlbat around legitimacy (see also
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Granlund [2002] and Beelitz and Merkl-Davies [2011yaara and Tineari [2008]
distinguish between four general semantic and fonat strategies: legitimacy based (i)
on some authority, (ii) on usefulness, (iii) on et of values or (iv) on some
narrative. Those authors think (similarly to Beebind Merkl-Davies [2011]) that with
a discourse-based approach, the macro perspedtive anstitutional analysis can be
fruitfully supplemented with micro-level analyses.

Suchman (1995) connects the strategic opportunitsre influencing legitimacy to
three general tasks: the situations of winningtiegicy, preserving legitimacy and re-
gaining legitimacy. From the viewpoint of emergimgdustries evidently the first
strategic situation — winning legitimacy — is red@t. In the case of emerging industries,
generally the manner of operation itself, the bastresses are technically problematic
and they are less institutionalised (they are uagein technical respects, and have not
become routine yet). In this situation, each anergvorganization must take
considerable efforts — apart from working out it&no organizational manner of
operation and turning it into a routine — in ortieestablish the industry itself (p. 586).
Thus, for example, the industry itself must be twédogether with its legitimacy. Thus,
the legitimacy strategies must also appear — metttet organizational strategies — with a
large emphasis at a collective level. The instingi entrepreneurs must mobilise their
stories and narratives also in order to establishpgporting stakeholder alliance for the
benefit of the emerging industry; as well as to wie support of the influential
stakeholders.

Suchman (1995) ranks the strategies on the atquigif legitimacy into three
categories: (1) conformity; (2) selecting and (3npulating. At the same time, this
categorisation seems to be rather narrow. Theatiiez on impression management can
be called to help the extension. This — basicalljia-psychologically born — approach
has been applied by several organizational analisatescribe the opportunities to
influence legitimacy (Elsbach and Sutton, 1992;bkth, 1994; Arndt and Bigelow,
2000)?" Elsbach (1994) says that it is all the more acagenus to build the literature
of impression management into the issue of orgéioiza legitimacy because it well
supplements the structuralist line of the instinélist sociological theory (which gives
the organizations a passive role). It is the mgsimategic dimension that the literature

%’ The basic literature of impression managementingrGoffman’s influential sociological-socio-
psychological work (Goffman, 1999). See mainly deal¥l. “The art of impression management” pp.
167-189.
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of impression management inserts into the surveylegftimacy. The impression
management approach concentrates on the role s tlspokespeople” (cf. institutional
entrepreneurs) who act in the name and on behdtlieobrganization (or industry) in
order to gain legitimacy, or to protect the orgatian (industry) from the attack
guestioning its legitimacy. The technique of imgies management can be explored
by analysing the verbal manifestations of the spp&eple. These explanations are
aimed at defending the legitimacy of the organaratito come up with excuses, to
acknowledge certain errors and to verify the actiofh the organization. Arndt and
Bigelow (2000) argue that the defensive technigoésimpression management
protecting legitimacy (excuses, verifications, cemlng, aversion or refuting) can also
be applied in a preventive manner in order to pethe legitimacy of the organization
(industry) in question. However, the picture reureglthe chances to strategically
influence legitimacy can be further enriched if also consider the typology worked
out by Oliver (1991), which categorises — in gehtgans — the strategic answers that
can be given to the processes ongoing in the utistital environment. The next table
covers the typology that | have compiled in the &vak Oliver (1991), Suchman (1995)
and on the basis of the organization studies ofésgon management (mixing — and at
some places — modifying the categories of the alaoteors):

Before discussing in details the above strategimog for acquiring legitimacy,
it is worth pointing out Ashforth and Gibbs’ (1998)jatement which claims that
organizations have two general tools for winningjittmacy — they call them
~Substantive” and ,symbolic management” (p. 17&8)eTpoint of the difference is that
in the case of substantive management the orgamzgbes through real changes in
order to win legitimacy, for example, the organiaaal structure is transformed, the
organizational goals and/or organizational processe changed. As against this,
symbolic management tries to pretend as if therozgéion fulfilled the expectations of
the institutional environment. In the latter caiey try to shape the meaning of the
actual actions and events in a manner that it ifocon with the given institutional
mediunf®. Obviously, the below explained strategic andamtital steps can be both
substantive or symbolic. Therefore, let us seestin@tegic chances of the emerging

industry for winning legitimacy!

%% Long and Driscoll [2008] give a thorough empirieaialysis of the corrporate codes of ethics in that
respect. According to their critical message, thganisational facades are turned nice by the cofles
ethics as symbolic tools of legitimacy, although tinderlying content (substantive component) remain
unethical, or at least lags behind the deep (aagdel) moral ground of the code .
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Table 3 Strategic opportunities to acquire legitisna

Strategy Tactics Example

Imitation Imitating the dominant patterns of the stitutional

] environment
Conformity _ ) )
Conformity Following and keeping to the rules andrms of the

institutional environment

Balancing  Seeking balance between the differenteetgpions of
diverse stakeholders

Reconciliation Adapting to various institutional elements, whileosling
Compromise others

Verification Assuming responsibility for the everbut not for the
negative consequences

Bargaining  Negotiation with the stakeholders

Concealing Hiding behavioural forms that are agédims norm
Aversion Refusing participation in a negative eyseeking excuses
Avoidance Switching off Loosening ties with the institutional environment
Abandoning Changing objectives, activities andfiblel of operation
Selecting  Selecting the segment of the institutienaironment

Refusal Ignoring the dominant norms and values

Emphasising Emphasising favourable consequencetg thle negative i
shows as necessary and unavoidable

[

Confrontation Attribution  Attributing favourable consequencedtasown”

Questioning Questioning the dominant rules and egpens
Attack Acting against the institutional pressure

Co-opting  Turning influential stakeholders and itgional actors into
allies

Manipulation Influencing  Forming expectations, values and evauoacriteria

Control Powerful action against, and exercising spuee on
stakeholders

Source: Oliver (1991:152-159) and Suchman (1995-583).

The strategy of conformity is that the emerginguistdy tries to get adjusted to
the stakeholders’ expectations and to the cultyatterns of the institutional
environment. In this case, the strategic step®idarate managers and/or the industry’s
representatives are meant to ensure that the amgergiustry should get embedded in
the existing institutional environment without apyoblems. The tactical steps of

imitation and conformity dominate in the strategiolbox. The managers want to make
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sure that the emerging industry is populated whih drganizational forms widespread
and considered legitimate in the institutional eowment, as well as want to imitate the
existing organizational, management and perhapBntdogical processes that are
considered to be legitimate. They make all efftotsneet the expectations of the most
influential stakeholders, to give them direct bé&nahd to be in harmony with their
declared norms and values. They try to attach thergng industry’s objectives and
organizational mission statements to purposes ahges that enjoy wide-range social
acceptance, and harmonise with the norms domimatiie institutional environment.
Thus, they mediate symbolic messages that are &apsible to the stakeholders and
are regarded as valuable by them.

The strategy of conformity is most successfulhi tinstitutional environment
mediates relatively homogeneous and clear-cut ¢afiecs and norms to the emerging
industry. However, this is not the case for the npast. The emerging industry makes
use of the compromise-searching strategy if thetitin®nal environment is
characterised by heterogeneous, vague and coriadexpectations, norms, rules and
values. In that case, it is not easy to adaptedlifierent interests and values of various
stakeholder groups, it is necessary to strategichdllance them for the sake of
legitimacy of the emerging industry. In many casiéss requires discussions and
bargaining processes. Some institutional expectaitawe often not fulfilled, and this is
when it is required to take reconciliatory actioimat point out conformity with the other
institutional expectations. Conformity and the enguegitimacy can never be perfect
in a heterogeneous institutional environment chiarsed with competing values and
interests, and generally the conformity with th&titaitional environment is only partial.

The strategy of avoidance gains special importameequiring legitimacy if the
emerging industry does not wish to, or cannot naeenfluential element, rule, value or
expectation of the institutional environment. Ertlséngle or basic activities of the
organizations of the emerging industry can be itilegte on the basis of the given
aspect of the institutional environment. This isewhthe tactic of concealing can be
successful, through which the emerging industrgsagfforts to deny illegitimacy, e.g.
by trying to withhold all the information that walilquestion the legitimacy of its
activity; or it presents plans to terminate or &z up the questionable activity in order
to hide the failure of their implementation. Theref, in such cases, the emerging
industry and its organizations may opt for the appd tools of ,windowdressing”,

sending numerous symbolic, ritual messages abeut¢bnformity in order to conceal
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the real events. In many cases, the legitimacyisgdhctics tries to eliminate or de-
couple the incriminated activity — qualified aggdltimate or the related actors from the
organization or industry. For example, the resgailitsi is transferred from the ,well-
operating” organization to the ,bad employees whaken mistakes”; or the
responsibility is transferred from the industry plated with conform organizations to
specific ,bad and vicious organizations” as exaampi The purpose of the aversion
tactic is mainly to avoid and minimise public caritand to preserve the autonomy of
the organization or the industry. The aversioni¢aatan be assisted if the organization
or industry is able to change its power-source-ddeet situation in a manner that it
reduces the influence of those stakeholders whostimure legitimacy. Within the
strategy of avoidance, a given organization or &gumay apply the tactics of
abandoning if it cannot avoid adaptation to thdituigonal expectation in question.
This is when it is forced to give up the illegititeaactivity or procedure, it must be
terminated in the given institutional environmeamd it must be relocated into another
medium that accepts the behavioural form in questia the same time, the tactics of
selection may also be available on a preventivéshb#tsough which the organization
strategically selects the one from among the hg&reous, fragmented and
contradictory institutional segments where its\astiis qualified as legitimate. This
tactical step of avoidance basically relies onltdgec (and even on the tool) of market
research: to select the favourable environmengahset.

The strategy of confrontation significantly diffefirom the foregoing in that it is
a legitimacy strategy that is focused on attackivgelements and actors that question
legitimacy. To put it in another way, it is a degjilemacy strategy which is focused on
acquiring or defending the legitimacy of the emeggindustry by depriving its enemies
and criticisers of their legitimacy. The operaliliof the strategy of confrontation
requires, on the one hand, that the stakeholdet$heminstitutional environment of the
emerging industry mediate contradictory and cotiflg interests, values and
expectations. On the other hand, the emerging tnduand the institutional
entrepreneurs need to have appropriate power ierdidn against each other the
conflicting actors of the institutional environmeatcording to the interests of the
industry. In this manner it can become possibleefase the expectations of certain
stakeholders by making reference to other contratgrests and values. The tactics of
questioning can also be applied; it tries to takeyathe legitimacy of the values or

interests of the actors attacking the emerging strgiu In fact, the tactics of attack

47



evidently implies an initiative step against theenests and values whose existence and
legitimacy would endanger the emerging industry.

Besides the previous strategies, the industriek iastitutional entrepreneurs
representing innovations that radically differ frdine established practices and from the
norms incorporated in such practices may needk rauch more active steps in order
to acquire legitimacy. All these strive for transf@mtions of the institutional
environment that re-form and manipulate the dontircaitural patterns for the sake of
the interests and the values of the emerging imgust strengthen certain cultural
schemes to the debit of others. On such an occasiemepresentatives of the emerging
industry must basically have a new interpretatiol @xplanation of social reality
accepted. All this is an ideological task that w&eady mentioned with regard to the
institutional entrepreneurs. The tactics of thetiegcy strategy of manipulation covers
co-opting, lobbying and other influencing technigijuas well as the acquisition of a
power position that enables the exercising of aagerlevel of control over the
stakeholders. Each tactic is aimed at integrativeg @merging industry into a power
position or alliance through which it is able tdluence its institutional environment in
a manner that it serves its own legitimacy.

Of course, the strategic and tactical steps afitegcy are not exclusive, i.e. the
new organizations or emerging industries do noehawonsistently follow only one of
them. These strategies and tactics are much mem@esnentations to each other, and
their application depends on the specific situatiofVhat is more, single organizations
or industries may even apply different legitimadyategies and/or tactics either
simultaneously, but in different contexts, and toigadifferent stakeholders. Evidently,
the general situation is like this also becausgihegcy is almost always problematic as
each organization or industry is forced to facéedént social norms, expectations and
values. The institutional environment is very rgrebmogeneous and consistent — it is
more often heterogeneous, fragmented, contradietogdyvague. This also goes to show
that the organization or industry that is too cdefit about its already acquired
legitimacy and does not pay attention to its maiatee and verification may suddenly
get into its own legitimacy crisis.

Ashforth and Gibbs (1990) draw the attention t® double-edged nature of the
legitimacy acquisition strategies. Namely becailmerore legitimate an organization
or industry is regarded by the stakeholders, the ieneeds the intensive application of

legitimacy strategies and tactics. If, howeverstlg not the case, it is usually not
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enough for the organization or the industry to Ibegitimate, but it also has to promote
it. This can easily lead to the vicious circle ttteg more legitimacy is needed, the more
suspicious the legitimacy-related attempts can tmecm the eyes of the stakeholders.
This means that if an organization or industry goethe extreme when proclaiming its

conformity and social utility, it may easily undana and shake the much-desired
legitimacy itself. It is not difficult to fall intothe “self-promoter’s paradox” if the

corporate managers or industrial representativegetahat the stakeholders are not at
all passive actors of the legitimacy strategiesarns the author couple (Ashforth and
Gibbs, 1990:191). Sonpar et al. [2010] describdr sucase, based on which they also
discuss the paradox nature of legitimacy. Theyssttbat as the need for legitimacy
varies in time, the timely dynamism of legitimasyimdispensable for the managers of
an organisation. The need for legitimacy may oawith sudden outbreaks, when it

requires recurrent renegotiation(s) with the stakasdrs.

2.3. The typology of legitimacy — theoretical sumnrg

Having gone through approaches of organizationadiss (structuralist,
strategic, discursive) s, the categorisation of thren of legitimacy Suchman (1995)
seems to be very profound, but not at all full. Whkerifying the stakeholder theory at a
macro level, it was mentioned with regard to theiaocontract theory that single
emerging industries can — in a given case - ,rexoige” the social contract, in a sense
that it changes the power-economy relations anti@llpatterns that are prevailing in
society. Numerous new technologies and emergingsings had, and still have this
potential. This evidently covers bio-technologygeaneral, and agri-biotechnology in
special terms, besides the information and telecomication technologies. The latter
does not stay ineffective at all for the politiealonomy of agriculture: the distributional
and power relations change between the actorsugely chain is transformed, what is
more, global power-economy consequences can alseebe well (see the global
character of the supply chain and the North-Soubblpm).

The studies using discourse-based theoretical #a@mks also indicate that the
micro-level dynamism of legitimacy (between an aoigation and its stakeholders) is
not free of, in fact, it is based on, the discosred a wider social environment
(discursive resource). And everything forms a pogamne: the discourses of legitimacy
are intertwined with macro-level power relationgdawnice versa, the discourses of

legitimacy try to strengthen or weaken macro-lgx@ber structures.
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Legitimacy, therefore, is a political concept. Rars reason, the Suchman typology
must definitely be extended with the political-ecomic (or socio-political) dimension

of legitimacy. This cannot be reduced either to diraension of pragmatic, moral or
cognitive legitimacy. It has an individual importanand explanatory power. Table 4 is
formulated in order to highlight the relationshiptiee now four elements of legitimacy

typology and the approaches of organizational etudi

Table 4 Legitimacy types in prganizational studies

Organizational study Characte_:r_lstlc type of
legitimacy
Strategic
Resource-dependency theory pragmatic
Stakeholder theory moral
Non-market and collective .
. pragmatic
strategieis
Institutional
Sociological institutional pragmatic, morabgonitive
: pragmatic,
Population ecology socio-political
Discursive pragmatic, morg], cognitive
socio-political

Source: Edited by the author

At the same time — as can evidently be seen inldtex chapter covering
strategic alliances — the phenomenon and the plitysdd legitimacy spillover carries
special significance for emerging industries and/ rm@ganizations (Kostova—Zaheer,
1999). All this goes to show that a strategic aien with a mature industry or
organization can help to realise not only narrow dimect economic advantages for the
emerging industry (or new organization) but thesemg legitimacy of the mature
industry (organization) is also “projected” to idlied partner. In this case we are
witnessing a kind of ,legitimacy externality” (opiover effect). Baum, Calabrese and
Silverman (2000) call this phenomenon “associategitimacy”, referring to the fact
that the recognition and the acceptance (i.e.itegdy) of the mature party in the
strategic alliance stabilises the situation of steating enterprise. Appearing in such a
strategic alliance, the starting venture, the emgrgqndustry can successfully build its
social legitimacy, by making use of the embeddesirsesl acceptance of the already

legitimate partners. Legitimacy spillover (or asatiee legitimacy) can be attached to
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all main categories of the Suchman typology. Thet that the starting venture is
accepted by an already matured, legitimate indalgbarty within the framework of a
strategic alliance mediates the message that -h@mone hand - the starting venture
promises financial opportunitieg (s worth doing business with it). Thus, the starting
venture can win pragmatic legitimacy, which is cated by the “character” dimension
of the Suchman typology. At the same time, thetistaiventure appears as a reliable
partner in such a strategic alliance becausefitsfuhe expectationgt(is conformwith
the prevailing norms). In this manner it can winraidegitimacy — which is also
indicated by the ,structural/categorical” dimensminthe typology. A strategic alliance
continues to mean that the “spokespeople” (insbia entrepreneurs) of the starting
venture (emerging industry) are able to come up wrguments for the legitimacy of
the new activity according to plausible, i.e. knowealtural explanations. With this,
efforts are made to build cognitive legitimacythe partner of a starting venture in a
strategic alliance is the representative of an strguthat incorporates a prevailing
technological regime, the political-economic legigicy gets also “projected” on it: the

new seems to get integrated in the establishedrayst

2.4. Empirical research on legitimacy

In this chapter | am summarising those empiricegaech activities that make an
attempt to measure the term of legitimacy. We prese various types and dimensions
of legitimacy that have so far been operationalibgdempirical research. | am also
trying to clarify the theoretical and methodologibackground to empirical research.
Finally, | am going to evaluate how successful #teempts have been towards

empirically interpreting and measuring legitimacy.
2.4.1. Testing legitimacy in the strategic approach

A specific and well circumscribable field of suruey organizational legitimacy
Is the legitimacy-related role and the power ofuwmbarily disclosed environmental and
social information in corporate annual reports. Tpest one and a half decades
witnessed numerous research activities that — baselle approach named by them as
legitimacy theory — seek relations between thetilegcy challenge to the company and
the above form of voluntary information provisiorhe researchers of this area attach

their legitimacy theory to the involved theory atmlthe social contract theory (see
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among others Khor, 2003; Campbell, Craven and 8&yi2002; Tilling, 2002), as well
as to the strategic trends of organizational legity approaches, while some pieces of
writing take a turn into the political-economicelition (see among others Cunningham,
2004; Power, 2003; Buhr, 1998). The basis of thgtilracy theory is defined by
Guthrie and Parker (1989) as a social contract agiieeing the existence of the
company in the long run in which the company offe8vities that are desirable from a
social viewpoint in exchange for accepting its objees and for other rewards.

The basic quote of these works is Dowling and ef&ff (1975) approach to
legitimacy (see page 9). They go on along the feabfi the definition which says that
JIf there is an actual or potential deviation betwehe two value systems [embodied by
the social and the organizational activities],nitpiies danger from the viewpoint of
organizational legitimacy” (Dowling and Pfeffer, i®122). This real and potential
deviation is described by Sethi as a legitimacy, gaq - through its deepening - the
management risks the organizational legitimacysamdival (Sethi, 1979:65).

All pieces of writing in this research circle itesmaithe voluntary environmental
and social information of corporate annual repoas well as the voluntary
environmental and social reports as a strategid ldomanaging the corporate
legitimacy. The starting point of the research vgodkthe emergence of the legitimacy
gap, i.e. each case relates to efforts on restasmnge-gaining, newly creating and
strengthening legitimacy. In the course of theseaech activities, a gap may emerge as
a result of a specific corporate or industrial év@ng. accident-related environment
pollution) (Patten, 1992); it may be due to therekchange in the external institutional
environment (see among others Tsang, 2001); theasimg interest, awareness of, and
pressure by certain stakeholders (see among offiérsshurst—Frost, 20007 pressure
by environmental lobby organizations (Tilt, 1994edgan and Gordon 1996), etc.
These writings pay attention exclusively to theelafrom among the substantive and
symbolical forms of legitimacy management (Ashfaatid Gibbs, 1990; for details see

page 30). They look at a single, narrow slice:arrtypes of communication response

29 Although — with some authors - this also meansatindeties and the attention of a wider, non-market
circle of stakeholders, the majority of the reskactivities are aimed at satisfying the needsogbarate
decision-makers, owners and regulatory authoritighis manner. The analysis of Wilmshurst and Fros
(2000) claims that the primary attraction force fbe management is the right of shareholders and
investors to information, as well as the observatibthe legal obligations. Gallhofer and Haslar@91)

say that the voluntary environmental report is fyaintool for defence against the potential intatians

by the regulatory authorities. The weakest stimislaf voluntary reports are: the attention of digpp

and the possible counter-acts of the competitors.
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to the challenges of legitimacy. They do not cower issue of whether the corporate
reactions contain substantive elements aimed attgohg the organizational objectives,
structures and processes. The possible trendseofdiated legitimacy strategy are

summarised by Lindblom as follows (quote: Clarkd &ibson-Sweet, 1999):

[EEN

. informing the stakeholders about the improvementhef performance, about the
“solutions” to the problems earlier perceived bgrth

2. changing the perception of the stakeholders abbmitatter causing the challenge
to legitimacy;

3. distracting the attention from the case;

4. changing the external expectations concerning pedoce.

The information provided voluntarily through annugpborts may serve all of the
above four objectives. The empirical research warksnly focused on the content
analysis of the annual reports through corporate ctudies in Anglo-Saxon areas —
primarily in Australia, later in the USA and in GiteBritain. In a part of the research,
these were supplemented with questionnaire suraeyk interviews. Basically the
relations between corporate legitimacy as well l&s vwoluntary environmental and
social reports were surveyed. These tests of kbgitimacy theory led to mixed results:
some of the surveys experience a definite relatipndetween the challenges to
legitimacy and the changes in the voluntary repgrthabits, i.e. they perceive the
appearance of voluntary information or its sizegeigthan earlier (see e.g. Patten, 1992;
Deegan and Rankin, 1996; Buhr, 1998; Wilmshurst ras$t, 2000), while others do
not confirm this relationship (see among othersh@etand Parker, 1989).

A part of these research works pay special attentm the targets of the
legitimacy strategy, i.e. which stakeholders can fential recipients of the
information disclosed in this manner and which stakders can thus become important
actors in restoring legitimacy. The traditional dees, the investors were identified as
the relevant publics accessible by the annual tepaddressing other stakeholders —
thus local communities, civil organizations —withet reports was regarded as
superfluous, what is more expressly harmful dughw differently judged desirable
tone, and perhaps displeasing for investors. (Méarsame and Pedwell, 1998; Deegan,
Rankin and Tobin, 2002; O’Donovan, 2002; Cunningh&®04). Apart from this,
Milne and Patten (2002) surveyed whether the valyntelease of information used as
the tool for strategic re-legitimacy actually esed positive impact on the group of

stakeholders considered as relevant, as well agsheninvestors and investment
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consultants in their experiment. The hypothetieestment decisions surveyed by them
acknowledged the operation of the strategic tool.

This legitimacy theory moves within an extremelyrow field of corporate and
industrial legitimacy. Its application is ,simplifyg” — admits Deegan (2002:282), and
describes it as the ,relatively undeveloped theofymanagement behaviour”. The
exclusive image trend of restoring legitimacy igled by the fact that — although it
perceives that legitimacy does not have only onglsitrustee — it only considers one
group of stakeholders. It can be cited as itsatsitn that it is limited to certain tools of
environmental and social information disclosuret, thoes not reach up to the analysis
of sustainability reports. In this context, the iaband environmental information
disclosed in the annual reports is itemised acarsg#ary level, and although the term of
triple bottom line (Elkington, 1994) appears in somiritings, its spirit — at least the
coequality of the three pillars — is not showingt Guthrie and Parker (1989) as well
as Tinker and Niemark (1987) give a verdict embdddepolitical economy, claiming
that these reports are rhetorical tools that aeel figr propagating corporate ideology in
the social, economic and political arena.

Similarly, a major obstacle to this research tresdthat it only adopts a
managerialist standpoint. Thus, it ignores - foaraple — that the stakeholders can be
involved in the elaboration of the reports, whatnigre, they are to be involved. On the
other hand, the participatory solutions evolvingtimns manner can also help the
management of legitimacy, moreover, they cannoy eohtribute to its symbolic but
also to its substantive side. It is an importaateshent of some authors in this research
field that all this research is focused on the espé legitimating the organizational
operation only ,as against an approach that refldo management accountability or
acceptance of responsibility namely that informratnoust be provided to all those who
have the right to know” about the impacts of thepooate operations (Deegan,
2002:283). Namely because it is an important dffiee that the disclosure of
information is merely motivated by corporate sualjvor corporate — management —
sense of responsibility. The answers to the legitynchallenge defined in the annual
report ,,do not cover up” the term of responsibilfyeegan, Rankin and Tobin, 2002),
and the question of accountability is not presenhese research activities.
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2.4.2. Testing legitimacy in the structuralist appoach

The majority of the empirical studies are led bg theoretical guidelines of the
population ecological and the institutionalist argation theoretical trend. The first
study on this line was made by Singh, Tucker andddq1986). The authors made an
approach from the classical question of populagoplogy: what are the processes
behind the phenomenon of the liability of newneksi@v organizations? In order to
answer the question, the populations of voluntargiad organizations were surveyed
between 1970 and 1980 in Toronto (Canada) andygkmeration. It was presumed in
harmony with the theory of the population ecologgttthe external legitimacy acquired
at the initial stage of development of organadil populations improves the chances
of organizations to survive. Various indices weppleed in order to operationalise
external legitimacy. It is an important point inettife of the surveyed population
whether they are registered by the state authertithus obtaining legitimacy for their
formal operation. The authors argue that anotheasomable feature of the social
acceptance of the given organization is the chaegystration entry, just as the size of
the board of directors was also regarded as sifighisl bigger, the organization was
able to co-opt a significant part of the influehtistakeholders, increasing the
organization’s external legitimacy. Their quantitat analysis confirmed that the
external legitimacy considerably reduces the risthe organization’s termination; thus

the liability of newness is related to the degrekegitimacy of new organizations.

Baum and Oliver (1991) and (1992) researched riy@ortance of legitimacy
also within the population ecological frameworkt butending it with an institutionalist
moral. This time, the members of the surveyed degdional population were child
care institutions operating in Toronto and its aggtration between 1971 and 1987. It
Is the theoretical starting point of the authoratttihe organizations which manage to
work out close relations with the recognised, legate institutions of their institutional
environment have a bigger chance of survival thaosé who are unable to get
embedded in their institutional medium. The insimmal connection was measured
through ties to state bodies and community ingbihg, specifically via service
contracts concluded by the city as well as agre¢snam the common use of buildings

and/or premises signed with community institutioridieir quantitative analysis
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established that ,institutional relations play arywemportant part in reducing the
probability of organizational liability” (Baum an@liver, 1991:213). The child care
takers who had closer ties to their institutiomnationment definitely produced a better
survival result than those who did not have sudhtioms. This survival advantage
increased through the rise of population density #ius competition. In the light of
this, the population ecological thesis of the ligpiof newness needs refining because
the new organizations that get embedded in thstitinional medium at the early stage
of their development have a bigger chance to slag &ven compared to the older
organizations. The close relations attached tostage and community actors of the
institutional medium also moderated the liabilifysmallness. Baum and Oliver (1991)
claim that the pressure of environmental selectisnnot only put on single

organizations but also on institutional relatioesAeen organizations.

Among the empirical research activities into legacy based on the
institutionalist theory, prominent work was done Ryef and Scott (1998) due to the
fact that they strived for operationalising andites more types of legitimacy than the
previous (and other) researchers. They survey fu@stions in order to explore the
dynamics of legitimacy: (1) What institutional elems or aspects are important from
the viewpoint of legitimacy? (2) Who are the sod@ators that “offer” legitimacy? (3)
At what level does the problem of legitimacy emerng®pulation, organization,
organizational unit)? (4) Which are the most strgkdimensions of legitimacy that are
evaluated by the actors? (p. 878)

Based on the first question, Ruef and Scott (198ifgrentiate normative,
regulative and cognitive legitimacy (as againstio@n’s (1995) pragmatic, moral and
cognitive legitimacy), following the three basicsiitutional types of the institutionalist
organization theory — normative, regulatory andnitdge institution — (Scott, 1995), to
which three other, various controlling mechanisas be attached: normative, coercive
and mimetic (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). Normatiggitimacy refers to the fact that
the given organization or industry follows the native expectations and rules that are
relevant and dominant in the institutional mediunforexample, aspects that can be
attached to various professions. A good exampteguilative legitimacy is given by the
earlier presented research by Singh, Tucker and&(l086), where the acquisition of
legitimacy was attached to official legal regiswat Cognitive legitimacy is the most

fundamental one out of the three aspects — claief Rod Scott (1998) — in the sense
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that it determines what type of actors, structaed procedures can be conceived (are
sensible) and what meaning contents can be assd¢@mthem (interpreted) in the given
institutional medium. However, in their own empalicresearch — which covered
hospitals in San Francisco and its agglomeratichey mainly surveyed normative
legitimacy. They paid special attention to the essd how the frequent professional
checks and evaluations conducted by various priofegisorganizations influence the
surveyed population of the hospitals. In this mantiey closely examined the external
source of legitimacy and its impact through thertfnative evaluation of the technical
and management legitimacy” of hospitals (p. 88)tHeir analysis they considered
technical and management legitimacy to be the stoding dimension because these
functions are structurally separated at hospitalse-former is attached to the medical-
professional staff, and the latter is related te #Hdministrative staff at American
hospitals. The author couple believes that the itedspgive a good example of
organizations that are operating in a closely tastinalised environment, and for this
reason it is vital for their survival whether thetructures, staff and programmes are in
conformity with the normative elements of the ihgtonal medium. This means that
the external, normative legitimacy of hospitalpisgnarily provided by the professional
organizations controlling and evaluating them. Adaagly, they operationalised
normative legitimacy with the accreditation guaesut by the external organizations.
According to the main statements by Ruef and Sd®&®8), both technical and
management legitimacy play an important part incatg the organizational liability. It
is also an essential result that they show, and di@nges taking place in the
institutional environment influence which of theavegitimacy types takes a more
important role. While the institutional environmewf American hospitals was
characterised by a high level of federal regulataond intervention, the technical
legitimacy played a more important role. When tbaditions of “guided competition”
were introduced, management legitimacy gained gebvignportance. It is an interesting
statement of the authors that a positive relatignstas found between technical
legitimacy as well as the age and size of the argéion, but management legitimacy
only had a positive connection with the age ofdhganization. Management legitimacy
showed a negative relation to the size of the orgéion, and — similarly - the
management legitimacy was also smaller at nichealg hospitals, as against general
hospitals (i.e. specialised organizational formagainst general form); as well as for-

profit hospitals as against non-profit ones. Thgaaizational population (at hospitals)
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surveyed by the author couple is far from beingdsgip At the same time, as was also
pointed out by them, the various professional alitagon procedures (e.g. ISO
certificates) that have become widespread overpé& decades ensure that their

judgements can also be extended to other orgammedgpopulations.

Deephouse (1996) tests one of the basic propositaf the institutionalist
organization theory, defining his basic dilemmaeatty in the title of his work: ,Does
isomorphism legitimate?” According to this interat®on, the legitimacy of the
organization covers approval and support grantedthi®y social actors; i.e. the
acceptance of the organization’s objectives, strectand procedures. In turn, the
objectives, structure and procedures acknowledgeddapproved by the institutional
environment (,the correct strategic behaviourdesg within the given industry, on the
one hand through imitating (miming) the successfuiganizations (mimetic
isomorphism); and, on the other hand, through warimdustrial organizations and
networks. Accordingly, the hypothesis by Deepho(s#96) says: Greater strategic
isomorphism is associated with greater regulatongoesement. Greater strategic
isomorphism is associated with greater public esetment. (p. 1026 The author
tested the isomorphism-legitimacy relationship ba population of the commercial
banks in the Minneapolis-Saint Paul metropolitagioe (the surveyed time range is:
1985-1992). In this case, legitimacy was operatised in a manner that the author
tried to measure the evaluation by the regulatothaity and the public opinion with
regard to the surveyed organizational population. tbe one hand, the regulatory
authority regularly categorises the commercial sabksed on indices that can be
measured well; on the other hand, it also pursueshe-spot surveys within the
framework of its controlling activities, and — ohet basis of this — issues official
implementation instructions for the terminationtbé problems. These constituted the
legitimacy index of the regulatory authority. Sdclagitimacy was approached by
Deephouse (1996) by analysing the contents of aelearticles published in the local
printed press. In addition to the news about bantkee surveyed documents were added
by all related letters written by the readers addoeal notes, presuming that all this
would reflect the social evaluation even better.e Tauthor measured strategic

isomorphism through the banks’ power source allonastrategy. Under the main

% Originally: “Greater strategic isomorphism is asated with greater regulatory endorsement. Greater
strategic isomorphism is associated with greatbtipendorsement.” (Deephouse, 1996: 1026)
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statements of the analysis, organizations pursaisgfategy conform with the strategy
of the other organizations are considered by tlyilagory authority and the public
opinion as more legitimate than those that diffenf the established behavioural forms
(strategies). Referring to the different power ofrelations, Deephouse (1996) argues
that the regulatory authority and the public opmiarovide legitimacy in a different
manner. However, he does not discuss in what weeysdre different and how different

is the legitimacy that they offer.

Elsbach and Sutton (1992) as well as Elsbach (189bduce a qualitative
colour spot into the literature of legitimacy, whids dominated by quantitative
analyses. Elsbach and Sutton (1992) survey a pativecquestion in an empirical way:
is it possible to acquire and increase legitimawpugh illegitimate activities? Our
survey covers two radical social movements (Heath First! nature conservation
organization, and thaIDS Coalition to Unleash Pow@rganization, shorth ACT UB.
The authors apply the literature of the instituibsociological school and impression
management in synergy in order to interpret theipieical work. For their qualitative
analysis they used semi-structured interviews avasrfrom the written press, and they
also attended meetings of the organizations ascipamt observers. In the course of
processing qualitative data, they applied the amlpgics of grounded theory.

As a result of their analysis, they outlined agess model to show how
organizational legitimacy can be acquired throdggitimate actions by the members
of the organization. Under the first step of thedelpthe illegitimate activity gets into
the centre of media attention. This time, the tisndearly negative in the news because
the organization gets involved in a kind of viabatito the norm. In the second step of
the process model the media representatives fadaththat organization challenged in
its legitimacy refers to specific structural chaesistics. This means that the
organization is adjusted to the given institutioeaVironment in a conform manner, it
can be characterised with the expected, customeggnzational set-up and basic
operational mode — structurally isomorphic with dmorganizations. In addition, the
action regarded as illegitimate is passed on bythganization to members and groups
that are removed from its legitimate structure.sTineans that it tries to de-couple from
the legitimate organizational structure and from légitimate organizational objectives
the members who can be related to the illegitingatigon. In the third stage of the

model, they try to create the innocence of the mirgdion and the verification of the
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actions through the techniques of impression managé In the course of this,

attention is paid to the non-occurrence of negativesequences and the favourable
outputs are emphasised. Tables are turning in olethf step of the process: the
spokespeople of the organization highlight the tamable consequences of actions
considered as illegitimate, which are in harmonyhwhe legitimate purposes of the
organization, and they emphasise that the goodecoemnces would not have taken
place either without these actions. The fifth stéphe model already presents that the
institutional environment (e.g. media) acknowledtes successful legitimacy-winning

strategy of impression management, and acceptd, is/n@re, supports the objectives
and the activities of the organization.

Elsbach and Sutton (1992) highlight how the tact€ de-coupling or removal
can create a ground for the proactive steps of@sgion management with a view to
acquire or preserve legitimacy. They point out tfefowing - in the organization’s
basic activities - the procedures that are approved accepted in the institutional
environment renders it possible for the spokesmeo$dhe organization to make use of
the impression management technique of verificatiotme case of illegitimate actions.
This may also be the result if the organization pesve that it holds the professional
knowledge regarded by the institutional environmastegitimate; it has members or
representatives who possess the acknowledged angnisable signs of professional
knowledge. In order to acquire or preserve legitiymdirst the technique diverting
attention from the negative consequences and cbhngealverse outputs comes first in
the line among the techniques of impression managenthen, based on these, come
the techniques emphasising favourable outputs dnectives that are accepted as
valuable. All in all, their analysis points to tk&rategic opportunities of institutional
entrepreneurs in influencing legitimacy. The appiaip application of the techniques
of impression management can even help to bringatneg events and illegitimate
actions over to the side of organizational (indabttegitimacy.

Elsbach (1994) surveys — by combining qualitatarel quantitative research
methods — events endangering the legitimacy ofChlkfornian cattle raising industry
between 1989 and 1992, together with the symbolamagement applied by the
representatives of the industry for the sake ofuerfcing legitimacy. The applied
techniques of impression management are explorsedban the written press and semi-

structured interviews (following the establishe@dty in data analysis). His analysis
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presents in details how the representatives ofrtlestry concerned try to reject and
avert the events that question their legitimacywai as the negative consequences.
Acknowledging though the rightfulness of the raipedblems, they tried to make their
own role and their eventual illegitimate actionsk@maller. It was an important part of
the verbal manifestations to refer to the instiél and technical features that showed
and emphasised the institutional conformity andanisgphism of the industry and the
organizations in question. For example, the saociathportant objectives of the
organizations and the industry, the use of widelgeated and taken over management
tools, as well as the outstanding economic perfaoneand technical competence of the
organizations and the industry.

Based on the qualitative analyses, Elsbach (1%®&fgcted the stakeholder
groups that are the most important from the viewpaf legitimacy, and made
structured interviews with their representativele hews from the printed press was
added to this data source. He separated two dioensif measuring organizational
legitimacy — these were as follows: (1) the periogpdf the normative conformity of
the organization and (2) support and recognitiothieystakeholders of the organization.
Based on this, he coded and analysed the avaitakte. He found that the verbal
manifestations recognising the rightfulness of fireblems proved to be a more
effective impression management technique in pvesgiegitimacy than refusal and
aversion. And the same is true of impression mamage indicating institutional
conformity, in comparison with emphasis laid orhtaical conformity.

Elsbach (1994) also tried to measure legitimacy iquantitative manner. He
defined the above two dimensions of organizatidegitimacy in twenty statements;
then the respondents ranked (on a 1-7 scale) #tenstnts according to importance.
The principal component analysis outlined a theester structure. Based on this, the
author made a legitimacy scale for prescriptivatiacy, for internal acceptance and
external acceptance. The researcher prepared sbarspaper-like texts about the cattle
industry — ideal-typically reflecting the three dinsions - and asked 68 corporate
employees in a leading position to evaluate — igrticapacity as consumers — the
legitimacy of the industry. The independent vamgblvere the form (recognition versus
rejection) and the contents (institutional versashnhical conformity) of the verbal
manifestations. The dependent variables were dswiel the prepared (12-variable)
legitimacy scale, as well as the ranking by th@eesgents in which they evaluated the

issued texts as to whether they improved or wodéneir perception of the industry’s
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legitimacy. The quantitative analysis confirmed thelitative results concerning the
differences in the effectiveness of impression rgangent techniques. All in all, the
author concluded that — with regard to the orgdimmal legitimacy - the impression
management technique of recognition-admission coetbwith the normative message
of institutional conformism seems to be the moseative tool for organizations or
industries whose legitimacy is challenged or whatta establish their legitimacy in a

preventive manner.

Organization scientists have made numerous empaitalyses on the issue of
legitimacy of emerging industries or newly starteshtures. | am not going to present
them in details, but | am trying to sum up the map@ssages and statements as follows.

Ritti and Silver (1986) provide important ingredi®rfor understanding the
specific role of the institutional entrepreneurdgakn acquiring legitimacy. They survey
the story of structural innovation, regarded ascaldthe process whereby innovation
becomes institutionalised, and becomes a takegrtorted, appropriate and necessary
part of the given institutional environment. Thainalysis is focused on the myth-
building section and phenomena of the institutisadllon process. They interpret as
myth-building the process whereby radical innovatiobeing the right answer to the
problem in question — is given legitimacy. The mighabout the origin, the function,
the objective and the effectiveness (rationalitf)irmovation. Myth-building is also
successful and thus the innovation gets institafisad if the influential stakeholders
accept the myth and the reality mediated throughntlgth. For this reason, the authors
focus their attention to the phenomenon that tladiytise “dramaturgy of exchange”. As
a result of their research question, they follovaegualitative methodology (participant
observation and interviewing). According to theimprical survey, the new
organization allocated — in order to win legitimacymajor power sources to the
establishment of exchange relations with the stalkkeins of the organizational field that
can be beneficial for them, and thus they offergpratic legitimacy to the starting
organization. For the stakeholders for whom theeapmnce of the new organization
represents a danger they mediated symbolical messhgpugh which they could learn
how to adapt themselves to the institutional emrment — changed by the new
organization - without any conflict or major losklegitimacy. Another important part
is played in the myth-building dramaturgy by thesitioning of the newly established

organization in a manner that it is shown as ther¢é” representative of solutions to
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significant problems. Ritti and Silver’'s (1986) einngal analysis convincingly supports
the theses (regarded as classical) of the institati sociologist school (Meyer and
Rowan, 1977) about the institutionalisation procasd the role of legitimacy in the
said process.

Human and Provan (2000) surveyed the network catiparof small ventures —
as an innovative inter-organizational phenomenand its legitimacy processes. They
pointed out that the process of acquiring legitiyjnean even start from two directions:
from inside, from the organizations taking parhetwork cooperation; as well as from
outside the network. As a result of their longithadianalysis they established that — on
the one hand — there is a need for both internahifwnetwork, inter-organizational)
and external (outside the network, institutionafgasition and maintenance of
legitimacy; on the other hand, they hold the vidattexternal legitimacy can be built
more durably for acquiring internal legitimacy, bués against this — acquiring external
legitimacy does not yet ensure survival if no insdegitimacy is developed.

Delmar and Shane (2004) operationalised the legdynof new ventures with
two variables: (1) winning legal registration, (@pking a business plan. The latter was
evaluated as an important form of symbolic commata through which the
organization sends a kind of a message to its @mvient in order to prove its reliability
and serious business intentions in the customatgyexipected manner. The business
plan can simultaneously be interpreted as the fesmdpecific story, which tries to
mediate an attractive and comprehensible messaghetanfluential stakeholders.
According to their quantitative analyses of the ydapon of Swedish small ventures,
both winning the legal status and the existencahef business plan improved the
survival rate of the individuals in the analysegplation.

The question of the research by Déjean, Gond arwh I(8004) was: what
strategies are applied by the institutional engepurs of an emerging industry in order
to win legitimacy? The survey covered t8RImovement (socially responsible French
investments). For thBRI- being an emerging industry — one of the majgitilmacy
instruments is the authentic and comprehensibléoimeance measuring tool, which
fulfils the stakeholders’ (in this case the finacsector) norms and expectations. In
addition, it also brings and represents a poweitipago its representative through the
institutionalisation of measuring and ranking — hwitvhich the investments are
evaluated from the viewpoint of tf®RIl The authors analysed the interview texts and

the collected documents through qualitative soféwaAccording to their main
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statements, the measuring embodied, on the ong ban@ddaptation of the emerging
industry in the light of the cognitive expectatiafg¢he main stakeholders. On the other
hand, it covered the respect of the professiongleetations by the managers of
financial funds. On the third part, it representaedtool for structuring financial
management decisions, which are considered as ia &etsvity. The evaluation of
socially responsible investments is legitimate dan be expressed in quantitative terms
— this is the basic professional expectation amatayed cognitive framework of the
financial community.

Rao’s (2004) analysis of the birth of the autom®bilas the legitimate means of
travelling - has been quoted several times earliee author pointed out the important
role of advertising in popularising the new teclugigand to strengthen cognitive
legitimacy (the awareness and the plausibilityredf technique) as a positive external
effect. He also highlights the legal regulationsaasurce of legitimacy. What is more,
he also regards the attitude of the prevailingtigali culture towards new ventures as an
important institutional variable in explaining tlarvival of the emerging industry. In
this regard | am pointing out that the institutibreatrepreneur’s ,myth-building”
activity is not some kind of a strategy resulteahira ,,cool” cognitive calculation but
definitely a political activity. The example of thegitimacy of the automobile shows -
perhaps in a clearer manner than anything elseat-nibt only a new transportation
technique was given social acceptance but a neis-gachnological regime was born,
which radically changed the every-days of society aconomic life, furthermore it got
integrated into, and influences the power relatigerevailing in society. The
automobile-related technological regime sets cognitexpectations towards the
conceivable techniques of transportation, thusrtivg further innovations into a path
dependent direction. At the same time, it is bdomgned in interaction with such an
institutional environment where it is able to shépe selection environment to its own
benefit, limiting the chance of regime-challengteghnologies to break in (see Kemp,
Schot and Hoogma, 1998).

In addition to the work of Rao (2004), the analysysLawrence, Wickins and
Phillips (1997) about eco-tourism as an emergimystry gives a tell-tale example of
the importance of the political-economic dimensobitegitimacy. Namely because eco-
tourism as an industry means the global commesaiatin of nature itself and nature-
based recreational services. Thus, it turns enmeonal services and goods into a

market service, which the society also has to dccepd has to recognise
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commodification as legitimate. This, in turn, does only raise the legitimacy of an
organization (tourism company) specialising in &madism, moreover, not even the
legitimacy of the industry but the legitimacy oétmarket society, at a global level. The
question is whether marketisation is the legitinta@nner of preserving the values of
nature? Therefore, it is not by accident that tinth@rs emphasise the political nature of
influencing legitimacy. The legitimacy of the emiaxg industry is created and/or

hindered in the power field established by therggts of the stakeholders.

2.4.3. Testing legitimacy in the discursive approdc

Vaara et al. [2006] (see also Vaara and Tineard@POpresent a convincing
example of the usefulness of critical discourselyama Similarly to the institutional
approaches, so keen to use media sources for thei@hexamination of legitimacy,
the authors regard the media as an important hegfitbn arena. The texts appearing in
the media provide an ideal ground for studying discursive legitimation strategies
related to the legitimacy of certain organisatiomddenomena (in their case, to
industrial/market restructuring in the wake of asdions and mergers). Theo van
Leeuwen identified five discursive legitimation at&gies following/upgrading the
“grammar of legitimation”. The discursive legitimat strategy of rationalisation
strives to gain legitimacy (cf. pragmatic legitimadoy referring to usefulness, i.e.
functionality. That of moralisation construes l@gecy by pointing to certain values or
a value set (cf. moral legitimacy). Authorisatiae, reference to some authority, is also
a frequent discursive strategy to gain legitimadyhe discursive strategy of
normalisation (in van Leeuwen’s model: conforméygitimation) is applied to highlight
that something is customary, natural, in conformitiyh the traditions (for, what is
customary and natural, as it should be, will notduestioned or challenged — cf.
cognitive legitimacy). The fifth discursive strayeig labelled narrativization, to indicate
that legitimation is conveyed through telling sésriand creating myths (van Leeuwen
calls it mythopoesis). According to the noteworttgnclusion of Vaara et al. [2006],
the last discursive strategy typically compriselstlaé other discursive legitimation
strategies.

Hence critical discourse analyses call our attentm the fact that the macro-
level structures are latently inherent in the mixts; they impact on them and they

are also recreated by the micro-texts. That idy fbegitimacy inevitably has a power
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component/reading. This is obvious in authorisatemthe micro-text can only regard
as an authority (and build on it) something/someloaing a social prestige from the
outset. This is how the macro-structure underpamgl at the same time also limits,
legitimation. Narrativization, myth-creation is al®bviously linked to the narratives
and myths prevailing and dominant in the broaderas@ontext. Hence it follows from
the above that legitimacy has a macro-level aspElis so-called socio-political
legitimacy does not appear so clearly in either gteategic or the institutional

approaches as it can be revealed by the discurse®.

2.4.4. Main findings of the empirical analyses intéegitimacy

| regard the following main statements to be img@oirton the basis of the
organizational empirical surveys of legitimacy.

The dominance of quantitative analyses has beestimxifor a long time,
however, lately there has been an increasing nurmbempirical research activities
conducted with qualitative methods (see among stheng and Driscoll [2008], EIms
and Phillips [2009], Schepers [2010], Sonpar et [aD10]). The dominance of
guantitative analyses is not favourable as theyn-tloeir own — are able to
operationalise legitimacy only in an indirect amdigh manner; it would be much more
fruitful if the researchers first tried to undersdahe given institutional context in which
legitimacy is surveyed, and would only then makeeaperiment to operationalise and
measure the term and the dimensions of legitim@gtthout this, they often use not-at-
all convincing indicators for measuring legitimacyhe question lingers: do the
stakeholders also interpret the given variable fndl it just as important from the
viewpoint of legitimacy as the researchers. For ithast part, this question is not
answered by the structuralist (institutional angbydation ecological) analyses of the
legitimacy. From this aspect, the study by Ruef 8ndtt (1998) is refreshing and worth
being followed.

The social embeddedness — as a term closely rdiategitimacy and enabling
its measurement — seems to be a step in the rigbttion in empirical surveys.
However, it cannot be ignored here either that thgearchers should first try to
understand — through qualitative techniques - hewitimacy is interpreted in the given
institutional medium; who are the important, infitial stakeholders who mainly
determine the dynamism of legitimacy, etc. The ¢tetive techniques could be much

better founded on interpretative methods.
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The procedure of institutional and population egalal analyses that tries to
measure social acceptance through media representatems to be especially
problematic. In my opinion, it is very misleading a puts forward the naive
presumption that the media truly reflects the doojinions at all times. This is
generally contradicted by the media-related theamgewell, just as the empirical studies
themselves that analyse the media representaticagefbiotechnology (see chapter
3.2.). In addition, the society — as a stakeholdean have a very heterogeneous interest
and value system over the given legitimacy issugchvwould demand the separation
of the main opinion groups from a good analysigs T also related to the proposition
that the majority of the empirical researchers ilemitimacy leave various qualitative
participation based techniques totally unutilisédcus group surveys practically do not
take place at all, at most, the interviewing tegheiis applied.

The neglect of qualitative research is all the mawerowful because the low
number of available analyses goes to show how wvelerstanding and model-building
can be enriched by the application of these metlogiEs (see Elsbach and Sutton,
1992; Elsbach, 1994). Qualitative techniques hékp deeper understanding of the
dynamics of legitimacy as well as the success aitdré of the influencing techniques.
They also highlight the intertwining of the legitey and de-legitimacy arguments as
well as the conflict-ridden political nature of iggnacy. Qualitative methods help to
conduct a profound analysis of the symbolic managgnof legitimacy, specific
legitimacy rhetoric and discourses. In additionshswn by empirical works, meaning-
making processes are especially important — ircé#s® of emerging industries — in the
process of acquiring and influencing legitimacyeTgolitical-economic aspect and the
system-level power dynamics of legitimacy also sembe vital with regard to
emerging industries.

It may be a small but surprising note that althoGgichman (1995) has almost
never been missed from the list of the referregrditure, the empirical works do not
even make an attempt to reflect the richness ohi®aa’s typology. This shows either
the superfluous meticulousness of typology or tHanaall rudimentary status of

empirical survey.
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3. The biotechnology community

The discovery of the DNS structure, on which theht®logy of genetically
modified crops is based, is merely about half awgnold. The first biotechnological
enterprise came into being approximately forty geago, while the first genetically
modified plant appeared on the market ten years @gaong this process thousands of
biotechnological firms have been established andynmradustrial branches have taken a
new, innovative way, by this, changing their tedbgy, strategy as well as structure.
Above all, two industrial branches — the pharmacauand the chemical industry — and
agriculture need to be emphasized. | interpretrtirderrelations according to the
following figure

(adapted from Giannakas and Fulton (2000), andaitzaindonakes and

Hayenga (2000))
Agro-
chemistry

Figure 1: Main industries affected by biotechnology
Chemical

industry

Pharmaceutical
industry
e ———

Biotechnology
industry

A

Seed industry

This figure actually reflects the structure of Igeience industry. This notion
was born in the early 1990s, and meant the synieaggd interconnection of industries
that were transforming through biotechnology. Tigere really shows the ideal picture
of a biotechnological firm. Its supporters suggestbat biotechnology not only
established a connection between the involved inégs they also accentuated that
companies should form a single conglomerate inrdaltake advantage of the benefits.
The firms that adapted this concept flourished veapidly through acquisitions,
mergers and alliances, and became the giant geatits of biotechnology. Yet, despite
all these efforts, most of them lost interest. Trhajority of conglomerates have

disintegrated since then: the pharmaceutical ared dfricultural directions split.
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Actually, they did so more definitely than befobecause the involved firms used this
development for simplifying their profile. Althoughe figure is rather showing a non-
existing company structure, the interconnectionhef given areas are and will still be
valid.

The arrows in the figure can be interpreted as osime relations, the
interactions of development and production. Thathis figure represents the (possible)
structure and elements of a certain market playerthe one hand (however, all
elements depicted above can be found nowadays anBayer due to the facts |
mentioned). On the other hand, it indicates théi@pants showing an interest in new
technological and product innovations and theimp#atéon. In the relation between the
sowing seed industry and the chemical industry ipagrochemistry is involved, and
chemical industry is an important component anywiaiiopes to produce plastic and
chemicals from genetically modified crops. The newgeneration of crops has been
developed to produce primary materials for pharmicals and to be consumed as
medication. Consequently, the relation betweenpharmaceutical industry and the
sowing seed industry also became evident. Nevexdbethe figure does not contain the
further way of sowing seed in agriculture and faondustry, agricultural producers,
processors, food industry, food commerce, thatfugher vertical interrelations —
though, (formal-informal) integration does not ehdre at the level of a single
company. Apart from this, the figure does not desig the environmental industry
either, which is also a significant adapter of éabinological developments (for
instance, the already mentioned Bayer Group hasdibénct Bayer Environment
Science Unit within its Bayer CropScience.) Furtinelustries and activities affected by
biotechnology are mining, energetics, and wasteag@ment. Although not specified in
the figure either, they too are existing and rehléw@nnections of the biotechnological
industry. This narrowing down is a result of theridmgotechnological focus of my
research.

Industries that are restructuring due to biotecbgwlare primarily characterised
by intertwining. This seemingly “soft” expressiomnceals very definite processes
indeed that cannot be specified by a single timesheed phrase. It could be called
condensation or integration which is a common tesdil powerful concentration
processes and networking. It is not only featurgdabdecreasing number and an
increasing size of market players, which would le ¢lassical economic interpretation

of concentration. And not only the growing perméabbetween the boundaries of the
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involved industries is a chief aspect. These pseEes- as well as their accompanying
phenomena — result in a new system. At the sane tiew concepts have come to life.
Such a concept is the mentioned life science imgustee Enriquez and Goldberg,

2001; Powell et al, 2005 a.o.) and its participamesdescribed along new schemes like
the theory of the transgenic firm (Baarda, 2000).

The process of intertwining can be observed in fodowing main
transformations:

. horizontal integration: biotechnology, as a newhtedogy penetrating
numerous industries, accelerated the intertwinintfpese industried

. vertical integration: in order for the technologyttirn into products, the
participants of the supply chain became interrdititeough mergers and acquisitions.

. strategic alliances, networks: innovative biotedbgy enterprises
involving the new technology and know-how inducedmerations that coordinate the
biotech community in a multiple way.

Based on the processes above, this chapter inteqaesent the establishment
of the biotechnological community, and, in a narowense, the related areas of agri-
biotechnology. The term of agribusiness is a fewades old and has become
industrialised by departing from agriculture. Dwethese processes and alliances, its
chain ranges from input supply (sowing seeds, i@dlf fertilizers, pesticides,
machinery and equipments) to food processors adleits, thus it gains a new structure,
the form of a complex network (Anon, 2000a). Thievant literature does not attempt
to provide an abridged, simultaneous and compréeiasalysis of the areas involved
in biotechnology. Investigations of integrationgesially of acquisitions related to the
sowing seed industry) are rather extensive, andlitbeature on strategic alliances
induced by biotechnological firms is exceptionalippundant. As the theoretical
background of strategic alliances is usually apgined from diverse theoretical aspects
— approaches of organisational sociology, corponatineory, industrial economy,
strategic theory, international business policy ayaine theory (Tari, 1998) —, the
examination of biotech alliances has also sevém@bretical frameworks in literature.
With regard to quantity and extension, the analgbareas influenced by biotechnology

IS quite uneven and, in comparison with the prewjdar instance the study of focus

3! An example for this: in order to demonstrate therirelation of the two involved industries, the CEO
of a large company focusing on agri-biotechnologgmda parallel between an envelope and the sowing
seed, as well as a letter and biotechnology, wierenvelope delivers the letter (Bijman, 2001).
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changes in chemical industry is almost tangentidliacidental. In addition, researchers
examine the process of concentration almost exalsion the basis of industrial
organisation theory, which is extended by a fewpooate case studies with a strategy
focus; however, these analyses encompass onlyetiedpuntil the millennium. On the
other hand, — and this of the two statements cavley fundamental and structural
criticism of the relevant literature — the two diiens mentioned above (networking
and concentration) seem to be almost hermeticalyasted research areas. The
analysis of these processes within a single systeas not exist. As a whole, the
literature on biotechnological strategic allianessmines the biotech community from
the perspective of relatively small and new biotéahs, while concentration analysts
approach this field from the viewpoint of large quanies.

The literature on biotechnology is showing a gmrigersity with regard to the
use of terms. The identification of industry leuglparticular presents a miscellaneous
result. Thus, the impact of biotechnology arcingroseveral industrial branches poses a
real dilemma for those intending to draw boundaliesveen the industries; what is
more, difficulties emerge even with marking boumesbetween companies. According
to Powell and Brantley (1992), it is absolutelyanect to define biotechnology as an
industrial branch. As several authors suggess tather a range of technologies that
embraces various fields (Powell, Koput and Smitlei01996; Chiesa and Toletti,
2004). In my study the terimiotech industryrefers merely to biotechnological firms, it
does not contain other industrial areas “fertilisbgl biotechnology. Considering the
definition given by one of the leading industriaanisationsBiotechnology Industry
Organization (BIO) companies whose “primary activity is to apply laar and
molecular processes in order to manufacture predaad solve problems belong to this
industry...for example large pharmaceutical firms i belong here” (BIO, 2000),
since their primary, main activity is one of thepbgd technologies. Some authors
consider even this industry-approach too compretenand emphasize the differences
between agricultural, therapeutic, environmental ather biotech companies, mainly
due to the diverse adaptability of their reseanstt@ames (see e.g. Barley and Freeman,
1992). In turn, others would extend the industiymundaries to further enterprises:
although they do not regard large multinational pames and conglomerates as part of
the industry either, but they approve of businesstablished explicitly in the wake of
biotech firms, such as biotechnologically oriendatenture capital corporations, legal

firms specifying in relevant patents and licencesnall as intellectual property rights
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(see Powell et al, 2005 a.o.). The participatiotheflatter — claim Barley, Freeman and
Hybels (1992) — does not result in an industrydbiotech community. Particularly at
the turn of the millennium, certain part of theesgnt literature summarised the large
companies that originated from the mergers of firfusctioning in the chemical
industry, pharmaceutical industry, agriculture dratechnology, became integrated and
mixed the scope of several industrial activitiesliés science industry. This term,
however, seems to be driven into the backgroundséweral reasons (such as the
disintegration of life science conglomerates and thdirect negative impact of
consumer concerns about agri-biotechnology on othéstech areas). The
organizational field of agri-biotechnology — beitigg ground of my empirical research
— includes the agricultural elements of the bioteciustry and the biotech community,
relevant conglomerates as well as non-market pdayidrus, it is the aggregate of those
participants who are involved through the agriaatuapplication of biotechnology.
(The term and content of organizational field seeny research plan in Chapter 4, and
its organisation theory background in Appendix Ihe relation of the above
designations is depicted by the following figure.

Figure 2: Biotechnological industry, communityganisational fieltf

Biotechnologica
community

Agrarbiotechnological
organisational field

% Major participants. The figure does not contairrelitions due to transparency limitations. The sifz
participants in the figure does not reflect thealrsize, weight etc. The relations are relevadt an
important characteristics in the figure, the logatof other participants in relation to one anottheges not
convey an evident meaning.
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Source: Edited by the author

Finally, as for the use of terms, it is worthwhibepoint out that researchers still
regard biotechnological firms as starting businesshich are about to be launched.
These companies are generally designated as bidteol, the termDedicated
Biotechnology Firm (DBF)s also widespread, yet the phr&éew Biotechnology Firm
(NBF) has become ousted. In case of ‘agri-biotechnoldggth parts of the term are

being abbreviated in a variable way, fragbiotechto agbia

3.1. Strategic alliances in biotechnology

One part of researches intends to shed light onfdhreation of the biotech
community in terms of theories related to allianee®l networks (see e.g. Barley,
Freeman and Hybels, 1992; Powell, et al 2005).dther half of literature is testing the
various theories, features and proceeds of allmacel networks on biotech alliances.
For the last fifteen years, biotechnology has iasmegly been a field of analysis in
regard to alliances. This chapter primarily sert@present the industry, and, at the
same time, it outlines research trends and issoesviiich biotechnology has been
chosen as a field by researchers.

According to Senker and Sharp (1997), stratedi@anae is not the right
response to all market imperfections that are edlad innovation; however, wherever
the following five conditions exist, — and thesehaus regard biotechnology as a field
where they do — it is undoubtedly the adequate answ

1. Complementary resources are at the parties’odapin a way that tacit,
company-specific and often patented knowledge latee to implements that are
mutually suitable to one another.

2. For the mutual transfer of these implementsaaniag process involving
personal and relatively close relationships is sasagy.

3. Rapidity and

4. Flexibility play a significant role. The lattereans that the transformation of
interorganisational relations — termination, rerne&gimn etc. — may occur more easily
than organisational integration and merger. Théigsmaunderstand that the partnership
involves some risk but it has characteristics #rateven more important than the actual

result of cooperation.
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5. The relationship is characterised by reciproaityl trust — partners suppose
that opportunism will get its just deserts. Theivas trust is the obvious formulation of
intellectual property rights (Senker and Sharp,7)99

Although biotechnology is showing similarities teetlaunch of semiconductor
or IT-firms with respect to alliance formation (esyvift technical change, the presence
of small innovative firms, significant R+D expensélse great emphasis of venture
capital, rapid growth), there are spectacular teffiees as well, which further enhance
the motivations of cooperations. There is a divecge concerning the persons
establishing the firms: the companies of the ITustdy were founded by engineers that
had worked at other firms earlier, thus it is mgsbbable that they were more
knowledgable about how to market a product or manag organisation than
researchers and scientists who established bi@itechh Moreover, in case of IT firms a
tangible research output, the product prototype w@asn made, while in biotech
researches that hardly differ from the basic redetris does not occur. This preserves
the lack of product-related management skills. @esithe R+D period is much longer,
which is partly due to the status close to the maetl basic research, and partly
because market access is typically preceded by@ dothorisation procedure. Since
biotech products get directly to the final consumdarmers, physicians, etc. (though
microelectronic instruments are usually componehtslarger system), — the marketing
of these products is more expensive. The markeseseral biotech products is
narrower, thus the economies of scale that is spoitant in the success of the
electronic industry does not play a major role hertethermore, large companies of the
IT industry possessed skills and tools through Whitey had an easy access to new
markets opened by launching enterprises. On théragn large companies of the
chemical and pharmaceutical industry as well agalgure hardly embarked on their
own biotech R+D then, this way, they were not ablbecome players of this market on
their own. And this is exacerbated by uncertaimyeagulation and the opposition of
public opinion: regulators and consumers do/did se# such a high risk in electronic

products as in agbiotech products (Barley, FreeamahHybels, 1992).

3.1.1. Motivations of alliances

The three-decade history of alliances induced byebh firms has been studied
by relatively many researchers who outlined paldicurends, described definitve

phases and provided the viewpoints of distinctipgants. The common ground of
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their work seems to be the interpretation of they Viest decade which is regarded as a
separate unit by almost all studies. The period®75-1987 is characterised by an
extremely rapid rise in the number of biotech firmsd the same refers to the
establishment of alliances as well. The processhef establishment of firms was

supported by ambitious researchers, the abunddnibe then easily available venture
capital (Brantley and Freeman, 1992) as well agdhmation of strategic alliances. The

key factor of these early cooperation agreements thva asymmetric distribution of

technological, organisational and financial resesar@rsenigo, 1989; McKelvey, 1996;

Hagedoor and Roijakkers, 2008).

These agreements can be described as “marriagameénience” (Senker and
Sharp, 1997), in which parties provide their compatary resources as dowry, and the
basic prerequisite for survival is the formation tbeése matrimonies as well as the
supply of missing resources. Biotech firms openigdaw on technology (Forrest and
Martin, 1992; Barley, Freeman and Hybels, 1992nk8eand Sharp, 1997; Chiesa and
Toletti, 2004). They guide large companies to thgsterious world of molecular
biology, where these companies have no previousrexge or relations. These
companies were bound by the tools, know-how antissietermined by their earlier
investments, and the dependence on this establishée hampered their sudden
entrance into a new, multidisciplinary and comptegearch field (Deeds, DeCarolis
and Coombs, 1999).

Biotech firms did this while abounding in ideaghteology and scientific know-
how; nevertheless, they were short of financiabueses, corporate and management
competences and — being starting companies andfpadtarting industry — legitimacy.
Multinational companies longed for high-rankingeashes; this was the only way they
could gain access to basic and applied researcbasilfardella, 1995). In order to
finally create a product from this knowledge, tm®w-how and resources of a wide and
diverse range of organisations were needed: apart the above, the contribution of
universities, state research institutes and verdap#al corporations was necessary in
the first place (Powell et al, 2005).

3 At the same time, however, the possibility of sind the early alliances is doubted by several ansth
The 1980s witnessed numerous informal, non-docusdergations; what is more, — Barley, Freeman and
Hybels (1992) claim — these outnumbered formabatles. In the USA, the establishment of formal
alliances was motivated by a few important extermaititutional factors from the end of this decattie
‘laissez-faire’ regulation philosophy at the timé Ronald Reagan’s presidency, the weakening of the
Federal Trade Commission (FTC), and the introdactib a new law promoting cooperation among
organisations.

75



Nonetheless, participants and motivations as aeva a lot greater in number
and more complex, and they also change in timekeeand Sharp (1997) distinguish
three phases concerning the objectives of the ggaation of large companies.
Becoming acquainted with the opportunities of bbtelogy is the main goal of the
starting phase. Parallel to this, the establishmeht private biotech research
competences and laboratories as well as the atignif technology have already
begun within doors, namely with a double goal. @a bne hand, these companies
intended to ease the mutual dependence withinllibece, although it was obvious that
— due to the technology’s novelty, its rapid chaagevell as its complexity lying in its
possible impacts and potential intertwinings withes areas — it would be too great an
undertaking to embody all necessary functions aothpetences within a single
organisation.

The other, more practical, reason for establishimyate biotech research
capacities was that only this way was the compdinlg # understand, follow, assess
and control what the allied biotech firm created. tBe end of the 1980s almost all
American and various European large companies lawsched a private molecular
biology research programme (Henderson and Cockhl®8y; Zucker and Darby,
1997). In this phase it was an important task wess whether the new technologies
holding out promises of great advantages couldyrds sources of future product
development and forthcoming profit. The authorggtese the third phase as the period
of market entry (Senker and Sharp, 1997).

Powell et al (2005) show the historical dynamicdmitech alliances by using
the analogy of a dance party where dancers, cowpldsmusic are changing on a
regular basis. By the latter he means the typealli@inces: research, commercial and
financial cooperations and licence agreementsairnate, prevail or are thrust into the
background. From his historical review, that is ilamto the one above, | again
emphasize the second phase, which takes the p#vspexf biotech firms into
consideration. Just like large companies, alsceblofirms acquired some competences
during the initial research phase. In this phassy tare becoming independent and
stabilised through the involvement of state R+Ddfsiand venture capifi) yet most of

them do so because they realise that despitegbairthey will never be able to develop

** This change is indicated by the fact that in the early 1990s all biotech-based products on the toplist of
pharmaceutical sales were distributed by pharmaceutical companies, in 10 years the first 10 products
were developed by biotech firms out of which 5 were also distributed by the biotech firm (Powell et al,
2005).
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into an integrated institution that is able to iempknt all steps of biotech product
development and marketing on its oWrThere is no biotech firm, what is more, no
participant at all in this organisational field thaould be able to develop a full
spectrum of scientific, organisational and managgmempetences on its own. At the
same time, in the historical development of theaasingly important biotech firms it is
a significant factor that, according to the studé$owell (1996), mainly their central
role played in the alliance network contributestheir stabilisation, not their own
merits. They are capable of forming dense and séveelations, in other words,
“polyphonic” partnerships.

That is, they establish simultaneous connectionth wiverse allies (e.g. they can
concurrently obtain financial sources from largenpanies, state research funds and
venture capital corporations) in several functioreieas (technological, research,
commercial etc. cooperatior).

At the same time, the process of stabilisation aking these firms targets: they
appear as potential human resources or objectopfigiton. However, just like shaking
out, the creaming off and acquisition of more ativ@® companies have not become a
standard either among biotech firis.

Despite these developments — the strengtheningeofarming industry and its
firms — and the fact that a few large companiesvierced to take just the opposite way
and were thrust to the periphery of these procesisepattern of tight connections still
survived. Even at times when complementary roled eesources were not that
exclusive anymore. According to Powell et al (200h)s indicates that the original
motivation lying behind the exchange of complementasources has gained a broader
sense: the involved companies seek new forms of Bif@nces and common product
developments in these innovation networks. Unantigly, all this refers to the United

States and Canada. In Europe not only the estamdishof biotech firms occurred later:

B A frequently cited exception is Amgen that developed into a significant and independent

pharmaceutical participant.

% Ppowell et al (2005) identify four alternative eaphtions of connection that lie behind strategic
alliances. Characteristic ways of building alliamicare the ones that (i) rely on the accumulation of
benefits, (ii) are based on the mutual attractibsimilar firms (homophylia), (iii) enforce the aglion of
trends as well as (iv) aim at multiconnectivity.the latter logic — with a growing number of indiedt

and other participants the diversity of connection gained ground.

37 Soon it became obvious to large companies thatesptent to acquisitions key figures usually quét th
firm and the company’s know-how and value embodieémployees get lost (Forrest, Martin, 1992).
What is more, the employees of biotech firms ditdardy quickly leave the new owner behind, but they
got to stand on their own feet and thus created cmwpetitors. This is how the employees of Hybhtec
established more than 40 firms shortly after thegany had been taken over by Eli Lilly (Powell kt a
2005).
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large companies regarded this area with provisd,they started their more significant
research investments only in the mid 1980s, aftiecade of hesitation. They continued
to organise these investments still along thediti@nal university-related and scientific

connections (Senker-Sharp, 1997). At the same ttumpean biotech steps vary; firms
do not enter this path on the basis of a homogenstategy. In Great Britain partners
were eager to find their match within national myedthrough state mediators; on the
contrary, Swiss, German and French large compawese searching for (also)

American cooperation partners. Literature considies development of European
biotech firms quite slow for another decade in cangon with American processes
(Arundel, 2001). The reason for this may be thatehs a lack of venture capital and an
enterprising spirit on part of researchers, altlmodlge involved countries’ central

policies for technological development intend torpote this area. Nevertheless, in the

last decade differences dropped to a minimum (SeB8karp, 1997).

3.1.2. Legitimacy within the alliance

According to relevant literature, the establishmenit interorganisational
relations is an emphatic tool of creating legitima&ctivities done within the economy,
on the market and within company boundaries — ihahot only at abstract research
institutes and mystical laboratories anymore — dha partnership of the economy’s
and the market's accepted, mature players. Theseections are spectacular and
visible, thus they make the biotech firm easilyogrusable to further participants, in
other words, they cast light upon its existence.

Alliance relations also automatically endow biotefirms with associate
legitimacy (Baum, Calabrese and Silverman, 2000). The hondat surrounds
legitimate and accepted partners within the alkame cast onto new participants
(legitimacy spillover Kostova and Zaheer, 1999); the mature compangsgbiotech
firms a share of its experience-related privileges] as a reference it promotes their
embedding as well as the establishment of their legiimacy.

This way, legitimacy is one of the resources anchgementary tools that are
available through the alliance. The alliance noly ggrovides strategic and operative
know-how, steady exchange relations, innovative petences, financial resources etc.
but also makes sure that the firms’ operation =2pted and approved of by external
observers and partners (Baum és Oliver 1991), laaidthey can enjoy the authenticity
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and quality of goods and services that potentiayels; suppliers, employees,
cooperation partners and investors assume (Hanma&rFeeeman, 1984; Stuart et al
1999).

Legitimacy, just like the majority of other resoesg is inevitable for operation
and survival, it is an invaluable help at the stdris an important difference, however,
that while other resources may be present evernenldng run exclusively as the
partners’ contribution, in regard to legitimacy teich firms must become independent:
they need to establish it for themselves. Obviguig alliance network continues to
serve as a protective net further on.

It may be worth highlighting certain ambiguitiesuch an ambiguity is that all
this is relevant not only at organisational lewelcase of a given biotech firm, but the
same can be stated at the level of the biotechimabgdustry as well, which is the
primary level from the perspective of my study. Arer exciting ambiguity is that this
gained, indirect legitimacy is a product of theensirganisational network, and, the other
side of the coin is that the risks originating frahe lack of legitimacy need to be
minimised. The alliance serves as a buffer (Baualal@ese and Silverman, 2000) and
sends favourable signals when the characteristidscampetences of the company and
the industry have not evolved yet or are not in l#est publicly known. Again, the
latter one indicates another ambiguity of the ¢omabf interorganisational legitimacy.
On the one hand, the company’s competences floardhbecome absorbed within the
strategic alliance (a new competence could beaewgy of integrating into the network
and managing the relations), its existence andihegty may stabilise through peculiar
learning processes. On the other hand, partnersh@yshave an impact on the firm’s
image and perception by other participants, inddeetty of the community’s or the
company’s features; and this too is a legitimacyda

Researchers approaching biotechnology from theppetive of alliances and
networks did not examine or only partly studied thegitimacy aspects of
interorganisational embeddedness. Handling theitesgy effects of the network’s
existence as an axiom, their attention has rateen lrawn to the correlation between
the features of the alliance net and certain ssctemtures of biotech firms and the
biotech industry. Thus, it is a fundamental cowditiin researches that network
membership is a legitimacy factor. Consequentlgjtimacy can be found in these

researches in details or indirectly (through suakiwuccessful partnership etc.). The
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following explanations that relate to the evolutmithe industry and the organisational
field — and are based on population ecology — bav® emphasized.

According to the expectations of a large proportadranalysts, the vigorous
foundation wave of biotech firms in the USA in th@80s should have been followed
by a wave of failure or shaking out (Powell, 1996n the contrary, only about 9
percent of starting companies have ceased funogioduring the first 15 years of
biotech industry, which can be considered a vewy roortality rate in comparison with
other industries (Barley, Freeman and Hybels, 199Pey see the reason for this
relatively steady survival in the formation of alices. The liability of newness and
smallness among biotech firms is less character(®arley, Freeman and Hybels,
1992; Powell 1996; Baum, Calabrese and Smith, 20@@)ell, Koput and Smith-Doerr
(1996) rather mention the danger and consequeridbeg tiability of disconnectedness
in this context, and presume the failure of biotéiams that are less linked to other
organisations through allianc&s.

% Nevertheless, in relation to this, Baum, Calabresd Silverman (2000) make it clear: success is
affected by the quality of the alliance system.oller to form an efficient network configuration,
according to the authors, the following aspectshavbe taken into consideration. The rise in tinalper

of cooperation partners may result in a superflugudtiplication in case they provide the same
information or complementary resources. Thus, fr&ecof partners is more extended than needed — or
vice versa: it has little variety compared to thenber of its members —, while its operation entaidgher
costs. Although the rivalry brought about by theléiation of roles may make the network more fléxib
and innovative, competitive interests may also rdgstt. More and more authors suggest that it is
simplifying and too general to explain the surviwald growth of biotech firms exclusively by the
existence of alliances and cooperation. They wisfdéntify other factors of successful functioniag
well by examining partly company-related, partlwieonmental features. Many studied the combination
of founders and researchers from among companyfgpéxatures (see 2.1.3). The role and impact of
strategic decisions — the selection of market, pcgdand projects — have been analysed by Cooper
(1998) among others. Like Niosi (2005), he asdbdsthe growth of a company is largely influentgd

the field of biotechnology in which the company ¢tians. Without any exception, growing enterprises
are doing pharmaceutical researches and developmant the least developing firms work in the
agbiotech field. Niosi emphasizes that the initiahstellation has far-reaching effects: once tligaln
conditions are established, a certain level ofcstmal impotence is reached. This dependence on an
established route can be characteristic of new emieg as well: through contracts, learning prosesse
and other elements the company gets set on arcedaise, which is binding for the company. Reuns a
Zollo (2005) also examine the factors of succdssudgh, from another perspective. Their scrutiny als
intends to prove that the disintegration of redealtiances is not definitely a failure but is magicate
favourable processes as well. By this, they quedtie conventional approach of measuring the fruitf
existence of partnerships by its durability. Latedgme explanations have gained ground suggestatg t
these changes reflect the neutral, what is mome,bémeficial developments of cooperations. It may
namely occur that a relation is terminated becgasécipants have learned from each other what they
could. There may be new investments in the backgtpit is possible that new opportunities have
occured in the meantime that are exploited or tlggals are similar to an extent where their
complementary feature gets lost.
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3. 2. Integration and concentration

Agbiotech expects an analysis that is arcing oesemal industrial branches.
Biotechnology providing the technology and the piidagriculture that is using it (to
be more precise, sowing seed producers and distmg)upharmaceutical, plastics and
environmental industries that are based on the gasearch outcomes as well as the
representatives of agrochemical industry manufagucomplementary products have
all been present lately in large companies thatidate the market. As a result of
mergers and acquisitions in the 1990s, and desihiee withdrawal from the
pharmaceutical industry that occurred at the tdrthe millennium, today this field is
extremely concentrated. Only four large companiémewn as thé&ene Giants- are
dominant: Bayer, DuPont, Syngenta and Monsantoy Bppear among the giant firms
in all relevant industries, and have a total madtetre of 23-100 percent per industry.
They involve chemical, agrochemical, sowing seedl dnotech firms; beside
subsidiaries, their connections are multiplieddigtj ventures and strategic alliances.

The process of integration and concentration arecip features of
biotechnology on the one hafidand independent processes occurring in indusiries
the world economy as well as the result of glolmahpetition on the other. Therefore, it
is a phenomenon amplifying the vertical integratainthe so-called agrofood chain;

though, it is not the only explanatory factor.

3.2.1. Concentration antecedents and trends

Transformation has occurred along the following msiieps. | developed the
following classification, timetable and summarytioé sequence of steps on the basis of
studies by King (2000) as well as Brennan, Pray @adrtmanche (2000), the analysis
of the involved industrié§, just as articles from Anglo-Saxon business nfédia

Most of today’s giant sowing seed and agbiotechpaomes have been bound to

the pharmaceutical or chemical industry by themdfamental activity.

* Great uncertainty, significant requirement for Rifput, characteristics close to basic researchy lon
period of development, licencing and market aceéss

“0See e.g. Kindinger, 1998; Kalaitzandonakes, 18@8enga, 1998; Kalaitzandonakes and Hayenga,
2000; Fulton and Giannakas, 2001; ERS, 2004a add20

“1 See e.g. Anon, 1997; Grant, 1997; Gillis and Seand1999; Anon. 2000b; Eichenwald, Kolata and

Petersen, 2001; Weissman, 2004
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1. The relative stagnation of the chemical industrthe 1980s resulted in the sale
of chemical production at many companies. Thisdrap capital: it provided sources
for diversification and entrance to other industriét occurred in two ways: these
companies joined new industries either through Raddivities, or they acquired
existing firms. This is well demonstrated by thdldwing examples. International
Chemical Insdutries (ICl), the British chemical ustry separated a chemical
department under the same name, and establishedirectdcompany, called Zeneca,
which focuses on the production of pharmaceutiqadsticides, sowing seeds and on
agbiotech. The American Monsanto not only separdted also sold its chemical
activity in order to be able to concentrate ondxbnhology. DuPont sold its oil business
and in two parts acquired Pioneer Hi-Breed whichs whe greatest player of
contemporary American sowing seed industry.

2. In addition, this period is the time of mergeo$ large chemical and
pharmaceutical companies. Such an example is tiablisbiment of the firm AgrEvo
that was launched by the German companies, HoeusfgstSchering, and produces
agricultural and environmental products. Latertefathe acquisition of two biotech
firms and four sowing seed companies) also Rhon#elRo joined AgrEvo, thus
Aventis was formed.

3. The next logical step for chemical factoriegatty involved in agriculture was
the acquisition of sowing seed companies, since fireducts are complementdis.
Beside acquisitions, also alliances were formedhSan alliance was the common
project of Monsanto and the American sowing seadtgiCargill, where the aim is the
“development and marketing of quality foodstuffégnsanto, 2004). This meant a
quick access to large stands, to new speciesustilér development, to the capital and
other tools necessary for cultivation efforts adlvas the intellectual property and
know-how of smaller firms at the same time. In ofdur years — between 1995 and
1998 — almost 70 sowing seed firms were acquiredivarived in a joint venture by a
group of multinational companié At the same time, chemical companies had been
eager to participate in the sowing seed industriyeeas well: the presence of chemical

plants on the sowing seed market is illustrate@€bgrt 5.

* This was not the first outlook of chemical worksvésd the sowing seed industry. The 1970s show a
similar wave of acquisitions; in the USA a new matéaw protecting the results of plant breeding
suddenly made these firms attractive.

“3 The most were acquired by Monsanto, which paritylshocked the market. With an acquisition
“campaign” in 1998 that lasted almost eight wedks,company that had not been known on the sowing
seed market before became the largest player ofvalved industries.
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5. Using new biotechnological R+D activities sinaméously in pharmaceutical
production and agriculture is an idea that ledhe formation of giant life science
conglomerates. Companies merging in successiondhimpean effect of technological
and business synergy.
6. Since then, the majority of integrated compah&s considered the life science
strategy an “evolutional accident” (Thayer, 2004lp sooner had large companies
merged, than they separated and sold their soveied and crop protection conceffis.
As an explanation they listed (i) the absence gqfeeied R+D synergies; (ii) profit
uncertainties resulting from the miscellaneous oorexr perception of genetically
modified foodstuffs as well as the potential dameag on their reputation; and (iii) the
possible negative reactions of regulating authesitiand market surveillance
organisations that they intend to prevent, sincekaetaconcentration has hit an all-time
record in case of some cereals (King, 2000). TiMsnsanto and Upjohn separated
shortly after their merger; Monsanto left behind pharmaceutical activities and
continued all its activites related to crop pratattand sowing seed industry. Similarly,
the freshly merged Aventis separated its agricaltbranch and established Aventis
Cropscience that it rapidly sold soon after. Thayd3, the buyer has become the only
life science company, though it is not using thisll.

Table 5 shows how the market's current giant payeere building through
acquisitions and mergers that arced over indusityhtaries.

With concentration and expansion — using the d&imiof Senker—Shapr (1997)
— horizontal and vertical integration as well amglomerate merger took place. A
horizontal example is the merger of starting bibtéoms, while vertical integration is
characteristic of acquisitions of R+D as well astlime supply chain, that is, the
acquisition of the majority of the sowing seed isitiy through companies creating new
products. (This has a multiplying effect: the asgton of suppliers, sometimes even of
producers and farms comes next.) | regard it amglomerate merger when companies

of different industries find each other.

* At the same time, a few chemical companies turned into an agricultural direction instead, and backed
out of the concentrated pharmaceutical industry that required significant R+D input.
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Table 5 Ag-biotech concentration and integratiorrgers and acquisitions

Bayer DO\_N DuPont Monsanto Syngenta
Chemicals
Conglo- 2\;232 v Novartis
eminis
merate Rhone-Poulenc AstraZeneca
Agro- Hoechst&  pow Elanco Ciba-Geigy
chemistry Schering Sandoz
Agracetus
Plant Genetic Mycogen Human Genom Calgene i
Biotech Systems Ribozyme Sciences DNA Plant Techn.MOgen Int’l
Plant Tech  Pharmaceuticals Curagen Ecogen Japan Tobacco
Millenium
Pharmaceutical
Nunherns DeKalb Adita
Vg have Mycogen ARl Northurp-Kin
Plant Genetic Systemgmtgd Pioneer Holden'’s Found. S&G Speedsg
Seed sunseeds ) oiseeds  Hybrinova Seeds Hillesho
Cargill Us 9 Cargill Int'l . 9
. . Ciba Seeds
Limagrain Petoseed Rogers Seeds
Pioneer Vegetable Plant Breeding Int’l 9
Genetics Royal Sluis Seminis

Source: RAFI [1999]; Falcon és Fowler [2002]; ERQ0D4a, 2004b]; ETC Group
[2005, 2011] nyoman

Analyses written on industrial organisation theduypdamentally explain the
enduring integration that has been intensive motiv but lost impetus mainly due to the
currently significant concentration, and the gragvipresence of multinational
companies by the following factors:

1. economies of scale and variety of s¢ale;
2. protection of intellectual property rights (IPRpat provides the positions of limited

monopoly for companies or individuals possessimtpaerights?®

> Economies of scale work toward concentration tywgng production through falling average costs,
while variety of scale tend to lead to concentratime to lower total costs of joint production whéga
costs of separately producing two or more prodypes are summed. That is, a larger and more
diversified company can produce at lower averagascavhich is an effective motivation for growth.
Indeed, companies that miss the chance take theofibeing ousted from the market by a lower-cost,
bigger rival.

* According to underlying argumentation, IPR servesaamotivation for its possessor to do further
research, and to invest capital in the creatiosimflar intellectual products in order to exclugivenjoy
concomitant privileges. This may promote both waitintegration and the formation of tighter stgite
alliances at the same time. If the content anddimi IPR are well described and defined by theilagr,

the formation of an alliance is more likely, sinbe transaction costs of negotiations, monitoring tne
reinforcement of agreements are lower. In caseH&Rso-called 'back doors’, they may be used; er th
intellectual property right refers to intangible agis that are difficult to tracanyway and relevant
agreements are hard to implement — then vertitadjration is probable (Giannakas and Fulton, 2000).
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3. on the demand side the substitutive and compitane feature of biotech products.
Genetically modified plants and appropriate chemidgveloped exclusively for them
are related to complementary products: these ptartggrow optimally only with these
products and can “bear” only their presence. Thus,closely related, complementary
pair of products was created by agbiotech itsdtis Wirectly results in the merger of
cereal and chemical companies originating fromedght industries. Special literature
highlights the escalation strategy, — the compamasge of escaping forward — when
they devote large sums of money to R+D in ordagaim a leading role on the market.
As Giannakas and Fulton formulate: these compaamesager to leap-frog over their
competitors and become dominant firms (GiannakasFarton, 2000). They become
“technological leaders” in a market segment throsgbcessful R+D investments and
provide new or further developed products (Kingd@0 This may be profitable only if
the product is a close substitute for the rival®dducts. Literature clearly treats the
species, which are resistant to pesticides, asasdlieir chemicals created by agbiotech
as substitute products for traditional species.

4. Others, such as specifications of risks andlaggns, a growing emphasis on quality
assurance, costs of compliance with the rules,l¢hgth of innovation life cycle,
biotech breakthroughs, the expansion of the stowhange, a certain philosophy of
»the bigger the better” (Brennan, Pray and Courtchan 2000).

3.2.2. Legitimacy through integration and diversifcation

In managing legitimacy the three directions defined Chapter 2. — the
establishment, maintenance and retrieval of legityn— are completed by a fourth
element in Tilling’s typology (2004) which is renkable in case of conglomerates and
diversification. In his opinion, the extension efitimacy is a separate category. He
appropriates this term for the entrance or tramsito new markets and industries as
well as a renewed relation to an existing markenhgustry.

The actual player is taking the legitimacy acquired given area to a new field.
In this case his own merits are projected onto dvism further activities, which is
comparable to associate legitimacy. Probably, treramelement of the Suchman
legitimacy typology may relate most directly tostleixtension. Within that, for example
procedure legitimacy — following the right way -nche associated: after the starting
activity of a certain company the legitimacy of thew activity can be presumed as

well, since it is the same organisation with theneaet of values, system of standards
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and policies. Inevitably, all this requires a ma@mplex assessment, especially if
diversification occurs through the acquisition tfier organisations. Anyway, in case of
large companies doing agbiotech developments andupmg such products it is
important to mention legitimacy originating frometltompanies’ earlier activites as a
possible source of legitimacy.

Or quite on the contrary: the delegitimacy argutagon which, in case
of certain biotech firms, originates from earlierolplems related to the chemical
industry (accidents, production of war equipm&nt)

This piece of analysis on the community of biotembgy is part of a
larger introduction to the formation and developmehthis organizational field [see
Matolay, 2006]. Impact of the biotechnology comntyron the food supply chain is
looked at in details in the following paper [Patd¥atolay, 2008].

Although | do not wish to describe the diversitytbé topics or the research
trends, | wish to review the main trends that affee various aspects and stakeholders
of agricultural biotechnology and are relevant fegitimacy, although generally
indirectly or only in relation to particular compamts.

The main issue of a major part of the researchdbeisnew regulatory tasks
brought along and triggered by biotechnology. Thernational and national
dimensions of such public political research atiggi are inseparable. The international
competitiveness of the biotechnology community alifierent national regulations
suggest dilemmas. They relate to sensitive inteynak economic and political issues
primarily in relation to the European Union and thated States, and partly concerning
the so-called developed and developing countries.

With regard to the EU and the USA, that reflectfedent assessments of
genetically modified food products by society, dahdir consequent economic conflict
of interests, which have also led to a conflicthivitthe framework of the World Trade
Organisation (WTO). The key issue between the d@erl and the developing
countries is, according to the literature, the tjoasof ownership rights. The interests
and value sets of developing countries, rich indgeal resources (biodiversity), and of
developed countries giving birth to the biotechgglandustry and the power position
thereof are at stake in the new international regifhe legitimacy aspect of this

4" Monsanto is still being attacked today becausiso#ctive agent called 'Agent Orange’ used in the
Vietham War—this element of its history is often highlightegldnti-GMO activists.
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problem involves a fight in the use of the wordaagdl: the question is how regulations
governing the biological resources of developingntoes (ownership right, right of
utilisation) will develop and which concept will hesed generally. It is unknown yet
which of the two terms obioprospecting indicating the seemingly neutral effective
utilisation of the agricultural biotechnology commges of developed countries, and
biopiracy,with its strongly negative connotation, will win.

The public political research trend was clearly tbsult of the social pressure,
which undoubtedly appeared in the EU Member State$ questioned agricultural
biotechnology from the side of the consumer, a nmogbrtant actor for all economic
sectors. The majority of the technical literatuomsiders the lack of confidence of EU
consumers towards GMO products containing genéticabdified organisms and the
manufacturers thereof (lack of social acceptanagpalatory problem, and looks for a
legal or regulatory solution (food safety, consummtection policies, product labelling
are recommended) and covers the factors of samyirhacy and de-legitimacy or its
process in the organisational field, or the corposdrategies focusing on it in passim if
at all.

The technology studies reflect important aspectthefpublic policy research
trends of agricultural biotechnology. They cledidgus on one of the aspects of social
acceptance, specifically the correlation betweearnrelogy policies and democracy,
and the possibilities and degree of social paudiogm in agricultural biotechnology
developments. Those research papers already paointimensions of the disputes
around the social acceptance of agricultural blotetogy such as risks, uncertainty or
the nature of sufficiently satisfactory evideriéeCertain studies analyse also the power
and institutional aspects of disputesnd also point out that what is at stake hethds
legitimacy of technological and scientific progrelssother words, the focus of analysis

Is raised to the level of a socio-technologicaimey.

* Such actions include, for example, attacks of biotechnology companies against the stricter EU

regulations that are based on the principle of prudence. This category includes research analysing the
close relationship between science and industiy tlaa criticism, whereby research financed fromlipub
money generates private profit [Holt and BullocR92]. The analysis of the legitimacy problemshaf t
European agricultural biotechnology regulations atdates to the same category, because the HE) itse
and its legislative institutional system sufferrfra legitimacy crisis [Skogstad, 2003].
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4. Empirical Research

The appearance of agricultural biotechnology inducadical changes. The
technology does not affect only the products arel phoduction process, but also
generates fundamental transformation in the inglastd introduces new activities, new
concepts, new impacts, new rights and deprivatibrrights at the same time. It
transforms agriculture, re-interprets its competitiess, connects industries that had no
connections before and reshapes their market steicAt the same time, it triggers
changes in society, in the power processes anddhelopment of new structures. It
entails global consequences in society, in the @ognand in ecology. All those
together also bring along changes at system lewehew socio-technical regime
emerges.

Based on the above, the agricultural biotechnolwggnisational fieldcould be
a suitable level of examination to understand #ggtimacy strategies of agricultural
biotechnology companies and the power dimensiond systemic changes. As
described in Chapter 2, biotechnology is not a paindustry with clear-cut
borderlines. The concept of the organisationatifegdptures and reflects the diversity of
those organisations better than any other appr@otell et al, 2005), and describes
their integration. It draws attention to correlagoit is a good field of examination to
conclude how the various actors and organisatiomsttute and create the mutually
detected and used field of social and economiwiactiAs Hoffman (1999) states, the
organisational field is the centre of the disputelsere those having competitive
interests discuss the key issues and the intetforethereof (p. 351).

A qualitative research methodologis ideal for understanding and for
identifying the abundance of factors and drivetsisTthapter presents the questions and
prior assumptions of the research, and reviews ataildthe research process and

methodology.

4.1. Purpose of the Research

| analyse the set of legitimacy arguments relatmggricultural biotechnology
in Hungary in my Ph.D. research. | am trying to alie® the development of this
industry, in the crossfire of discussions, whichpartly creating its products at the

moment, and partly trading them already with a hpgefit in many places. What



makes it legitimate (or illegitimate) among regalatand consumers (agriculture, food
industry and ultimate consumers and customers)deuthe community of inventors
(researchers and manufacturers)?

The purpose of the research is hence to disclodeuaderstand the relevant
drivers, activities and strategies in Hungary foatis on the establishment of the social
legitimacy of this emerging industry. From a difiet aspect the same thing can be
described as follows: The objective is to disclasd understand the dynamism of the
institutional and organisational field in which tls®cial acceptance of agricultural
biotechnology as an industry is constituted andstraed, and to identify the legitimacy
arguments of the actors, and to understand theolvement and their capacity for
influence assertion (power position).
| am aiming at answering the following researchsjjoas:

1. What stakeholder groups’ activities shape adjtical biotechnology: Who
are the players and active participants of whaniswn as the organizational field of
agricultural biotechnology? What actors take partthe legitimization (or de-
legitimization) process?

2. In other words, how do the stakeholders shapeettonomic and social
acceptance and legitimacy of agricultural biotedbgy? What arsenal of legitimization
tools, arguments and ultimately strategy do theytasestablish the legitimacy of or, on
the contrary, to delegitimize agricultural bioteology?

| place my research in the field of critical socsélidies and more specifically
among the critical organisational studies. The dyisen and characteristics, and
especially the values and power relations of tha@asantegration process, which are
fundamental factors of economic use and utilisafeng., acceptance by consumers as a
legitimate product, followed by their demand for ihay be observed effectively only
in relation to an emerging industry. It is my thetazal standpoint that each individual
product or service and, therefore, each econondigsiiny practically carries the logic of
some socio-technology regime in itself. Conseqyeille strategies of the companies
of a particular industry do not only mean and flthe preservation of the market
positions or competitiveness of the relevant présloc services, but also maintain and
try to preserve that particular socio-technologyime as well. To that extent, therefore,
the corporate strategies and, what is more, thduyate themselves also have a social

legitimacy quality and political (power) relevance.
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4.2. Research method

In line with the research objective, the researobth@dology is based on
gualitative methodologies, which facilitate deejilidg embedded in the context for
disclosing and understanding phenomena and dynanligpaced this research in
relation to the interpretative school of socialestific approaches, which is based on

methodologies stemming from relativist ontology andjectivist epistemology.

The sources of the research methodology were termmds: Critical Discourse
Analysis (CDA) and Grounded Theory (GT).

The CDA stems from the linguistic research actegtiof 1970s, more
specifically from research focusing on the roletloé language in structuring social
power relations [Géring, 2005]. According to vankDithe discourse having a role in
the (re)creation of power, or the questioning tb&r§2000:442] is in its centre, where
power means power exercised by the elites, whetiséitutions or groups, triggering
social inequalities (whether political, culturatheic, racial, gender or class inequality)
[van Dijk, 1993]. Thus a discourse analysis anaytke role of language use in creating
and reproducing power relations [Vaara et al., 20@6s critical and, in that regard,
historically, it carries the legacy of the Frankfi@chool and Habermas. By now its
subject matter, on a wider scale of interpretatiom, the disclosure of the
interconnectedness of social life and social pcadiéring, 2008]. Van Dijk refers to it
as a switching research, and interprets it as fin fof intervention into social practice
and relations” [van Dijk, 2001, quoted by ZomboB008:413]. It is a reflective
research methodology, where the researcher is athatea scientific activity also
involves power: “it is part of the reproduction alteration of power relations”, and
enters that power field on the side of the domuhageoups [ibid]. It is primarily
interested in the “matter” and not in theory-buigli and van Dijk refers to it as
“matter-oriented” research methodology [p. 413].

These days not only the social and political sa@snely on critical discourse
analysis, but the methodology is used more and rinecgiently also in organisational
studies. Along with various considerations, it d@s numerous potential trends and
practices; some of its potential typologies are miamsed in Hungarian by Géring
[2005]; its methodological development and the wlisive turn of social sciences are

described for example by Géring [2008]; while tletailed theoretical foundations and
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methodology of certain CDA trends are covered byd#koand Meyer [2009] and

Wood and Kroger [2000]. A considerable part of @2A research is dedicated to the
ways of creating legitimacy (one of the classic ggapon the topic was written by

Leuwen and Wodak [1999]), captured by researchetsgitimacy strategies. That way
they present the mobilisation of discursive resesiguitable for creating legitimate and
illegitimate statuses [Vaara and Tienari, 2008]c the purposes of this research, it is
also exciting that the CDA experiments and reseactivities are known from the topic

of biotechnology, and were actually described irspeecial issue of the Discourse
Studies journal (see e.g. the articles by Hendeesoml. [2007], and Leitsch and

Davenport [2007], Motion and Doolin [2007].

This research relies on the considerations of tiseddrse-Historical Approach
(DHA) from the CDA trends. This stream, marked gty by the name of Ruth
Wodak, focuses on the interaction of language uskecantext, more specifically the
institutional setting. This methodology is charased by intertextuality and
interdiscursivity. It stresses that texts shoulditterpreted in their interaction with
other texts, various genres, topics and discowasdsnot on their own and, in addition,
texts are formed by interacting with other discesrBNVodak and Meyer, 2009].

The grounded theory methodology [Glazer and Strai867] was born as a
counterpoint to the logical--deductive approach &mcording to Glazer and Strauss, on
the one hand, theory-building is fundamentally madpossible by hypothesis-based
theory testing and, on the other hand, attemptgdsp social processes in variables are
insensitive to real processes [Eriksson and Komalgi 2008]. The authors of that
methodology envisage theory-building as a processrging from empirics, and since
they are not in complete unison even in that regéwe GT broke into strands adopting
different approaches in the past decades. Themedstpropose more or less formalised
algorithms based on coding, category formation, #rel establishment of iterative
relations between the theory and data, stressiag ttieory-building is not only an
inductive process, but it also involves deduction accasionally verification. (That
latter aspect, by the way, became the breakingt poiGlazer’'s and Strauss’ approach,
as the latter accepts, but the former excludes iQonstant comparison has a
fundamental role in the GT methodology. As a fettp of the classification of data,
open coding is recommended in the literature, &ed bnce all events, processes and
incidents have been coded and categorised, axighgdollows in order to achieve a

higher degree of abstraction and identify non-a@marelations. As a third step
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(selective coding), the research components cantbgrated into a greater theoretical
system (see e.g. Borgatti [2010], Charmaz [2008auUSs and Corbin [1998], Glazer
and Strauss [1994])

As for the relationship of CDA and GT, they alloexza similar place to data
collection/generation in general research. Whatewest be completed prior to the start
of the analysis is not a separate fixedly delimitedhponent of the research process.
The establishment of the relationship between datd the concept, and their
categorisation followed by the collection of newiaja.e. theoretical sampling [Wodak
and Meyer, 2009], are acceptable and applicablerectin both methodologies.
However, there is a significant difference, on tther hand, in that CDA leads to
linguistics as it is based on linguistic categqriwhile GT keeps away from it. At the
same time, CDA also takes into account the coritdrematic components [Wodak and
Meyer, 2009]. Their interconnection also means,tbhthe GT stands, | apply the GT
approach that does not start wilbula rasa but permits and supports theories, prior
assumptions and the knowledge of the context.

In my research | transpose the joint inspiring prege of the two methods by
using the CDA DHA analytical steps for multi-stepdang, in line with GT, to identify
the patterns, central and outstanding topics of ti, by paying attention and
identifying also their intertextual and interdissne relations. The research was
conducted abductively, in permanent motion to amdkfetween the theory and the
empirical data. The steps followed the phases m@gpdor DHA [Reisigl and Wodak,
2009]:

(1) Prior theoretical and empirical preparatiotetarn about research carried out
in the area, (2) followed by the systematic coitattof data and of information about
the context. (3) Data preparation (selection ohdarming the subject matter of the
analysis, transcript preparation, etc.) followedthg primary review of the relevant
theoretical and empirical literature and the dd4ty, and specification of research
guestions, as well as formulation of assumptionstitat basis. The ideal process
contains also (5) a qualitative pilot analysis, athiin this research corresponds
primarily to the methodology experiments of theu®group transcripts. The next steps
is (6), the detailed case studies, i.e. the prawgssainly of the qualitative data and (7)
interpretation of the results and application ofnteatual knowledge, i.e. the
formulation of critique. The iterative and recuesiprocess ends with the (8) application

of detailed analytical results or a proposal fgRi¢isigl and Wodak, 2009:96].
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DHA is integrated into the critical concept of disicse analysis in three aspects:
» text- or discourse-immanent critique, which is aimat identifying internal

structures, inconsistencies, self-contradictioasagoxes and dilemmas;

» socio-diagnostic critique, which is trying de-mfgtideprive of power, the manifest
or latent convincing or manipulative features cfadirsive practices with the help of
the knowledge of the context, social theories ahératheoretical models;

e prospective critique, which aims at improving conmeations (language use)
[Reislig and Wodak, 2009:88].

In summary, in line with the research topic andsfjoas, qualitative methods
are used in the empirical research. All that is tibtality of various data collection
research techniques, certain methodological exmgerisn and a common analytical
framework based on the grounded theory and critisglourse analysis.

The framework outlined below has been used forsassg the quality of the
research.

Figure 3. Research quality - evaluation criteria

Hitelesség Ervényesség
(credibility) (validity)
Megbizhatésag

(dependability) Megbizhatéséag

(reliability)

Bizonyithatésag
(confirmability)

Atvihetsség Altalanosithatoséag
(transferability) (generalizability)

Source: Eriksson-Kovalainen [2008], Flick [2007j\&rman [1993]

The classic evaluation criteria of the positivigtpeoach to social sciences are
summarised on the right-hand side of the figuree Tlrresponding, yet contrary,
criteria are listed on the left-hand side, and @@mmended for research based on
multiple reality theories and subjectivist infornoat theory, focusing on a relativistic
approach and the role of the researcher in creatimganing. My research is embedded

into the constructivist / interpretative paradigndabased on the applied methodology,
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it requires the application of four guidelines ifadl within the category of
trustworthiness. In other words, from the rese@rctess it requires:

» the credibility of design and implementation insted its validity;

» detailed presentation and documentation of thega®tor dependability;

* the integration and confirmability of data and dos@ns,

* and the transferability of results, e.g., relatidpswith other research instead of

generalisability [Eriksson and Kovalainen, 2008].

In addition, in the case of CDA, research complessnand accessibility are
proposed as evaluation criteria. Of the considanaticoncerning CDA, the first
indicates that by analysing new data the resultsldvoot be modified, while the latter
refers to the accessibility of the results by ttaé&esholders [Wodak and Meyer, 2009].

Apart from the contents of this research methodplogapter, the valuation
criteria can be captured in the subsequent chagitesagh my attempts to reflect the
various research practices in the respective chapMy paper describes in detail
especially the considerations applicable to foawsigs, which | stressed that much in
this paper because | used this method for thetims in this research.

Data and researchers were triangulated for theoggesp of triangulation (for
more details on triangulation, see Flick [2007]eTormer was implemented through
the three data collection and generation methodbefresearch, while the latter was
achieved through the involvement of co-researcherdata collection and analysis
(interviews, interview summaries, structured diseus of interview experiences,
observation and discussion of focus group discas$io

The checklist of the GT process developed by Ssransl Corbin [1998] and the
summary of the traps to be avoided in the coursdisfourse analysis, prepared by
Antaki et al. [2003], are also interesting in terafievaluation and quality; in addition,
an article by Barbour [2001] should also be noteljt describes the methodological

rigor of the processing of the focus groups.

4.3. Research process

Empirical research focuses on the main actorseobtiganisational field through
gualitative methods. In the course of preparingrésearch, we reviewed the Hungarian
economic press and the agricultural periodicalsdemtify the topics of agricultural

biotechnology discussed in the Hungarian techdiahture and by the general public.
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The results were used as inputs for ithterviewsconducted with the members of the
organisational field, and for structuring tfoeus group discussionBublicly accessible
publications were processed and Hungarian pubii Were observed in order to learn
more about the members of the organisation. Thsilpiby of and need for the analysis
of theresearchers’ media disputesystallised on the basis of the above.

Consequently, in the research preparation phaseatirecultural journals
covering the topic in Hungary were reviewed. Of #ie periodicals published in
Hungary in relation to agriculture, rural developimehe food industry, and agrarian
environmental protection published during our redeg23), in the end four (Food
Industry, Practical Agroforum, Hungarian AgricukurPlant Protection Advice) were
selected based on the topics covered and the geppéied in the periodicals. In terms
of contents, preference was given to topics deelicab sowing seeds and plant
protection, because the transgenic version of dnedr and the products of the latter
used for genetically modified useful plants fitted the agricultural biotechnology
objective of the research. In terms of genres, veeewooking for periodicals with
diversified contents, but in our search we triedmake sure that longer analytical
articles should definitely be contained in the sidd periodicals. We made attempts to
review fully the periodicals referred to above,nfravhich Hungarian Agriculture was
an exception. Its nearly 70 years of history isupesfluously long period in terms of
agricultural biotechnology and, therefore, the 1385t years were reviewed, i.e. the
starting point of the research was adjusted toajeearance of the first transgenic
useful plant.

The Hungarian press was also used as the inppréparations. We focused on
the written press and in particular the economidimewhile our exploratory research
also covered daily papers dedicated to politics @urdlic life. In total, we reviewed the
internet archive of the economic periodicals putdd daily (Napi Gazdasag [Daily
Economy], Vilaggazdasag [World Economy], Népszabgd$People’'s Freedom],
Magyar Nemzet [Hungarian Nation]) or weekly (FigyaHVG) and the main electronic
portals of electronic media (index.hu, origo.hu) itlentify actors and topics. Our
snowball-type internet search yielded also othesgrmproducts dedicated to the same
topic (Heti Valasz [Weekly Response], Piac és Prfiflarket and Profit]), in the
archives of which a systematic search was alsowziad.

Apart from media research, the search for writtapressions also included the

collection of documents of identified organisatibfreld members. That activity
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Figure 4. Exploring legitimation and deligitimatistrategies: Methodological framework

Figure 4.. Exploring legitimation and deligitimationategies:
Methodological framework
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involved the collection and review of corporate awdganisational websites,
newsletters, scientific and public life articles.

Observation of public discussions held for varipusposes in different genres
was also aimed at the detailed description of thagdrian organisational field. We
listened primarily in Budapest but on some occasago in other towns of the country
to scientific conferences, educational presentatiogiscussion fora, meetings of

parliamentary committees, press conferences; twese the most important genres of
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the presentations organised by the various menabén®e organisational field.

All those constituted the basis for designingriegearch plan, i.e. primarily for
selecting the actors to be approached, and the fopwstructuring the questions to be
asked during the interviews. The processing of khengarian technical literature
analysing agricultural biotechnology and the relabeternational empirical research
was used as the starting point for the latter. (foeessing of that input is described in
the subsequent parts of this methodology chapiiirathe empirical analysis.) On the
basis of all those, a three-pillar research plas wesigned, the tools of which are
summarised in Figure 4.

Fundamentally active actors have been directly @pgred and qualitative
interviews were conducted. However, a differentrapph was (also) used for two
specific groups of stakeholders: researchers ansuroers.

Qualitative interviews. Semi-structured and structured interviews were
conducted with the main actors of the Hungariarodootechnological organisational
field.

The qualitative interview is a flexible method whienay be used almost
anywhere and can produce data of great depth,k8ags[1994:14] who, in agreement
with Kvale [1996] describes the interviewee as artigipant” who takes an active part
in shaping the interview. Besides the recommendatiof King [1994] and Kvale
[1996], | focused on the guidelines of Solt [1998kskell [2000], Fontana and Frey
[2003] and Heltai and Tarjanyi [2005], respectivealy preparing and conducting the
interviews.

We made a total of 43 interviews with decision-makef the domestic
administration, authorities, seed producer comganigatural and social science
researchers, NGOs, consultants and journalistsagters with a potential influence on
the legitimation of this field, based on a revieWw tbe Hungarian economic and
agricultural press and the exploration of the tostinal system, and we have also used
the snowball method.

The semi-structured interviews were based on guieieldeveloped by iteration
through the collation of theoretical and empirigafiormation, which were therefore
different depending on their specific place in teeearch process and the stakeholder
group concerned. We wanted to make audio recordifgshe interviews; two
interviewees refused to consent to that: in thage¢ we took notes and complemented

the text made a transcription right after the mtw. A summary modelled on a
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uniform structure (see the Annex) was written ofreanterview within the shortest

possible time after it (as a general rule, withéhHburs); this gave an opportunity to
reflect right away on the interviewee, the intewisituation, the content, the guideline
and the interviewer, and provided an input for déstons with fellow researchers and
for the development of the guidelines. It has @isuvided the basis for the selection of

the interviews of which full, literal, transcriptis were made.

Table 6 Number of interviews by stakeholder group

Number of

Stakeholder group interviews
Company 8
Corporate consultant 4
Researcher 8
Social science researcher 2
Regulatory authority 8
Organisations of agricultural producers 4
NGOs 6
Media 3
Total 43

Source: Author’s compilation

The shortest interview lasted for 35 minutes, tlomgest for 160; the
overwhelming majority was in the range of 75-90 umt@s. Apart from verbal
communication, the interviewees were asked to naméesings, i.e. to provide a visual
representation of the GMO force field, during timerview. This experiment was a
flasco, as only a few interviewees agreed to db e experience was that the request
surprised the interviewees and interrupted the exsations, so it was soon cancelled
from the guidelines.

Researchers’ disputes in the medi®f the rich collection of documents and
written sources, the disputes of researchers amuhtsts engaged in biotechnology
published in the written press were also studiquhisgely. The role of researchers,
primarily those operating in natural sciences, {®icro-) biologists, geneticists,
botanists and soil scientists, etc. is very speaalbiotechnology. The level of
biotechnological research, generally only slightlijfferent from basic research; the
considerable presence of researchers in compangsnabusiness; the permanent,
mutual and strong relationship between industry scidnce companies and research

workshops, and the primary analysis of media pres@nHungary suggest a clear trend
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whereby the researchers concerned are included qatienactors who make public
statements the most often and who express theirans frequently also in front of the
wider public. Researchers’ disputes about agricailtibiotechnology were covered
regularly in the Hungarian press products for apjpnately ten years, starting in 1999.
In total, approximately one-and-a-half dozen maeries can be identified, in which
practically permanent (main) actors argued withheather, whose disputes were from
time to time supplemented by statements of actdrgaoticular natural science
disciplines. The 6 research disputes analysedsrptiper are characterised by a kind of
iteration, i.e. they form a series on the basighef responses given to each other’s
papers. (The other criteria of selection are wlesd later.) Consequently, that pillar of
my research focused on researchers’ disputes ¢lo&t the form of an exchange of
articles where participants, who were almost exeélg members of the natural
scientific community, made their contributions @sponses and reactions.

Although interviews were also conducted with agégamumber of the main
actors of the analysed articles referred to abasdahey were the main stakeholders of
the Hungarian agro-biotechnological organisati@hdfi the analysis of the researchers’
disputes was still considered an important and @essary component. Researchers
making statements about the topic have an impontalet as the most frequently
appearing actors of the organisational field amthehe shapers of public discourse. In
addition, the dispute process created by the regsoreflected the exchange of opinions
and the dynamism of the researchers and, therefoeemedia dispute was to some
extent comparable, from a distance, to the focosgprocesses, even though there the
reactions of actors towards each other are moratapeous, and the process is more
controlled by the moderator. It also needs to b&eddhat no other stakeholder
community created any similar scope of interpretgtiormed jointly by the parties, at
least not in a public written form, and, therefotee mere existence of the media
disputes is quite interesting.

Focus group discussionswice two(in sum four) focus groups were organised
to assess the sources and actors making statemeow$ agricultural biotechnology
that/who shaped consumers’ GMO knowledge, inforomatnd opinion. The focus
groups were not designed for market research pagpdmit as an instrument of social
sciences. As a basis, empirical researches aimebhtetnational and Hungarian
consumers, including those applying the focus gnogphodology, were identified and

reviewed both in terms of methodology and contents.
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“Focus groups are a form of group interview thgtitedise on communication
between research participants in order to genefat®.” [Kitzinger, 1995:299]. They
call it both focus group interviewand discussion the specific nhame chosen in a
particular situation also reflects the choice opraach to processes followed with the
group. The latter builds on the potential of mutuafluences among members,
generation of opinions, common thinking, in linettwKitzinger's definition quoted
above. Meanwhile, for those looking at focus groppmarily as an interview, group
dynamics is a source of distorting the opinionspafticipants. True, the countless
processes described by social and organisationathplkgy concerning collective
influences could really come as a disadvantagenefgroup situation. Conversation
analytics warns of the problem of e.g. ‘neighbognpairs’ whereby participants have a
tendency to tune in to the opinion of the persosakmg before them [Vicsek, 2007].
At the same time, the desire of conformity may owolty emerge in participants sitting
close to each other, but also in subjects organisetiques along some theme / source
of opinion. Normative and/or information-based ufhce, suppressing, silencing or
keeping silent about the opinion that counts asonitiynor exceptional, social loafing,
and group polarisation are all instances of saniflence that could emerge even in a
focus group discussion (for a summary of the abiovéhe situation of researchers
and/or decision makers see e.g. van Avermaet [1998kpar and Matolay [2010],
Vicsek [2007], Zoltayné [2005]).

The present study — mindful of the above aspeatsshes to capture also the
process of forming opinions. A factor in choosihg tmethod was that it is appropriate
for uncovering the knowledge and experience ofviddials, and — as Kitzinger says
[1995] — it reveals not only the content (‘whatrieipants think) but also ‘how’ they
think, and ‘why’ they think the way they do. Thiarcbring to the surface opinions and
opinion-forming that would not emerge in a one-teanterview, because debates,
persuading others, teasing, joking, etc. are iksf/Ito occur in an interview. In a focus
group discussion, in a situation ‘smelling lessregearch’ than other survey types,
participants are exposed to other, more ‘everydapulses. And that also means that
views impossible to elicit through direct questienbecause experiences and attitudes
do not usually float on our minds’ surface packaggtth supporting arguments — may
suddenly surface in the middle of a conversatiod participants may clarify them

together (through questions, disagreements, &itifiger, 1995].
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In addition to the group arrangement and otheiadifies / risks, the literature
lists advantages at great length (e.g. Erikssonkamahlainen [2008], Siklaki [2006],
Vicsek [2007]). | will underline the following feates at this point:

e The focus group upgrades participants to expettstand this has an empowering
effect [Eriksson and Kovalainen, 2008]; besidesrtiatively loose conversational
form of questioning, this is reinforced also by faet that they work together with
the researcher (moderator). Of course, that un@dilptattractive feature cannot
work with as much power and as completely as it magpen with participation
techniques.

e It may ensure time to ponder on questions and thsugxpressed, and besides
spontaneous utterances, there is time to delibevateh may give rise to new
opinions and aspects not otherwise expressed Hénkand Kovalainen, 2008].

« The focus group may trigger a change [Barbour andiriger, 1999], and it may
mobilise and activate. With the present researtr at least part of the consumers
— such activation may mostly take the form of fartHamiliarisation with the
subject, at least participants expressed their feethat. We wished to promote
that by handing out a written information package

Consumer testing is justified by the fact thathaligh the products of agri-
biotechnological companies are purchased and usedatmers and agricultural
producers in the supply chain and not by them,ultiemate consumers of the most
disputed portion of the genetically modified usedldnts (products integrated into food
production) are food customers. The attitude oféhconsumers is extremely important
in the legitimacy of the industry, of such companand of the products, which is
supported not only by a large number of the respecesearch activities, but also by
the members of the biotechnological organisatified.

Two different groups were organised on each of tthe occasions, which
differed by educational attainment level (secondang higher qualifications). The
reason why we selected this method for channetlegopinions of consumers, also
important actors of the organisational field, inb@ research was that, apart from the
attitude, knowledge and the quality of argumenk® social processes were also
interesting: our intention was to study also theeraction of participants and the
dynamism of their mutual learning and arguing pssceAs | had not used that

methodology prior to the Ph.D. research, the mailogy itself and the experiences of
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the process are covered in this paper more exw@gsilian the methodology of the
other pillars.

| completed a manual analysis, primarily becausenduthe first steps, in 2006,
electronic and computer-based methods were notageg¢ssible, especially not for
Hungarian texts, and in the end | decided to kgetha process. Below | shall describe
the dilemmas and decision-making situations thatuwed during the focus group
analyses. Almost all authors begin methodology mapealysing focus groups with a
misleading statement that literature is “shortesft”the presentation of focus group
analyses. Stress is put on preparations, orgammsatid implementation, and attention
is focused primarily on transcripts and notes frahe follow-up work of the
discussions, yet the method of processing and sisafye not discussed in detail or
extensively at all. Naturally, we are not left vatit any analytical method, but contrary
to the analytical approaches, in my opinion therditure describing in detail the process
of focus group discussions was dominated primaoyythe following inter-related
factors.

» Data collection procedure and/or research methéd. Eriksson and Kovalainen note
[2008], a focus group discussion can be interpragedoth a data collection procedure
and an individual research method. In the coursefotus group discussion, not only the
set data — the texts -- are recorded, as the respare also registered in relation to a
questionnaire-based interview. With regard to thelysis of a focus group, when the
focus group is used as a method, not only the tdtentent elements, but also other
factors (e.g., characteristics of the dialogue asitun, meta-communication, silence,
unexpressed contents, language, etc.) are alsatempgarts of the analysis. It is not the
only technique that may be considered a dual methdtiat respect, because similar
things can also be stated about interviews, butltiadity of utilisation or application or,
if you like, uncertainty, is also reflected in thesearch. Chapter xxx. describes GMO-
related consumer research, with special regard nmlyses based on focus group
discussions. During the processing of those dismussone of the challenges was that
although the authors mentioned the use of focuspgothey usually did not indicate
whether they interpreted it as data collection s@dlit as a research method. Apart from
the fact that the methodological explanatiomlisovomissing, | can see the importance
of that distinction in the interpretation of theswdis, and that issue leads us to the
following point.

» Market research / applied research or social resbaPartly due to its history (it was
used first as a market research technique in t®s)9and its characteristic features
making suitable for such purposes, this method favaured tool, a kind of applied
research for the assessment of consumer condutsumer perception, attitudes and
choice, and for the evaluation and developmentrofiycts / services, advertisements,
etc. The presentation of the results of focus gsoopganised for market research
purposes and their communication in line with thent's requirements fundamentally
refer to an understanding &rgood? summary of the essential message of thes focu
groups. Without diminishing its importance or uregimating the merits and difficulties
of that work, it should be noted that in such resledhe focus in fact is much rather on
the composition of an adequate focus group, thebkshment of the appropriate lead,
and on creativity, required for obtaining the opims. According to the literature, it is
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also an example of processing when the focus gewpatched by the client and the
moderator summarises the important elements exymerieby him and the messages for
the client on site, or if they jointly interpret aththey have seen [Babocsay, quoted by
Vicsek, 2006:259]. Apart from this analysis, whicén also be considered a minimum
programme, applied research also uses numerous athéytical techniques, described
as “fast analytical procedures” by Vicsek [2006)nfr note-based techniques to more
detailed and draft-based procedures, such agleedgng table or the large sheet of paper
method, to be described later. And even if the gtarof the “fast summary” provided to
the client straight away does not carry the optibdeeper interpretation, market research
does not lack that either, nor reflection. (As amraple of the latter, see Siklaki's
analysis of a primary feedback on an advertiseraadtits more complex interpretation
[Siklaki, 2004].) For the practical differencesweén the two methods of application
(standardised techniques applied to financing, misgdion, moderator, the transcript or
group discussion, etc.), see for example the artigl Vicsek [2006] who covers their
different scientific philosophical background (dosst market research, different
research philosophical approaches in social reBpaftiey may be based on different
theoretical and epistemological lines which, imrtgrmf analysis, relates to the following.

¢ Qualitative researchKitzinger [1995], Barbour [2007], Ericsson and Ktaiaen [2008]
and most authors interpret focus group discusssres qualitative research methodology.
According to Letenyei [2005] if a focus group isveced badly in scientific research, that
is exactly because of its forced quantificatione Tirimary hindrances to a quantitative
analysis are the low number of elements and statilst non-representative samples, and
that, due to the relative freedom of asking thestjoes, the responses may be affected by
several factors. However, there are attempts attijative content analysis and statistical
processing (e.g., Hagemann and Scholderer [206€])ia GMO consumer research. The
results can be expressed in figures or in somer ddinen (“fewer, “more”, “majority”),
but these are only supplementary components; thegat represent the main thread of
the analysis or interpretation. Letenyei [2005]oaldresses that quantification is an
erroneous approach, because for a focus groupn‘tdfeeprocess of development and not
the distribution of responses” is the key issue tfa research [p. 103]. The relevant
relationship between a focus group study and diigation can be captured in the
combination of the two: primarily in market resdarbut in certain social research also a
focus group study is followed by a questionnairevey and its statistical analysis. The
choice of the focus group methodology in socialesces is generally based on a
gualitative approach. According to the literatuthe detailed transcripts of the
discussions can be analysed with a long seriesialitgtive methodologies. Obviously,
the methodology to be applied must be in line wite research objective and the
research strategy. In that logic, the analyticathme does not (necessarily) have to be
included in the literature of the focus group dssians, but in the literature listing the
long list of qualitative methodologies from (crdiy discourse analysis through
argumentation analysis and grounded theory to tatiak content analysis, by taking into
account numerous procedures.

e Group situation.In addition to the above, interaction among groupmbers is a
speciality of focus group discussions. That featsreovered again in a short paragraph,
because the analysis of group dynamism introduceparate factor into the qualitative
analysis. Although it is covered only by a fragmehtthe already limited focus group
analysis literature, certain authors (see Kitzin[fe&94], Vicsek [2006]) pay specific
attention to it.

The transcripts were analysed manually, which wama-consuming and, to a

certain extent, tool-demanding task itself. In &ddi | must admit that | grasped the
opportunity of experimenting with analyses, and sosteps and some time could
definitely have been spared. Table 7. reviews de@rtiques used and the focus of my
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analysis through the used techniques - this is wilagtlabelled as content review in the

table.

Table 7 Overview of the focus group analysis

Technical steps Content assessment

Matrix overview of the main topics andBased oremergenttopics.
characteristics of the four focus grouBased onegitimacy strategies.
discussions? Based on 5 fundamental GMO
Coding of topics and conditions witharguments.

codes, developed emergently or defindgdhsed on disputed, consensus and

in advance. idiosyncratic opinions. Based on the
Notes summary, brainstorming,myths concerning consumers.
interpretation, etc. In  comparison to national and
Long table method for the horizontal international research results and focus
analysis>* groups.

Source: Edited by the author

%0 With regard to several focus groups organisediwithe same research, Knodel recommends
preparing an overview grid prior to the analysi893], to “get to know” about the focus group disiaos
in a structured manner, even if the analyst rebeartakes part in the focus group (as an obsemer o
moderator). The columns of the overview grid relateone focus group, its rows contain the (main)
topics, either topics arising from the main threadopics mentioned during the discussion. Each cel
contains a short summary of the discussion of thgiqular topic by the particular group, to be
supplemented by further characteristics. Such nmyudle, according to the author’s proposal, the
direction of the group’s opinion, or the degreeagfeement on the particular topic, the quality haf t
opinions or information, or the influence on eatheo of the moderator and group members [Knodel,
1993]. All those factors may contribute to the iptetation of the discussion. In summary, the matri
provides a review of the focus groups by providlngommon framework for their content and giving
place to the first reflections and impressionshef tesearcher. It was a useful tool in the prejmarand
application of the transcript, i.e. sharing it withe co-researchers, as well as in laying down the
foundation of subsequent analysis and, first ofrathy research, in the course of horizontal aredyse.
the analyses of the topics among groups.
> The so-called long table meth@idrueger, 1998] or théarge-sheet-of-paper approacfyicsek, 2006]
are helpful primarily for horizontal analysis. Thathnique was named based on the space requiréd fo
because it practically means cutting up the prittadscripts by paragraph and reclassificationdpyct a
kind of manualcut-and-pastefollowed by an analysis. Due to the latter, tppace requirement has a
term: the puzzles of the re-edited discussion nmvstay on the table during the analysis or writjag
on the floor or on the wall, but definitely on sotaege space). When this method is applied, eactisfo
group discussion should be numbered by paragramhtren printed out on different coloured paper in
two copies, by discussion. One copy can be cutvhe the original copy should keep the discussion
its original order [Krueger, 1998].
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5. Legitimation tactics and strategies

The following chapters of the thesis present thmmunents and results of my
empirical research. | process the relevant intewnat and domestic studies according
to the three pillars of my research, presentingéisearch considerations and the results
of my analysis by pillar. Chapter 5 strives tontiy the forms of legitimacy and the
strategies for creating it based on interviews wita members of the organisational
field. Chapter 6 presents the argumentation stiegesnd central narratives taking shape
in the researchers’ media debates and links thetimetéegitimacy typology outlined in
Chapter 2. Chapter 7 provides an introduction tasamer research. Chapter 8 focusses
on the summary conclusions offered by the threearet pillars in the wake of the
foregoing, and on answering the research questions.

To my best knowledge, approximately a dozen rekearwere conducted in the
past somewhat more than a decade in the socialcesdield which are akin to one of
the three empirical research pillars of my theses, studies focussing on stakeholder
identification, on a stakeholder group, on certaamponents of the organisational field
or on the institutional system. The following talpevides an overview of domestic
agri-biotechnological research approaching its a®grom the social sciences side.
Consequently, it does not aim at reviewing the maétsciences studies, nor does it
comprise the analyses on the relevant regulatesshe investigation of the legislative
framework is not the subject matter of the presesgarch.

Table 8: Domestic social sciences research pemtaioi agri-biotechnology

Research direction Source
Muranyi és Berényi [2004];
Sukdsd, Fonyo és Kollar [2008];
Kasza és Lakner [2012]
Banati és Lakner [2003];
Kasza [2009]

Media analysis Kasza és Lakner [2012];
Vicsek [2012]

Identification of stakeholders and
argument systems

Inquiry into consumer attitudes

Identification/preparation of the R )
institutional systems of risk assessme qurrﬁgc,:z, H;é%% és Vari [2005];
and management and of communicatipn® " P2¢% [ ]

AKI [2005]; Banati, Szabo és
Lakner [2007]; Popp és Potori
[2007]; Pataki és Matolay
[2008]; Schulz [2012]

Economics analysis

Source: Edited by the author
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As a matter of fact, relatively many studies hagerbmade in that category, and
| did not even indicate classical market researdhasly because those will be covered
in detail in Chapter 7. So the table refers to tmsssumer-related sources than possible,
but nevertheless to more researches than the@ated half a dozen since some of the
research directions listed here relate to my Plegearch tangentially only. | do not
want to establish any closer links with the reseescwhich prepared and investigated
the institutional system of risk assessment andagement and of communication —
albeit | could take part in the exploratory resbazonducted for the analysis of Ferencz,
Hajdu and Vari [2005]. And neither do | establistplit links with the ones | referred
to above as studies in economics research. Ther |gt the collective name for
economics analyses on the economic effects of phead of GM plants [AKI, 2005],
and on the economics aspects of their productiahimadustrial utilisation [Popp and
Potori, 2007]. The overview summarising the tranmsfation of the food supply chain
due to the appearance of GM plants and the possifpacts of the latter on the
components of the former on the basis of the relewaternational and domestic
literature belongs to the same category [Pataki Btadolay, 2008]. It is worth
mentioning, moreover, the research of Banati e{28107] querying the opinions of
agricultural producers and members of the food lsugpain on GM products and their
regulation. (Note that, apart from that, we cary@peak of corporate market research
among agricultural producers: Monsanto commissianetarket research covering the
largest domestic farms [Czep0, 2005].) Finally #malysis of the clustering processes
of biotech companies in the Szeged region is meatidere [Schulz, 2012].

That is, the first lines of the table are the otiest relate more directly to the
present research. They approach the issue frorsidieeof one or several stakeholder

group(s), and will be discussed later in this drelfbllowing two chapters.
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5.1. Characteristics of the organizational field

All the multi-national agro-biotechnology companiesded in Chapter 3 have
subsidiaries in Hungary. Besides Bayer CropScierideyw Chemicals, DuPont,
Monsanto and Syngenta, it is important to mentiba hame of Pioneer Hi-Bred
indicated as seed company of DuPont in Figure Svstgpthe acquisitions and mergers.
True, Pioneer Hi-Bred is partially owned by DuPdnit in Hungary they are present as
separate entities, DuPont in the field of the maatufre of plant protection products and
Pioneer Hi-bred in seed manufacture and distrilbufidhhe name of KWS also occurs in
the context of large companies concerned by agrtethnology and present in
Hungary, since this seed producer, the subsidibey ®@erman parent company, is also
member of Barabés Zoltan Biotechnology AssociafRWBE), the joint organisation of
biotechnology researchers and comparfies.

Table 6 in the chapter on empirical research gfiestihe interviews made with
members of the organisational field in a breakdosyn main stakeholder groups
involved in the legitimation process. Let me nogeehthat no interview was made with
actors of political parties (the Parliamentary jgsrgave their unanimous support to the
ban on GM seeds, which makes this an exceptior@luaigue issue in the range of
Hungarian Parliamentary decisions), nor with stakadrs participating exclusively in
“invisible” events of the legitimation process tadiplace with the exclusion of the
public and/or the other stakeholder groups, socaio Although the list contains some
actors having lobbying tasks, given their natune, anderlying processes can hardly be
researched directly, although information on ehg. iHungarian operation of the GMO
outreach and conflict management programme of thgetd States can be obtained
from what the stakeholders say and via the wikdedd&cuments.

In the rest of this chapter I will first providesammary of the main features of
the organisational field, comparing the resultstto research with those of earlier
Hungarian studies. Then | will analyse the legitiima activity of agro-biotechnology
companies, presenting in the thesis the activitytbér stakeholder groups through that.

°2BZBE’s members are institutions and individualkeTnstitutional members of the association founded
in 1999 include 12 university and HAS researchitintgs and 8 corporate institutions, and its indliml
members are 8 researchers and 12 company leadér&MO specialists. Its goal is “to present the
research and application options provided by genetigineering, and to promote their utilisation in
Hungary”... “through the active contribution of thtaff member of the university and HAS research
sites”. [Z6ldbiotech.hu, s.a.].

107



Gyula Kasza and Zoltan Lakner [2012] have perforreaglalitative discourse
analysis of articles released between June 200(Narmdmber 2008. Examining three
dailies (Magyar Hirlap, Magyar Nemzet, Népszabajjshg weekly Elet és Irodalom
(Life and Literature), Magyar Tudomany (Hungariatiédce) and electronic sources
(index.hu, origo.hu, forumkerso.hu), they identfi€289 articles on agricultural
biotechnology, which they sorted into pro-GMO amdi-&MO categories (with 181
and 108 articles in the respective categoriespddition — and this was their primary
research objective — they identified the interviegyei.e. examined who were the
influential opinion leaders through whom plant bitiinology was presented to media
consumers. In terms of contents, the authors haweleded that the opinion-leading
groups that were identified basically held the sapwosition and used the same
arguments in domestic press within the given grdagthey regulators, companies,
environmental and consumer protection organisatoriarmers. An exception to this is
the group of scientific researchers who, accordmghe authors, are sharply divided
into pro-GMO and anti-GMO researchers based onr tappearance in the press.
Regardless of the media analysis, the authors new @ovide an estimate: In their
opinion, in Hungary three quarters of the reseascle®ncerned show a pro-GMO
stance. But they add that behind this declaredtippsthere may also be a social

psychological process of avoiding being seen iareservative isolationist light.

The present research — similarly to other loca¢a@eshes — confirms that several
attitudes, contrary opinions are expressed in tbags of science researchers studying
GMO (the relevant argumentation strategies aresinyated in the following Chapter
6). On the other hand, it disputes the uniformitytiee other stakeholder groups as
formulated by Kasza and Lakner [2012]. Even if werebard that several actors
identify themselves as being neutral (see belovgiffarence in attitude is discernible
even within specific groups of the organisationaldi One example is that of bio-
producers and traditional seed producers, whosaragtation as well as attitudes are
obviously not identical, even though most recettily standpoint of the latter has come
quite close to that of the former. The clear arfd-Gtance of those concerned by
biofarming relies on environmental-ecological aideand also on the consideration that
the difference between the products, i.e. the riisitie qualities of bio and non-bio
products, will disappear if GM plants threateninghwross-fertilisation are sown near
the biological farms. Although this latter is algo economic argument, its message is

quite far away from what a leader of an associatbragricultural basic material
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producers expressed as “Economic interest is aledplinding”. He not only relegated
into the background all other considerations — alsd any other type of legitimation,
but the pragmatic one —, but also revealed thaherfinal analysis, the association had
no clear-cut standpoint regarding GMOs. The bioafans’ representative explained that
permissively during the codification of the Coegiste Decree by saying that
traditional seed producers had had hardly any dppity to come across and to collect
experience on biotechnology and its produce, andeight its effects relative to their
own activity. However, the association of bio-farsybad already imposed a total ban
on GMO, without any tolerance, on Hungarian bio¥fars in 1997, prior to the GMO
Act of 1998 and the European regulations of 19@@ifging the relationship of GMOs
and ecological farming. Note, however, that onehef main drivers of the differences
between agricultural basic material producers appabe the market requirements of
the given field. Grain dealers feel more and fodateducers less the pressure/demand
for GMO-free products on behalf of their businesstipers. Neither is the Hungarian
plant breeder community unanimous in regard ofGMO issue: there are two kinds of
approaches, attributable basically to a differemcenterpretation — shown in more
detail in the section on the researchers’ debates.-whether genetic engineering is but
another new chapter in the history of traditior@daling, or it represents a substantially
different technological, logical, direction throwjiplant-breeding to the dogs.

Similarly, neither are the Hungarian ministries figi. The GMO issue was
treated in most of the period under study by fouristries concerned, the ministries of
agriculture, environment, health care and econaespectivel§’. The first two took an
active part in establishing the Hungarian legiskatand institutional system, and in
initiating local inspections, whereas the measumede discussed in the EU, for
example, were prepared by an inter-departmentahutiee. The different attitudes to
GMO in the period under scrutiny can be summareedollows. The environmental
department said a clear “no”, quoting as its maigument the necessity of bio-
geographic studies on the Pannon Biogeographic odRedgDfficially, the agrarian
department shared the “no GMO” position, but theierviews and public utterances
suggested a more differentiated stance. What veziatible in the first place was that
they considered exemption from GMOs the pledgéefcdompetitiveness of the current
seed and produce exports, but in regard of lorgren-tompetitiveness there was some

doubt whether the relevant advantages of GMO-fredyxts would prevail, or whether

** The ministries are indicated by their activity ceming our topic instead of their actual names ever
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the drawbacks (backlog in genetic engineering, awpment of the position of
countries producing also GMO) would move into tbeefround. As a matter of fact,
the dilemma was whether, in terms of Porter's gensympetitive strategies, it would
be more expedient to adopt a differentiating stpatdeveloped through the ban on
GMOs, or one driven by cost leadership, throughittr@duction of GMOs promising
cost reduction. (For the generic competitive sgigt® see Porter [1993], Chikan
[2008]). As for the ministry of economy, the issweas again subject to some
fluctuations, albeit in a different way. Apart fromspecific period, they let the other
two departments mentioned before take the leadmiainly in 2005, the argumentation
was dominated by the potential economic advantpgasised by the bio-technology
industry and  plant bio-technology, which triggered pro-GMO position in
contemporary legislatio?f.

Consequently, one could hardly assume that the Gé&l&ded attitude of the
stakeholder groups was homogenous, at least rzgrtain periods. This thesis cannot
cover the further analysis of these deviationsegard of the stakeholders quoted here,
but it will pay heed to the details which stem frdnem in regard of the activity and
argumentations of the companies.

Similarly to the research of Kasza and Lakner [20Muranyi and Berényi
[2004] also identified two opposing groups, thattloé supporters and the opponents.
Indeed, it is difficult to disregard this dichotooscategory-making, for the opinions
expressed by the actors always have a certainfiygo%ir negative, overtone. The
interviewees sort of pick on the actors, typicagearchers, who try to formulate their
opinion or show their finding without its being aamtible to the categories of support
or opposition, considering it a sure sign of theakreess of their personality, i.e.
extreme conflict avoidance or cowardice. Indulgimgersonalities is a constant feature
of the Hungarian GMO discourse, but in the prediaet of thought the emphasis lies
elsewhere, namely whether those concerned miglmt a&hy other position in the GMO

ring than the pro and con corners.

> Several governmental and corporate interviewefss te the impetus of the minister of economy at
that time in regard of the exploration of new maide®nomic options, which coincided with the adtivi
of the US GMO lobby. On the occasion of the ministevisit to the United States, US funds for
innovation, for biotechnology development appeamsd the horizon, on condition of lifting the
moratorium on production and import in Hungary bgheort deadline, which finally did not take place.
The minister of economy negotiated with several Aocaa biotech companies, which the Hungarian
press deemed “actionable” on several occasionsggeeBohus [2006]), or reported on by focusing on
the exertion of pressure (the minister cannot make a presentation at an American biotech conference
unless he takes a stand against the moratorium).
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Apparently, yes, to the extent of sketching themadentity, but with difficulty
beyond that. Corporate, researcher, civilian anthaity interviewees all found it
important to position themselves in the GMO foriedd, namely by distinguishing their
respective positions/opinions from the pro and extnemes, suggesting first of all their
intention to demonstrate their professionalism sowkreignty. A researcher in the anti-
GMO camp, for example, did so by criticising planisthin the scope of the
moratorium on genetically modified plants, and madtechnology in general. The
competent representative of the company working Wwiith GMO and traditional seeds
and with plant protection products stressed thafdlt that the environmentalists made
their vice heard did not mean that those who didagoee with them would destroy the
environment. (As a follow-up to his argument, hepblasised that according to a
biotech company thinking in the long term, biotedlogy might be a good response to
the current environmental challenges accordinghto durrent state of the art, so he
would not take the opposite side. As we shall sethe following chapter, this is also
the strategy of detachmehtowever, expressions of a neutral position andritention
of squaring/reconciling the opposing sides are wutmered by far by the occurrences of
assignment to two opposing camps and the relateersaly/warfare metaphors. In the
overwhelming majority of interviews and for all kédnolder groups without exception
this is a real “war”, a “battle” waged by opposedrtes where the “battlefield” is
created by the “declaration of war” of one or ameothctor; where part of the actors
desires to achieve results in the background bytatp an “aggressive attitude”, and
where the *“scientist becomes the frontman who canpbshed forward in the
communication battle”A “stationary war” in which the “front lines haveecome solid”
and it is impossible to exit the “trenches unharindthe war metaphor suggests once
again that there are two opposing camps. Note, envehat Sikodsd et al. [2008]
identified five different discourses among actoavihg a potential effect on domestic
GMO policy-making which, if arranged on a scale, wdo lead one from the
fundamentalist pro-GMO position to the agriculturakrest-centred anti-GMO
discourse. The experience of the present reseappods the findings of Sukdsd et al.
[2008]; of the discourses identified by them | wdhow in more detail the ones
pertaining to companies.

Another important feature of the organisationaldfies that the most active part
of the stakeholder groups, hence the ministry forirenment, the companies, bio-

farmers, researchers and civilians are charactehgeemblematic figures. The last two
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line up the most actors personifying their arguragdince the active and visible part of
the organisational field responsible for legitimatis thus embodied by certain persons,
the knowledge, competency and personal integritythefse persons has special
relevance. Some actors actually reflect on thisnigking explicit reference to the
relationship between GMO and their personal feat@eeg. “this requires commitment
and toughness”), whereas others deem any allusigretsonal traits unprofessional
(“lack of the capacity of careful considerationAll these are linked to the personal
level of moral legitimacy (see Table 1). The supgorside actually makes direct
reference to the necessity of charismatic persithvas,is, persons whose knowledge as
well as personality may be considered authenti@ wéin captivate others, by saying
that “only professors who are accepted and pogigjares familiar with the language of
the public” should speak in public about this tofgdisregarding here the intention to
limit the freedom of speech, inherent in the serdenhese words reflect an obvious
desire to appeal to the communication and integoets skills and status-based
authority of the person concerned.

The special emphasis assigned to this individuadllériggers and amplifies
further features of the Hungarian legitimation @m®& On the one hand, it feeds the
already mentioned personal remarks, to be discussetbre detail later. On the other
hand, the group of public actors has emerged aatullised at an early date. More or
less the same presenters and speakers are inviteedia events, conferences and to
public lectures, and if one is left out, that va#rtainly be remarked (a typical instance
was the media debate concerning the genetic engigemund table of “Mindentudas
Egyeteme” (University of All Knowledge)). Furthermep when the trenches are dug
and institutionalised, there is a clear tendencgeolable on behalf of the invited
representatives of the other party to stay awaynfitbe event in an effort to de-
legitimise it (e.g. pro-GMO researchers do not galte session of the GMI Round
Table). As a typical example of quasi-permanentti@pation, | will present the
participation of the NGO side at public GMO confeges in Hungary. The same actor
is invited to hold a presentation at such eventmséquently, the environmentalist who
has a degree in biology has become an acceptedriyith due to his individual and
organisational activity and also his GEVB membegyshnd in acknowledgement of his

professional argumentation skills —, but his preseimas also become a relatively easy
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and predictable way of involving the opposing pddycreate the image of a balanced
debate.

Developments taking place in public as well as @thieat are hidden both reveal
the intent and capacity to influence the legitimatiprocesses. The corporate actors
highlight the efficient influencing activity of rearchers, bio-farmers and NGOs — by
the way, they say the last are the most efficeent the least capable of compromise.
Bio-producers are the opposite, as witnessed byatirept alteration of proposals
accepted in the social debate on the legislatian their opinion presumably under
company pressure (“since all other stakeholderk paot in the preceding process”). In
summary, each of these two stakeholder groupsbuatiys the activities of real
legitimation and de-legitimation, respectively,tte® counterparts. In the period under
study, a growing number of NGOs joined the anti-GIgide, applying a diversified
arsenal, from the already mentioned utterancegtangublication of “Génpiszka” (pun:
GeneTampering) and other information bulletin sgrighrough GMO briefings
organised for journalists on a monthly basis faedain time, to street demonstrations
and the exhortation to join the network of GMO-fesdtlements etc., but judgements on
their influence vary. Apart from the expressiong‘thark green” used by the companies,
the relationship with NGOs is characterised bydtgorate quotation “we have already
called on Greenpeace in connection with the sagdrthgs issue”. The Ministry for
Environment, on the other hand, said their actiwis too little.

It is an important element of the description o¢ flegitimation process that
BZBE, the already mentioned association of comaarel researchers, is not the only
instance of institutionalisation in the story. Aodimg to its founder, the GMO Round
Table was established by the side of the Environmaed Agriculture Committee of
Hungarian Parliament in 2005 not as an anti-bioteayanisation, but as an NGO
“supporting the domestic, original genetic engimagrresearches and side effect
studies” and “aims at providing unbiased informatto decision-makers, to the press
and the general public” [GMO-Kerekasztal, s.a.].

All things considered, researchers are the mod#blgisctors of the discourse,
and consumers and farmers are the least visiblisnfield, although their interest
representation organisations do take a stand oisshes at stake. In other words, they

are the members who are the most concerned aneatstanvolved directly.
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5.2. Corporate legitimation processes

The corporate agro-biotechnological legitimatiaatggies are far from uniform.
Despite the consonance or even intertwining of saméeir elements such as e.g.
BZBE membership, they have substantially differéegitimation objectives and
activities. Before presenting those, it is impottém emphasise again that both the
visible and the invisible trends of these actigtare significant. The latter, i.e. active
legitimation activities implemented behind the srmand/or via other actors, is one
reason why this research targets the level of tarosational instead of the corporate
field. Note, moreover, that the companies beingeoed are entities which have been
present and active in Hungary for a longer times-wa& shall see, this is given an
emphatic role in the system of corporate argumen#sd hence the issue at stake is not
the legitimation of the company or the organisatibnt that of a new product or
technology. At the same time, the risk of the passioss of established legitimacy —
market position, stakeholder acceptance etc. —talube GMOs, and the intention to
minimise any loss of this kind also appear in #ggtimation argumentation and activity
of certain companies.

Other members of the organisational field also aihthe legitimation of a
product or technology, but one cannot disregardctiieeism of companies, whether it
focuses on the methods and factors applied in tlegg@mation processes (e.g. tiring
tactics of lobbying companies applied against tbengmetent ministry staff) or the
operating mechanism, core activity, style or higtof the company concerned in the
wider sense. Such de-legitimation processes conoainly companies active in the
domestic GMO processes and communication, primbfdpsanto, the company that is
put in the crosshairs most frequently also inteomatly. It is not an objective of this
paper to present specific companies, nor their Giel@ed foreign research,
production, marketing etc. activities, results adndals. Let me note, however, that
although other agro-biotech companies have alsm Isebjected to close attention,
frequent attacks and continuous analysis of enumentalist and legal aid
organisations, none has ever been analysed indaial, in so many respects and for so
many kinds of audiences as Monsanto, discussed serias of books and movies
because of its pre-GM products, Agent Orange aachtirmones stimulating growth,
and its economic and political power positions amelsures [Charles, 2001; Bakan,
2004; Pringle, 2005 ;Robin, 2009].
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Legitimation actitivites Two different approaches are discernible in their
representation of biotechnology and their iderdtien with it, which can be
distinguished first and foremost on the basishaf tange of stakeholder groups with
which they communicate and their communication oleds These two key features are
concurrent with other criteria like the mode ofeiatction (uni- or bidirectional
communication), the representation of the biotetdmoissue within the organisation
(whether it has a dedicated representative, exy)esfiecifically assigned to it at the
subsidiary). The two main approaches are the fotigw

1. it does not handle the biotechnology issue indepetihyl but through the
channels of the parent company, the industry osgsioin etc.;

2. it applies a diversified communication toolkit fal stakeholders (authorities,
farmers) other than the food consumers; activelipgplarticipation (in addition
to the foregoing: media presence, utterances dicdoia).

Group 2 of course also relies on the parent comipanternational activities, but it
also operates locally, both in professional, bibtetogical organisations, and on its
own. The argument for inter-company cooperatiotimat as long as the objective is not
a specific product, and the underlying market sharethe promotion of GMOs in
general, such cooperation is welcome. It could dteight advantageous for companies
that prefer not to have their names publicly asged with GMO. Thus it can operate in
the shelter of a louder and more assertive assmtiat company hoping for favourable
developments. Companies choosing to play thateoiphasise that GMO for them is
not a last resort, not a forced path to follow. yiean meet their clients’ demand by
their traditional products, and they have no méjotechnological investment behind
them waiting to bring its financial return that st critically force them to enter the
GMO segment. At the same time, however, the questiso emerges — though with
varying intensity — if their local market, theirclal relationships, local acceptance — and
ultimately their legitimacy — will not suffer if th‘shadow of GMO’ is cast over them.
Thus at the same time they also try to minimisé #goenses and risks in this struggle
for legitimacy in which the wait-and-see strateggras appropriate.

Having stated this, a company clearly standing amtong firms actively
contributing to influencing legitimacy with its &giapproach is Monsanto. However,
the activity rate of companies in Hungary is getlersubsiding. Last year there were
no license applications submitted for experimem®pen land to GEVB, there are less

resources available for governmental, media, ahdratommunication, and if there has
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once been a staff member exclusively dedicatedetd @ith GM issues, he/she now
surely must attend to other duties also.

The corporate members of the organisational fieldure each of the strategies
and tactics of influencing legitimacy listed in k8. Even with active players the
conformity strategys the most powerful, although one must note thwaits nature, this
is the most visible, and the most public optiondmgating acceptance. ‘We [i.e. people
in decision making, or decision preparing positiamgh to be good friends with
everyone’ — that is the intention at a verbal leweld, once converted into action, it
means that they inform the decision maker of thpa@te view/results, and help him
familiarise with or study the subject.

The strategy of conformitys reflected — in addition to offering the outcowie
corporate research to the community — also by tleatement whereby genetic
modification is the natural continuation of plantgrovement (cf. chapter 6). One may
list here also the arguments aimed at dismissingbidoof dominance/power. An
argument of this type is that GMOs help multinasisnbecome the predominant actors
of agriculture. The retort to this suggestion isbamassingly simple: all the companies
concerned have been present in Hungary for at éedsetade, and have built up a major
market share, so there is no change that GMO cbiulty about. Employing the
argument of ‘economic competitiveness’ in the cehtef Hungarian institutions is
aimed at conformity, and represents the tactiarofation (for more detail see chapter
6).

The reconciliatory tactic of the compromise strgtegg the use of
environmentally friendly arguments. An example bé strategy of avoidances the
fending behaviour experienced by a Hungarian unstib that requested sowing seed
from the American head office for research purpo3é® response was flat refusal
saying ‘that would be too early for you'. Some c@mnies eventually exit the market, or
e.g. they give up conducting open-field experimems in overlap with another
strategy: control/manipulation a company callsitsfiHungarian lobbying, and relocates
it to Brussels perhaps along with their entire ldeam. With the only exception of
Monsanto, the method of avoidance/concealment \bigetigey just refuse to admit it
publicly, and stay away from the media with thidbjsat is generally practised. An
exciting amalgamation of conformity and oppositisnwhen, in addition to ‘wishing to
be friends’ they raise a question mark, and staggssting the incompetence of the

relevant policymakers.

116



The companies themselves, and, even more so atbgpginvolved, primarily
list legitimising activities that fit thestrategy of manipulatian'Monsanto used to sit
around here week after week’ an official from aulagpry authority said evaluating the
company’s ministerial lobbying as a kind of tiriogt exercise. The tactics of co-opting
is useful to create research relationships, amdugh that, a special piece of legitimacy
built on scientific prestige. Pushing the researchm the foreground has been
suggested by a quotation in a previous part ofctmapter. The researcher is being
accused of illicit relationships, of compromisedfpssional independence, and of
accepting funding from companies. Some researchetsally do publicise their
corporate affiliations. Opponents of such relatiops tend to adopt mostly thiending
sourceexplanation, while supporters claim that reseaschabscribing to plant genetics
and the companies applying their results are nlaalli@s, and the alliance may be
motivated by no other than scientific curiosity. ®hdiscussing the strategy of
control/manipulation, the tactics of inspection malso be mentioned. Actors coming
to Hungary in the framework of the US’ GMO promatischeme, same as the US
ambassador, try to actively disseminate the pro-GWkw. Opponents, at the same
time, perceived a dinner invitation to the embaasypolitical manipulation when,
during the event, they were made to talk to a ectnfhanager.

Corporate discourses.The faith in development, scientific progress,
technological solutions and innovation is expressgdevery company. Sikésd et al.
[2008] identified two typical discourses of corpraspeakers. Some typically have
recourse to a kind of language usage and argunmnthat they call the fundamentalist
pro-GMO discourse, whereas others favour the Heecaisk-accepting, technology-
optimistic pro-GMO discourse. Note that the auth@wand that, similarly to the
corporate speakers, part of biotechnology reseeschiso used the former type of
discourse. The latter one is also applied by tla¢ebhnology researchers of the field,
and also by part of the agricultural environmestaliand the staff members of the
regulatory agencies.

According to the fundamentalist pro-GMO argumentatithere is sufficient
scientific confirmation for the use of geneticallgodified plants that is justified
primarily by the economic circumstances (higherrage crop yields, higher quality)
and the environmental ones (less pesticides). $likbsl. [2008] call that discourse

“without (self)criticism”, characterised by a disditing style, understatements (in
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regard of the environmental hazards), and occalyorshadow-boxing and false
analogie?”.

Both discourses are typically techno-optimist, I authors highlight the
difference in their judgements of the interrelasibip of scientific achievement and its
use. The fundamentalist pro-GMO discourse makedgistoction — “the application of
certified knowledge appears as an inevitable ndgédp. 11] —, whereas the risk-
accepting pro-GMO discourse emphasises the differesf the two. A noticeable
difference is discernible, moreover, in their atliés to regulation. The fundamentalist
approach sort of challenges the legitimacy of tiaéesin this field, putting free market
competition into the foreground, whereas the risgepting pro-GMO approach deems
the existence and operation of a regulatory andraling system necessary. In this
latter discourse, the speakers acknowledge also dteasional occurrence of
environmental and health hazards, but consideretsosnething that can be managed
and controlled [Suko6sd et al., 2008].

Sustainable Agriculture and CSRAlIthough environmental considerations have
occurred also in corporate argumentation, the topgustainability has not been raised.
There were not even references to sustainabilibheein connection with the companies
or with agriculture — responsible, sustainable canyp operation, sustainable
agricultural production — through any channel. Tisathis topic was missing from the
press appearances of the companies, and also frermterviews conducted for this
research, whereas it has been present to an ingeadent in the international debates
and arguments concerning agro-biotechnology, irmatmpg also its environmental-
ecological, social and economic aspects. With C8&&tpprate social responsibility)
becoming a fashionable topic, however, a certaiangk has been experienced in
Hungary. My own conclusion based on the examinatibithe responsibility of the
companies concerned and their CSR communicatioasgpand website analysis,
corporate interviews; cf. Matolay [2010]) was tR=&R as such has been integrated into
the decision-making and activities of the studiegtadan companies; they have
developed and introduced several best practi@gsnmunicated to a lesser extent than

in other industries, by the way —, but there haanlétle sign of responsibility-oriented

>® Shadow-boxing is an argumentation error [Margi2007], an attack on the distorted standpoint of the
debate partner to dispute, in the final analysstatement that has not been made. It is similtrdo
original statement, but it is a weaker versiont tbatherefore, more difficult to defend and sugipdhe
argumentation error leads out of the debate framleviouit its use may provide a negotiating advantage
and hence its use may be not so much an “errot’atlier an intentional technique. A false analsgy
picturesque, but limping metaphor.
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reflection on the activity of the company. In coamen with CSR, most of the

companies concerned speak in the overwhelming majof cases of activities and

developments incorporated in specific action (diomatvolunteering, collection of
employee ideas for the same, material- and enexgyg at the office or in the context
of travel). Within that, only a most narrow grougegents such programmes — mostly
deriving mainly from the international backgrounfdtioe company — that are in direct
correlation with the core activity (seed donatischolarship programme, avoidance of
damage caused by agriculture, soil and water proteprogrammes, joint research to
preserve the biological diversity of agriculturakeas). The interpretation of
biotechnology in the framework setting of respoiligjp and sustainability can be
detected in the following ways:

* the Hungarian websites of part of the companiestanonlinks already to the
English-language contents of the parent companysustainability, sustainable
agriculture; they display no content in Hungariam do they discuss any (potential)
Hungarian implications. They interpret sustain&pilks contribution to intensive
agricultural production, and as the use of biotetbgical products as part of it.

* even in case of journalist and researcher enquffegsthe first, see the interview
series of Polya and Varanka [2009, 2010] on the @$Rompanies producing
agricultural basic materials), only a very limitgecbup of companies reflect on this
topic, and even then they reflect exclusively oa $pecific question being asked.
This topic occurs in the sentences of persons spgain behalf of Monsanto and
Pioneer, in the following way.

The three pillars of the sustainable agricultutedtegy of Monsanto dating from 2008

are based on increasing average crop yields (dapbiiem by 2030 primarily in Africa

and Asia), decreasing resources and improving tiadity of life of farmers, which the
company wishes to attain with the tools of biotestbgy and traditional breeding. As
they put it, biotechnology might play a role in thbecause of its being an
environmentally conscious and health-friendly mdtf@élya(a), 2009]. In the opinion
of Pioneer Hi-Bred, the sustainability benefits lbibtechnology lie in that the
environmental input can be reduced, that is, thatiat the company seems to imply by
quoting the calculations of a British researcherspray insecticides applied in current
production practice — which could be avoided acowrdo his calculations by planting
hybrids which are resistant to the given pestsy&l), 2009].
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Communication with stakeholders is a central CSBictolt is an important
starting point in both the normative concepts aracfcal toolkits of CSR how the
company communicates with its stakeholders, howglis things and how it listens to
them. It is a question raised by seed producerpéart protection product manufacturer
companies whether they should apply the tools akettolder communication,
stakeholder involvement and dialogue in regard witelshnology, a controversial
product and technology (for the CSO communicativatagies, see e.g. Morsing and
Schultz [2006]). All in all, that activity iad hoc,non-systematic, not bi-directional and
non-strategic even at the companies that are th&t awtive in biotechnology-related
public communication and the ones that expressnip®rtance of communication in
their guidelines. That is, they may from time tméi attempt to introduce seed-producer
farmers and journalists with the GM plants andrdevant production technology — to
the extent of even funding a trip abroad —, buthsafforts are far from being bi-
directional, they do not concern the wider groupstakeholders and they are far from
transparent — that is, all things considered, tbaynot be evaluated in the positive
framework of corporate social responsibility, arfe tsame is true of the lobbying
activity targeting the regulatory authorities.

If we regard CSR as a means of creating enterptisdsare sustainable in the
economic, social as well as ecological sense (sgk [R009]; Gyri [2011]), in the
companies under study, CSR and sustainability g #eparate ways: no correlation,
no connection is established between the two andummary, both are present in a

marginal way.

120



6. Researchers’ media discourses

Those concerned by plant biotechnology (as planeg@sts, plant breeders or
researchers of the effects of GM plants) have playsignificant role the world over in
the legitimation processes of agricultural bioteslbgy. The consequences of
legitimation spill-overs described in Chapter 3 ioonnection with the
university/corporate associations and associategitimacy are not limited to the
organisations themselves; through the associatidmsy affect the legitimacy of
biotechnological enterprises. The relevant inteomal researches have also shown that
the utterances of researchers and the public ampess of scientists may well represent

a legitimation resource of merit for policy makiagd for shaping public opinion.

The most active actors of the legitimation procesgsible in the Hungarian
organisational field of agro-biotechnology are pafrthe researchers themselves. The
background and underlying reasons of this phenomame summarised in Chapter 5
and my analysis of the media debates of researdbeisstified in Chapter 4. The
present chapter introduces the reader first ofocalt thoroughly investigated area, the
analysis of the media representations of agricaltbrotechnology by presenting first
the relevant international researches and themdthgarian ones. After discussing the
considerations underpinning my choice of the sixdimedebates of researchers, |
analyse the latter in detail along the detectediragptation strategies and narratives.
The last part of the chapter, Section 6.3, examitnes possible interconnections
between my empirical findings and the outputs ofcdisive researches and of

Suchman'’s legitimacy typology, respectively.

6.1. Agri-biotechnology in the printed media

Media representations of agricultural biotechnologgresent a popular area of
research where studies are primarily focussed dfectimg and analysing press
publications. Although some of them contain a ¢erfare-selection in respect of
contents (themes, cited actors, etc.), the kegrai of selecting writings for analysis is
the place of release. The current research fundatheneparts from that method of
choosing its area of focus in almost every resplttthe same time, these media
research projects —those focusing on both thenatemal and domestic press — can
provide an important backdrop and reference pdiotsthe analysis of researchers’

debates covered by the domestic printed media. eforey, in what follows, two
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analyses of the contents on agricultural bioteabgylcovered by the domestic press
will be presented (See a more comprehensive medilysaas in Matolay [2006]). In
selecting the above-indicated international resesscl was driven by my intention to
present three studies having different objectivesi anethodologies; as for the
Hungarian analyses, | strove to cover the entekl fand hence in the following | will
review all studies known to me that go beyond dwell of press material processing by

undergraduates.

6.1.1. International media research

Even though there are also numerous examples diestwf press coverage of
biotechnology in some European countries (see Kghaind Matthes [2002] Germany,
Castro and Gomes [2005] Portugal, and Maeseele Soidiurman [2008] North
Belgium, exploring press publications in their resjive countries), the overwhelming
majority of analyses are focussed on the Anglo-8axedia (e.g. Bauer et al. [2001],
Nisbet and Lewenstein [2002], Ten Eyck and Willim§004], Cook et al. [2006],
Nisbet and Huge [2006], Augoustinos et al. [201D07)one of the most complex studies
examining the media appearance of agriculturalebblmology, Nisbet and Lewenstein
[2002] attempted to find a connection between thblip political process and elite
media representations. The co-authors used a tatargicontent analysis technique to
analyse the issues dihe New York Timesnd Newsweelbetween 1970 and 1999.
According to their initial hypothesis, if the medihape and place into a specific frame
an emerging polemic in the early stages of a puibdioate, public political decision-
makers will find it very hard to reframe or repasit it. In this sense, the media are part
of the process of public politicalgenda-buildingoy way offrame-building. From the
aspect of contents, different powers seek to infteethe media’s agenda-building and
frame-building role by supplying journalists withregegically pre-produced “news
packages” and stories based on their own interestgher words, becoming a “source”
of news reported by journalists means a strategiwep position and the successful
acquisition of such a position can even result @ggmonic media representation in

respect of a particular theme.

Their conclusion was that in the 1970s the prewailiframe” in which
biotechnology appeared was scientific progress. tiernof the potential benefits of

biotechnology far exceeded that of risks — and #&swuniversity researchers and
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scientists who featured biotechnology articlesaséel in that decade [pp. 376-379]. In
the following decades, the frame of progress coetihto prevail, while in the 1980s
economic potential also emerged as a second fidthanks to the rapid rise of
industrial applications and the appearance of ftingt biotechnological products.
University researchers retained their lead roletheaxmedia, but due to the proliferation
of industrial applications, company representatiasl scientists also frequently
appeared in the media during the decade. From J88¥ic debates on cloning broke
the hegemonic frame of interpretation (i.e. the ohamt frame of scientific progress and
economic potential) and created opportunities sruls the issues of ethics, public
accountability and the role of the general puldicd for debates to appear at all [pp.
382-386]. Accordingly, the number of articles thésiag the “debate” also sharply
increased along with the subject of risk gainingugd, although not at the expense of
mentioning the benefits. As to actors, the predamoe of university researchers and
industry representatives continued to exist. At shene time, “public opinion” as a
standalone actor acquired an important role in @sban biotechnology. Players like
environmentalists, nature conservationists, andswmer and agricultural advocacy

groups remained sidelined.

Ten Eyck and Williment [2004] examine the coverégethe printed media of
pasteurisation, food irradiation and GM foods bagsedheNew York TimeandThe
Washington Posbetween 1972 and 2000. As a general conclusiom faocoding
technique used as a tool of analysis, they notetheearly media representation of
food biotechnology is characterised by what has béen observed by other researchers
about nuclear power, namely that the prevailinggpatin which the new technology in
guestion is discussed is to present it as the mgitof “progress”. Contemporary media
representations therefore almost entirely lack ree tpointing to negative aspects; if
those appear at all, they are presented as contehscience educating the general
public would soon dispel. Presentation emphasigiragress relies on very similar
toposes with each technology, e.g. that technotegyes lives” by improving both the
guantity and quality of food (see those starving auoffering from vitamin deficiency
and by making foodstuffs more durable (less peb)aetc. Typically, therefore, the
early media representation of the new technologyhlights its useful aspect or
contextualises it as something promising to sohestain global problems held
important by the general public.

123



Ten Eyck and Williment (2004) at the same time paiat that the prevailing
pattern of the media changed 10 to 15 years dfeemitial coverage of the technology.
Although the tone has remained positive and beneiie still stressed, new toposes
emerge and with them more sceptical opinions aiskle in. One of the new toposes in
that period is the free choice and consent of amess and, related to that, the problem
of product labelling. Taste and other product ctisristics are also emphasised, but
always in an unambiguously positive “light” — biotefood is tastier and has a higher
nutritional value, or biotech crops have higherldgeand are more resilient, as

predominantly represented by the media.

The topos of regulation receives growing emphagithe end of that stage, as
has been found by Ten Eyck and Williment (2004)tiBaarly, regulatory issues
related to human health come to the fore and isangly become the object of public
debate. In consistency with other earlier reseditlings, it is also observed with
biotech foodstuffs that journalists — in additian working with storylinessimilar to
each other — have a tendency to rely on certaieréx@and give them preference when
obtaining information. As was also found in earliesearch, the four key institutions
whose experts are given preference are: the cdabggolice, the legislature and large
enterprises. However, in respect of biotech’s meejmesentation, it is observable that
although the above-mentioned experts continue tgileen a dominant role, the voice
and opinion of different NGOs and movements alsgiro® be heard. Thus, debate is
allowed much greater room e.g. on biotech foodstti¢althiness or whether they offer

the best solution to eliminate childhood malnutrtand starvation.

Castro and Gomes (2005) analyse the thematisatiogewoetically modified
organisms (GMOs)in the Portuguese press. Their empirical studyerowvthree
Portuguese dailies and two weeklies encompassitngea-year period of 1999, 2000
and 2000. Their theoretical point of departurehiat tbiotechnology is a “battlefield”
where battles are waged much more with the tooltamuage than with those of
science. Accordingly, they find the debate on lbbtwlogy suitable to analyse what
role language plays in promoting social changesnore specifically, how by using old
linguistic categories new meanings and interprenstican be instilled in society. Thus
the press becomes an important area of sciengifiearch. The co-authors rely social
representations theoryin order to interpret “how innovation in biotechogy

progresses through society”, or “how what is oldstantly re-emerges in what is new”
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(Castro—Gomes, 2005: 5). The technique they usmabyse the press is built on pairs
of antonyms known as “themata” (e.g. nature/cujtueason/emotion; beautiful/ugly

etc.) and the category ahchoring Themodus operandof the latter is shown by what

earlier discoveries, diseases or other phenomewtedbinology is attached to.

Therefore, the research question for the co-autivassto uncover the “themata” most
frequently used in relation to GMOs and the catiegognsuring anchoring.

Based on the analysis of 239 articles on GMOs, rGaahd Gomes (2005)
distinguish two general semantic spaces. One uststied by the pairs of antonyms of
health/disease, risk/safety and benefits/threatgrev biotechnology is linked to the
anchoring categories of Progress, Pollution, Diseaml Science. The other is organised
around the pairs of antonyms of nature/culture krodl/global and is anchored to
biotechnology by the categories of Ideology andié@dture. Obviously, in the former
semantic space, biotechnology receives a more fabtei thematisation as it is
connected to earlier scientific results and thusgpss, while its effects are linked to
past diseases and contrasted with health. Inttler semantic space, biotechnology has
more unfavourable connotations as GMOs are rela®dearlier agricultural
interventions that raise the prospect of interigsvith nature or even projecting disaster
scenarios. According to Castro and Gomes (200Bgesthe health applications of
GMOs associate them with the positive categorieBrofyress and Science, they have
more favourable future prospects than agricultapdlications (p. 13). The co-authors
attribute this fact to medical science’s success lagitimising the increasing
technicisation of the human body (p. 14). Howewr,opposed to the human body,
“what happens in both our plates and in our soisti more clearly defined as
belonging to the realm of the natural’ (Castro—-Gen2005: 14). Therefore, among
genetic engineering techniques, those appliedriicwdture face a greater legitimisation

challenge, given the connotations attached todlease of GMOs into nature.

6.1.2. Hungarian media research

The first to respond to the biotechnology-relatedtent of the Hungarian press
was Krista Harper [2004], who — primarily basedimterviews — identified a turn in the
media in respect of 1990 and the early 2000s, wivieh a more frequent and more anti-

GMO media representation in the wake of the Puszise.
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Gyula Kasza and Zoltan Lakner [2012] have performeaglalitative discourse
analysis of articles released between June 2000laxdmber 2008. In the period under
review, it was a business, Monsanto, that mosinodigpeared in the press (in nearly
13% of the articles) — although the research repods not reveal whether in the
capacity of interviewee, opinion leader or one ltd biotechnology actors. It is to be
noted that no other company name is included inligheof Kasza and Lakner [2012]
and, therefore, it appears that it was only thisngany that was associated with
agricultural biotechnology in the articles releagedhe press during the period under
review. The second most frequently mentioned aet@s the Ministry of Agriculture
and Rural Development, followed by Greenpeacepoual12% and 11% of the cases,
respectively.

Most of the arguments for GMOs identified in théickes published associate
plant biotechnology with innovation, and contradlithem by regulations would violate
the principle of economic freedom, as the authorlude. In other words, in terms of
frequency of mention, economic and business coraides rank first followed by
solving third-world countries’ food supply problenhy means of GMOs. The third
most frequently used pro-GMO argument points odticed chemical use. Among anti-
GMO arguments, the leader is the abuse of econgoiwer by biotechnology
businesses in third-world countries. The secondt inequent type of argument against
GMOs in the press publications under study referghe lack of information and the
need to know more about GMOs to be able to decluther they can be supported. As
the third most often used argument, GMOs’ allergj®ffect was also covered by those
papers.

Overall, according to the authors this theme iggiwelatively little coverage in
the Hungarian media under review. However, theravways a charismatic actor who
determines the focal points of media representatiomost of the articles published
[Kasza and Lakner, 2012].

Lilla Vicsek [2012] has analysed articles releagegapers with the highest
daily circulation including two political broadshse(Népszabadsag and Magyar
Nemzet) and two tabloids (Blikk and Bors) duringtwo-and-a-half-year period
between May 2007 and October 2009. The author gises an international
comparison of the results of quantitative conteralygsis. According to her findings, an
anti-GMO attitude dominates in the articles (gessly engineered plants and

foodstuffs nearly four times as frequently appeaginegative frame as in a positive
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one), while — as was also seen in Nisbet and Lsigeris [2002] research — an
emphasis on benefits and positive aspects is wiratrétes the American and British
media. However, it should be stressed that, aacsgrdio Vicsek, agricultural

biotechnology is given limited coverage and impact& in the domestic media; it
hardly ever makes the headlines and the themeviesreo by the tabloid press far less

frequently than by political daily broadsheets [3&&, 2012].

6.2. Media discussions of researchers

In the past somewhat more than a decade we withessearcher debates on
agricultural biotechnology in the domestic pressiadt annually. | do not mean
scientific communications published in science fals, but articles written for the
purpose of awareness raising, addressing eitheesigarcher community or the general
public, often in the genre of (political) journaths reflecting on one another. In 1999,
an exchange of articles started in the jouBiakémia(Biochemistry) and almost at the
same time inMagyar TudomanyHungarian Science) on the potential benefits and
hazards of the agricultural application of biotemlogy. The authors of the article series
were representatives of (certain) fields of scieaffected by biotechnology, including
researchers in biology, biochemistry, moleculaidgy, biotechnology, plant genetics,
plant improvement, ecotoxicology and other nataca¢nces.

The regular flaring up of media debates is ceryaatiributable at least partly to
the legislative-institutional changes effected lre tmeantime, of which they are the
concomitants. Apart from informing the lay publibe goal of the media actor’s role
assumed by the participating researchers througjh dlwvn writings (and also the rather
frequent interviews with them and their contributto articles of journalists referring to
them or actually asking their opinion) is, presuiyalrelated to the development and
shaping of public policy agenda and of the framdwsettings of parlance, as
highlighted also by Nisbet and Lewenstein [2002].

6.2.1. Argumentation strategies

It is no exaggeration to say that researchers’ aneldibates have created a
rhetorical battlefield in the discussion of genallic modified plants. The parties in the
debate themselves use such termsGA# battle, victory, winners, opponentsy
emergencyln what follows, | will demonstrate what rhetoriGald argumentation tools
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are being deployed by the parties in the debatetheofrepresentatives of science to
defeat each other’s position. These — as we wdlsare verbal crossings of swords
undertaken to achieve legitimacy, or to de-legisienthe opposing position. Let's note
that these media debates are triggered each tintieebgublication of an article aiming
to support the application of biotechnology in aglture, and to allay related fears (we
will hereinafter call thes&M technology supportexsTypically, an article of this type
is answered by one or several articles that aientphasise the uncertainties, problems,
and dangers surrounding GM technology (hereinati#led critics of GM technology

My analysis has revealed five tactics to obtaintiegcy, and five to de-legitimise:
labelling, exclusion, favourable comparisons, d@tiog and down-playing.

In the analysed debafésthe authors give ample ground to positioning
themselves and their adversaries. One of the pemhicentral topics of the media items
on agricultural biotechnology written for the pusggoof awareness raising or persuasion
is actually that of the scientific researcher.sltabout the authors participating in the
debate and takes the form of descriptions, profiiesesearchers participating in the
debate series on behalf of the other pole. Thatliepugh the researchers concerned
enter the debate to discuss the pros and consricLiigral biotechnology, they focus
their attention and statements not (only) on thaiict but also on the persons
participating in the debate. The argumentationtexfias that will follow right away
relate directly to this topic. Before their pressiun, | consider it important to note first
that although this topic is of outstanding sigrafice in all debate series, some authors
are more while others less active concerning itatTik, although the argumentation
strategies below — including those associated withresearcher’s identity and with
scientific quality — have taken shape on the baskiall the debate series subjected to
analysis, there are obviously some differenceims$ of measure and style between
the articles and the authors. Secondly, let me o the expression of opinions
focusing on persons instead of (or: in addition tteg topic itself does not, cannot,
promote the approximation of the standpoints. Neiis that an explicit objective, by

the way. But apart from underlining the descriptminthe GM “camps” as contrary

> The explored argumentation strategies are sigmifly reminiscent of the ones identified by the
technical literature on organisational theory i tiliscourses of company leaders in relation to the
environmental protection challenge (see Pataki $19&d Pataki [2000: 70-73]). In psychology, Nobel-
prize winner Albert Bandura pointed to the phenoomerwhich he callsmoral disengagement
mechanismfBandura 1991], through which the actors detaelmigelves from the moral consequences of
their action and reject the moral criticism of athe
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poles, as a dichotomous pair — whereas part odd¢tas concerned emphasise that they
are neither opponents nor advocates, but thinkimgghting individuals —, focusing on
the persons concerned, cannot take us in a cotigguwirection. (Cf. e.g. Zoltayné
[2005]; Gaspar and Matolay [2010] on constructsreative and destructive conflicts).
For the above reasons, | will start my analysisnwestigating what phrases and words
the debating parties apply to refer to/describeothers.

In the following, | will refer to the supporters éeritiques of GM technology
shortly as GM supporters and GM critiques, respelti That implies no judgement
concerning the individual standpoints of specitttoas and refers itself in a simplifying
way to two blocks. Of course, the situation is mumebre complex in reality, but the
debating parties do squeeze each other into thige®mholes, so in this sense it is
justified to use the same dichotomy in this context

In what follows, typical phrases, concepts and teftom the media debates will
be put between quotation marks. What is importang s not the identification of their
respective contexts (this is why no referencesratieated), but their being frequently
used typical expressions of the participating argthet us first see in detail what
phrases, and what words the debating parties uskedoribe and characterise each

other.

Table 9 Rhetorical means to identify the party ébate

Rhetorical GM supporter GM critic
means writing about critics writing about supporter
Abuse(s) Declares
Makes mistakes Makes mistakes
Is not interested Does not justify
Is not shaken Excludes
Typical Fights Stigmatises

They do not wish to consideMarginalises

verbs )
scientific facts
Tries to hinder Sweeps under the carpet
Manipulates facts Their imagination has no limits
Ignores Uses weak arguments
canvasses, convinces Confuses

Typical Committed Dishonest

Attributes, Organised opponent Not neutral

adjectival Deaf and blind Unlawfully

phrases His dogmatism is unshakeable His metaphors distertruth

129



Reading papers supporting GM technology, one cate sthat the typical
description of the other party is ‘the opponenthonis a ‘committed opponent’, a
‘fighting activist’, a ‘dedicated opponent’ or ‘aessary’. That opponent may by no
means not be called a fair rival as his acts anegbdescribed almost exclusively by
verbs with a negative connotation, and by adjesttearying an unfavourable overtone.
However, one should not be worried about the oside either, as they also describe
and characterise the activity of their ‘rivals’ mgia similarly derogatory vocabulary.
The table below is a collection of the languagenred to above.

This rhetorical and argumentation tool set alsogests that the parties
essentially doubt each other's competence and ¢tid This is where one feels that
the GM issue is being presented as the fight af tospeak — ‘good’ and ‘evil’, or the
duel of ‘white knights’ and ‘black knights’. All #t, of course, is an argumentation
strategy applied not only to the actors, but als® subject of the debate, i.e. GM
technology. The way the debating parties talk alibettechnology itself reflects a
similarly polarised rhetoric. Here again, it woulte hard to find sophisticated
arguments or papers striving to balance argumentsaiid against. In terms of the
technology, in the articles of one party, posi@gectives abound, while in those of the
other negative adjectives overflow. | collectecw& flso of these.

Table 10 Attributes, adjectival phrases to char&sesM technology

GM supporters about the technology GM critics abouthe technology

Novel, new, novelty Causing dependency, increasing
exposure

Highly efficient Dangerous, disadvantageous

Serving numerous objectives Costly, more expensivesellable, at
the service of short-term profit

Representing leading-edge technology Excludingatening with extinction

Determining competitiveness Problematic, inappedpri

Gaining worldwide popularity Further increasing legical and socia
problems

Environmentally friendly, having obvioysPolluting the environment

ecological advantages

All these negative descriptions (or even ‘defanmdjiaused in argumentation
refer to attempts at depriving the other partytdirt legitimacy (de-legitimisation) at
the level of these micro texts. The legitimisingtia used here may be called
stigmatisation of the other partyn summary, then, this is an argumentation strategy
applied by both parties, primarily to characterisgch other and the technology

concerned, and also to describe the companiesedeltd the latter. Since the
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argumentation strategy of stigmatisation embodiaegative approach, the critiques of
biotechnology apply it in connection with more tpilhence also the technology and
the companies) than its supporters (who use witreace to those who argue in favour

of the opposite stance).

A rather sophisticated form of de-legitimisationfaind in an early polemic
article in which the ‘opponents’ of GM technologyeaompared to the ‘scientist’, the
representatives of science. The table below displag related phrases, highlighting the

opposing pairs:

Table 11 “Scientist” vs. “opponents”

Opponents of GM Scientists
technology
Basic stance Dogmatic Neutral
His relation to facts Remains unswerving Examines
His relation to science Disguise, mask, veil Hompeefessional
His action Fights with dedication Decides by mearts
experiments

The strategy of the text is perfectly clear: Dravdemarcation line between
genuine science and fake science, genuine sciantistake scientist. To achieve that, it
does not only mobilise rhetorical resources to sedhe opponents of GM technology
of committing mistakes and abuses, but also atgito them a strategy using science
just as a cover-up, to hide his true interests. Amel way the author refers to the
‘scientist’, attributing to him positive acts (‘ggtes’, ‘examines’, ‘reaches consensus’
‘agrees’), the reader is made to see immediatedy tine ‘opponents’ do not belong
among scientists. They do (in the text) a seriethioigs which the scientist living ‘in
the world of reason’ — a ‘weighty’, ‘knowledgeahléserious’ professional — would
never do. The opponents ‘practically never have’ lthsic stance typical of scientists,
i.e. having a neutral premise, from which they fdheir well-considered position, and
make their decisions following the investigatiorfadts, and deliberation. Opponents of
GM technology seek arguments to support their post‘they have always had’, i.e.
their premise is rejection, clearly not qualifyiag neutral. The dedication of these
‘organised opponents’ (‘activists’) cannot be shmkeen by facts; moreover, they ‘do
not care’ for facts. That is to say that ‘their dagism is unshakeable’ — the author

pronounces the verdict. They may go as far asngldrguments ‘previously proven
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wrong’; i.e. even seeing their arguments refute@sdoot deter them from their
conviction.

The objective of the article is clear and rhetdhcaffective: opponents are incapable
of debate and have no place in science. Sciemtstsnitting regular errors, critics of
GM technology gradually become representativesaké fsciences, or non-scientists at
least. So the author draws a clear line of demiarcabn the battlefield between
scientists and non-scientists participating indbbate, i.e. between genuine science and
fake science. This is a creative argumentatiortegiyato oust the opponent from the
realm of reason where sensible debates may be cmtlamong scientifically qualified
people. That legitimation tactics may be cakedlusion

All this is, at the same time, a clear move by ploditical élite as itdeterminesand
excludesat the same time. It determines who is a scieatist who is not, and what is
science and what is not. At the same time, it ditermines who can speak legitimately
(who can participate in the debate), and who lagitimacy even to speak. The author
— obviously a scientist himself — takes a logigadl #esolute turn (a new move by the
political élite): he proceeds to ‘decide’ which gtiens are legitimate and which ones
are not; i.e. what is subject to debate and whaermseless and illegitimate to debate
over. In accordance with the statement of the pessying the above, there is no major
conflict ‘inside the scientific community’, there ionly some debate over issues of
detail among experts, and as regards the entirei@hd technology, ‘yes, there is
consensus’.

‘Opponents’, i.e. critics of GM technology applyetldefamatory’ argument (i.e.
the legitimation tactics of stigmatisation) in comgtion with companies with an interest
in GM technology. To reflect their summary judgmeibtis worthwhile collecting all
the adjectives and modes of action that they atiibto companies, mostly

multinational seed producers involved in GM tecloggl

Table 12 Actions attributed by GM critics to seedducers

Multinational seed producers
They are the only ones who generate profit
They assume no responsibility
They transfer the disadvantages
They neglect
They operate and behave in an unethical, or ethical
objectionable manner

132



Not only would nobody be happy to do business witbnomic actors of this
description, but the lack of fundamental confidetmeard them — which is justified in
the light of the text — even questions the verytiegcy of their existence. Supporters
of GM technology in the debate respond to thisdfgenmring to the enlightened interest
of large companies concerned. That is because whi#ings suggest that their interest
lies in long-term success and the return of thewestment, that is why they are not
interested in denying the possible threats invoiveitheir new developments. Moreover
— one of them warns the reader — it is an ‘impdrfact’ that the ‘very rigorous control
and evaluation’ of these developments conducted'deer half a decade’ ‘has not
identified harmful consequences’. It is not difficto realise that — to use Suchman’s
categories — while the critics of GM technologyyswithin the moral dimension of
legitimacy (referring to the character and identify companies), supporters of GM
technology try to use arguments (profit, and irggrdelonging rather to pragmatic
legitimacy. Undeniably, actors opening this dimensof the debate prefer different
dimensions of legitimacy.

T actics to obtain legitimacy by the parties thrdeugvourable comparisons is
often seen in these texts. The most frequent cstn&n@mong these comparisons is the
‘gene technology vs. traditional breeding’, andhbparties use it. Less dominant, but
still present is the contrast of ‘traditional vsteansive agriculture’. At this point | only

concentrate on the first, and present it in motaitle

Table 13 Gene technology vs. traditional breeding

GM supporters GM critics
Practice did not justify it, too few
Novel, new, novelty
results
High efficiency Unsellable, sells only at a lowqai
Its benefits have More costly production, morge
materialised expensive sowing seed
Gene . ._._| It increases the use of chemicals, and
Threats did not materialise . )
technology it pollutes the environment

It is disadvantageous for the
domestic sowing seed industry
Generates significant profit Has no market advamtag

Its sowing area rapidlyFails to comply with the domestjc

Particularly promising

increases agro-ecological conditions
. Slower Produces species in line with demand
Traditional - .
. It is more costly It has further potential
breeding — . . .
Has limited potential Domestic species
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The parties in debate — instead of balanced delilber — apply polarised
rhetoric again: for one party, gene technologyetids in every dimension, while for the
other party, traditional breeding carries off thanp.

It is worthwhile stressing that this legitimatioactic is often being applied by
representatives of different disciplines, namelycnoiviologists and plant breeders in
their argumentation. Thus it would be hard to brjastice, because while one party
says about one technology that it is cheaper andrgges considerable profit, the other
party claims the same concerning the other teclgyoldhe party with a typically
microbiological background sees unique potential gene technology, while the
representative of the domestic plant breeding geié® explains at length the untapped
potential in traditional breeding. In the coursefafourable comparisons, both parties
assess environmental effects also, and they hapesom views regarding further
‘results’ (benefits and dangers) of the technolsgie

The argumentative trick within the legitimation tias of favourable
comparisons that GM technology supporters applynwhecused’ that GM plants are
‘unnatural’ is particularly interesting. While appig the tactic of favourable
comparison, they stress the novelty of gene tedgypland its character ‘essentially
different from traditional methods’, and they sudlgetake a 180-degree turn in the
debate, and start highlighting the ‘theoreticahdaessential’ similarity of the two
technologies. Their argumentative U-turn is besinghby remarks such as ‘they do not
differ from those to an extent large enough toifydieing called radically different,
e.g. unnatural instead ofnatural’. Their other argument whereby ‘genes from one
species can enter other species also through aahatocess’ also tries to support the
similarity of gene technology. They try to elimiaahe argument of those warning of
danger by saying thatnatural breeding may also have undesirable, moreover,
dangerous, unpredictable, side-effects’. Moreowgmne technology and traditional
breeding do not actually differ because — so thegue — both ‘involve numerous
unnatural techniques’. The contradiction in the uamgntation is obvious: gene
technology and traditional breeding are ‘substégtdifferent’ and, at the same time,
'not essentially different’. The argumentative tags called ‘argumentative crossover’
in international literature.

The legitimisation tactic of favourable comparis@eems useful for arguers
even if the safety (or dangerousness) of the dtwi@h application of the GM

technology is benchmarked to other areas, typicatly medical/pharmaceutical
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applications. On the one hand, they argue thaicsrdaf the GM technology employ

‘arguments previously proved false’ in debates lm medical application of the GM-

technology. On the other hand, the nectarine andoBt come together in one bowl

creating a short, but spectacular narrative. Phegntecals are labelled ‘poisons’ and
with that gene technology products are taken oamfthe scope of products to be
submitted to the testing compulsory for pharmacelgi and being brought closer to
traditional breeding. They ridicule the positiorfglmse claiming rigorous tests similar
to pharmaceuticals by asking grumblingly: ‘Did aasenable person ever think of
requiring the same tests for this fruit as for a/marmaceutical?’. This is how the Bt
corn (a genetically modified plant) becomes simiiarnectarine (a species created
through traditional breeding). One could say, tkiflow the acceptance (legitimation)
of the nectarine is transferred by argumentativamado the genetically modified plant.

Literature calls the phenomenon ‘legitimacy spidoy

In the face of this favourable comparison, crittdsGM technology apply the
tactic of detachment which, in the current caseanty aims at depriving the ‘opponent’
of the legitimacy of his arguments. Remaining wiitle example of pharmaceuticals:
critics of GM technology stress the obvious differes of the two areas of application
as they claim that with pharmaceuticals only thiessances produced by the genetically
modified living organism enter our body, while withM foods we consume the
genetically modified living organisms themselvegpé&cted effects, dangers and risks
will not be identical in the two cases, and may exe#n lend themselves to comparison.
We see further tactical versions of detachmenteaodpling when the agricultural, food
industrial / medical and environmental applicatiohgene technology are separated. In
an attempt to fend off allegations of being gengrajjainst GM, the two latter areas are
labelled ‘less problematic’ in an attempt to undieenthe legitimising arguments of
GM technology supporters that try to achieve leggity gains from the acceptance of
medical applications for the agricultural ones.

The difficulty is that the supporters of GM techogy are skilled users
themselves of the legitimation tactic of detachmé@iie point of their argument is the
separation of GM technology from the specific migdiffeature. They say that, when
examining the safety of GM technology products assessing the risk carried by such
products, the ‘actual qualities of the productha species must be examined rather than
the way in which it was created’. Moreover, ‘exgeagree’ on this (which brings back

the rhetorical suggestion of ‘whose opinion courasi®l leaves in the dark who actually
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counts as expert). The same argument (detachmetit) tes developed in even more
detail in another text where, recognising the pidéconcerns of producing GM plants
(‘more or less rational, and scientifically welldioded’), a supporter of the technology
stresses that ‘none of these objections is foundetthe fact that these plants have been
created by gene technology’. The feature (thatttivesgene carries) may give rise to
some dangers interacting with the natural envirartiend may provide ‘more or less
rational’ grounds for concern. Thus the transgéhe feature) and gene technology (the
way of production) separate from each other. If ti@emful effect materialise, the
feature must be blamed, and holding the technoltsglf accountable is out of the
guestion — this is how the legitimacy tactic ofatdtment works. All that is strongly
reminiscent of the former GATT (today WTO) prin@pbf ‘like product’ introduced in
the ominous tuna—dolphin trade dispute. We neederptain how unacceptable the
argument is from an environmental economics pointi@w, as it denies the relevance
of production externalities, while acknowledgingatthof consumption externalities
(which are linked to the features of the produ&t).ironic hue is added to the story by
the fact that the text that applies the above tetant as legitimation tactic for GM
technology and GM products starts exactly withdtegement that its author “makes an
attempt to summarise the position of science’.

As a further move in the rhetorical battle, thetieardeploy the concept of risk.
Supporters of GM technology almost caricaturingpbsition of their ‘opponent’ never
miss an opportunity of noting the unscientific matwf any no-risk policy. Their
sophisticated rhetoric refers to the fact that Gare/with some scientific education’, not
manipulated by the mass media which increases &famgareness’ with reference to
GM technologies, knows that (i.e. that zero riskeslanot exist). Here again, the
scientist, an ‘honest professional’ enters the estagnd uses only categories such as
‘negative event’, ‘occurrence probability’, ‘objest data’, ‘the current state of
science’, etc. His ‘opponents’ (the non-scientjgtgwever — so they argue — ‘abuse’ the
situation, and refer to ‘hypothetical dangers’ melyag GM technology, for which we
lack ‘objective data’. And that renders all disgaason risk pointless.

As a further rhetorical step of the risk-debategytlstress that every human
invention, be it product or technology, is dangserdand thus risky). Obtainment of
legitimacy concerning GM technology through thistia calleddownplayingfinishes
with the conclusion that ‘zero risk is impossibbeprove in theory, so that requirement

is scientifically impossible to interpret, and inséle’. The texts of debate on this topic
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do not lend themselves to the actual discussioroofesponse to actually emerging
risks and, applying good tactics, they claim thevewrsal presence of risks in an attempt
to counter this type of criticism. So much so thae article could actually earn the
praise of Voltaire’s Master Pangloss by concludmtp the following sentence: ‘Life is
a dangerous profession’.

Investigating the written discussions of risk, aaanot fail to notice that only
the approaches known from technical literaturesahriical and economic risk concepts
are applied. Reference to probability, and sciengktimates, etc. clearly indicate the
presence of the technical approach in the artioteéSM technology supporters. At the
same time, the economic approach also emergee ifotin of advantage/disadvantage
calculus. At the same time, the way in which théelaappears is quite meaningful. It
does not appear as a ‘scientific’ approach, buthi@& context where the possible
influences of the GM technology can no longer banexed from ‘an exclusively
scientific point of view because of the relatedomomic, commercial and social
problems. Although the dangers of ‘gene-releadédirom one GM plant to the other,
it still carries economic danger — recognised by &Mporters — as it may harm market
interest. However, the text, here, too, returnghi logic provided by the technical
approach: ‘its dissemination is highly unlikelyt. hust be noted from a risk theory
point of view that the psychological and sociol@dfianthropological approaches to risk
do not appear in the articles. However, regardirgycpology, sociology and
anthropology also a science, the debate shouldr@aoodate such conceptual categories
as the voluntariness and equity of risks and ris&ring, acceptable risk, etc.

6.2.2.Narratives as legitimation resources

Two “narratives” almost always feature scientifiebdtes on GM technology:
One is the so-called Pusztai case, and the otlw@nmpetitiveness. These two narratives
actually allow debating partners to “put to thet'tése strength and sharpness of their
arguments through a sensational case or themethér words, narratives are special
legitimising or de-legitimising resources in sciéatdebates on GM technology. Not
surprisingly, the legitimisation tactics descriiadhe foregoing chapter appear as part
of the narratives. In what follows | will give adad outline of the two narratives
showing their role in the “struggle” for legitimacy

The Pusztai case as a narrativBomestic scientific debates on GM technology

obviously could not possibly ignore the polemicuesig international proportions on
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GM research performed by one of our compatriotsolel will not go into detail or
take sides on the issues debated, although no doeitt cannot be any observer who
would not form an opinion or draw their own conatms from the case of
internationally renowned scientist Arpad Pusztaiwever, let us take a look at how the
proponents of legitimising GM technology constrtfe¢ narrative of the Pusztai case
serving them as a useful resource (i.e. one supgdfteir position in the debate).

In the narrative of the Pusztai case created bytivecates of GM technology,
stigmatisation as a legitimisation tactic takeseadl role. The protagonist actually
appears not in his capacity as researcher, buna%divist” in that a “campaign
launched by Arpad Pusztai” is referred to. It needssmphasising that a researcher is
recognised not on the basis of his “campaigningivag in today’s world; an impartial
scientific attitude is hardly ever associated vaittyone engaging in this kind of activity.
It should be noticed that this role attributionwedly deprives Mr Pusztai of the positive
image of a “neutral scientist”, which is the manaeuthe proponents of GM
technology employ to frame him as an “opponentl’,tla¢ negative connotations of
which were described in the preceding section. fEhevant expressions used in this
narrative include “definitely misleading”, “harmfuétc. And in some of the writings,
Arpad Pusztai is referred to as “one of the mosbwaed critics of GM food”. That
makes it appear that a researcher can become a “@GME, regardless of anything
else, if his experiments happen to produce — inodgatly of his intentions — negative
results.

GMO advocates believe the Pusztai case is an extelesource for using
demarcation in the debate by separating good adddiance in an effort to quarantine
GMO critics as ones representing bad science.din thterpretation we can read about
“serious professional doubts” and “ill-fated” andc¢onclusive and failed experiments”.
Moreover, Pusztai’'s data “would not merit much mtitsh” since — as the judgement
goes — “they have not been published even in aepsainal publication”. In other
words, what counts — regardless of circumstances a-scientifically credible result, or
actually as science, is what has undergone themasy process of peer review and has
been found adequately founded by a community aroangbarticular technical
periodical. Whoever does not have this kind ofepted publication on a given subject
cannot be “taken seriously”. In fact, what the atwve does is separate Pusztai’s
research in question from his earlier work disrdgey his international recognition and

— as if he was a beginner — call him to accountespect of the appropriate level of
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publication activity. (It also overlooks, among eththings, the fact that in the real
narrative the unfinished experiment was terminaed the possibility to publish an
article was strongly limited by the financiers).ushthe narrative in itself can logically
lead to expelling the protagonist and the initeguits of his research from the world of
science. GMO critics in the narrative constructadthis manner actually become
“losers” who cannot even decently complete an erpsrt and so it is small wonder
that they do not issue scientific publications.

The legitimisation tactic of minimisation also figsnoothly with the narrative
constructed by the proponents of GM technology, Berthey say, one of the elements
in the experiment (the regulating element usedniplanting the transgene, which is one
of the “suspects” among negative results) is “dlagested as part of normal diet”
“without any harm”. And with a twist perhaps unulsimscience, what is also turned
against Pusztai's results in this narrative is fénet that he has produced results that
“cannot be explained with any rationally conceiablechanism at the current level of
our knowledge”. It may occur to some — perhaps eai\observers that that is exactly
what could make Pusztai's results relevant, asithabw science advances by way of
experimentation whereby new mechanisms can be wised and a new scientific
understanding achieved. Instead, the narrative’giclominimises assumptions
potentially negative in respect of GM technologyisg that although “they are not
entirely absurd”, they “have no experimental underpmgs whatsoever”.

One of the highlights of this narrative is whemeters to authorities in science.
The British Royal Society as an organisation regméeg science is brought into the
picture as a scientific authority, after all it ‘i@ prestigious organisation”. It is also
quoted in the narrative as saying that “it consdas conclusions unfounded”. What is
more, one of the writings uses a rhetorical tridkeveby the author accepts the view of
the “authoritative” organisation even as opposedit own, saying that “I am not
ashamed at all that (...) | am inclined to trust dpenion of an impartial committee
assigned by the Royal Society more than my ownoiming a judgement on a
professional debate concerning this field of s@&ncThe message is clear: The
researcher himself does not need to formulate W& @osition upon profound
reflection; it is sufficient for him to accept that an “authoritative” body commonly
held in high regard in the current organisationatdrchy of science. (It is worth noting
that the analyses presented in the preceding ahagsteal the kind of thorough research
GMO proponents’ expect from the “scientist” in thargumentation (i.e. he should

139



form his position after thorough analysis of thet$®). Here, however, the opposite
happens, as was also seen with the earlier exanfipi@gumentative crossover”. At
any rate, in this narrative there is no room fatividual doubt (scientific scepticism).
The evidentiary process has been concluded anpidigement has been passed in the
narrative.

Similarly neat is the other narrative of the Puszise. Here, the world is
“divided” into those “who know” Arpad Pusztai andose who “look the other way”
and are “definitely dismissive while relying on tbginion of others”. In addition to the
battle-metaphor, the legitimisation tactic comes iplay here again. The main targets
are “commissioners or potential beneficiaries” “whohunger for money obviously
outweighs their wisdom”; who “did not accept anylsdchallenge of the legitimacy of
their concept”; and who therefore “have engagedan’. A significant element in the
flow of the narrative is that through the Pusz@se it draws attention to the state of
affairs in science. It reveals the extent to whioday’s science is independent of
commissioners, who tend to be less and less pubttors (the authorised
representatives of the public good) and more antemadvate companies and private
research-funding organisations. Who are the “condeesi of science?, so goes the
qguestion in the narrative. And there comes the anstt is predominantly financial
interests and the drive to make quick profits disgd as a charitable activity aimed to
save mankind.” In this narrative, Arpad Pusztaadtually made to be seen as a moral
hero who has defied the commissioners motivatedaosow self-interest and represents
the neutral and independent stance of the scientist

It should also be noticed that, especially in figatl of what was expounded in
the preceding section, this narrative applies #mes exclusion-based tactic that was
analysed in the case of the advocates of GM teolggoHere, obviously, those who
have “scrutinised” his results will be the “realientists. They are truly the kind of
researcher characters who — as has been seen bedtand on a neutral ground from
where to formulate their own opinion through a thagh analysis of the facts. In this
narrative these persons are the critics of GM teldgy. And those who “look the other
way” and “hide behind the Dodonaic position of amstitution thought to be
authoritative” do not exactly testify to being réadsearcher” characters. This time it is
them (the proponents of GM technology) who areidatthe field of science or at least
are excluded from the category of “good scientistfhe sarcastic element of

stigmatisation also shows up in one of the relevdistussion papers: “Pusztai’'s
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methods and results turned “bad” when potatoes were willing to obey the
expectations of others”. “Others” clearly refersie commissioners of the research and
the proponents of GM technology.

The elements of stigmatising legitimisation taciicghe narrative also include
how the critics of GM technology discuss the ethaspect of the situation. Sparing no
big words they envision a “monumental human expenthas “GM foods already
appeared on the shelves of American and Europeaasstvhile nobody still knew
anything about the possible dangers”. And yet, thétnot pose an ethical problem to
companies interested in GM technology as they “gdyaresumed their products to be
harmless”. Moreover, as has been referred to aboweequotation, it is all about the
self-interest of profit-hungry (“variety and pestie manufacturing variety-killer and
pesticide manufacturing”) firms under the cloakcbfrity according to whose “heart-
rending bluff’ they will solve the “food problemd grolific mankind”. With an old
familiar twist, the narrative exposes its debatdrnma and reveals that science is but a
smokescreen and that the proponents of GM techypolyg motivated by plain
economic self-interest.

As can be seen, the Pusztai case has proven ta bgcallent argumentative
resource in domestic scientific debates on GM teldygy since it can be used to form a
“narrative” corresponding to the represented pwpmsposition. With its “lifelikeness”,
this narrative can become an even more usefuid@gdtion tool than mere arguments
themselves. The narrative can help augment argsnienor against legitimisation or
de-ligitimisation that can also be used more eifety in the GM battle.

It is also worth noting that this narrative fitswrell with the discourse pattern of
our “modern” era as it is about science, the resear technological advancement and
progress.

The competitiveness narrativ&his narrative is not about a conflict related to a
person but is a “naturally” available resource aday’s prevailing market economy
discourse. It is a positive category unchallengge\eryone (or by the majority, to be
precise) and is a goal to be followed and achieyethpting the value of “the more
competitive, the better” seems natural and so i besurprising to consider it a value
as it is so natural and neutral and almost unillgrgaod. Not surprisingly, therefore,
the participants in the GMO debate exploit thisotgse to support and reinforce their
goals, opinions and arguments. It should be ndtatrteither of the parties engaging in

the debate comes from an economic background s @lmost exclusively natural
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scientists who “make use” of the competitivenessrati@de as an argumentative
resource. Naturally enough, it is a relevant contnagrty in the light of the fact that

partners in the debate always call each other tmumt in respect of professional
expertise. In this respect, competitiveness appeabg a highly democratic theme for
everyone to exploit. Let us then see the partigstsgic competitiveness narratives.

The competitiveness narrative of the proponentsMftechnology can be arranged into
the following argumentation structure: Gene tecbgyl is a new leading-edge
technology — Competitiveness is determined by hdwaaced technologies are — The
global market of new technologies grows while therkets of other technologies shrink
— Therefore, those countries will have a competitagricultural sector in the future
which provide a supportive environment for gendtedtogy.

This narrative easily interprets as a tragedy —‘agricultural menace” — the
Government’s intention to “ban GM technology”. THemestic agriculture sector is
menaced by whoever “tries to hinder this leadingeedechnology and hence the
domestic introduction of a plant-growing practibattdetermines competitiveness”. The
critics of GM technology almost become backwardklng “Luddites”, roadblocks to
progress (they are characterised as having “idexdbgias”, “professional ignorance”
and even spreading “unscientific misinformationds is pointed out by the
legitimisation tactic of stigmatisation. The “msts” — as is “typical of them” —
disregard “scientific facts and wide-ranging inedranal experience” and “cite
scientific results subject to international congmy”. And yet sadly, as the narrative
goes, they “succeed spectacularly” in having “tHeir-mongering tracts published
even in government materials”.

Global competition mercilessly leaves behind the#eo “fail to see” the
“economic and social consequences” of a moratormum GM, as the narrative
continues. All this “has been understood (alsoEhydecision-makers”, among others,
under pressure of “technological competition frommekican and Asian countries”. In
that light, “there is no explanation of how Hundarggricultural leaders can assume the
role of laggards”. That is how, according to tharatve’s logic, the “spectacular
success” of GM critics leads to the role of “lagtsdr one that cannot possibly be
desired by anyone. The competition metaphor is afs@xcellent choice in the sense
that who on earth would wish to become a loset {see also the stigmatised “loser”
role); it is not good to lose, be it whatever cotitim. That (i.e. playing to lose)

“cannot be explained”, says the narrative-tellethis narrative.
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At the same time, the tactic of favourable commarislso comes into play.
While “competitors use favourable regulations anewing R&D resources to
facilitate” the spread of leading-edge technologliétungarian farmers are excluded
from exploiting these technologies”. Prohibitiondaapposition in fact obstruct the
spread of the “plants of the future” and becomeobstacle to maximising efficiency
and reducing chemical use, limit consumers’ fregicgand cause farmers to lose their
markets in the eyes of the advocates of GM teclyyolo

In this narrative, reduced competitiveness als@emithe prospect of the
agricultural sector’s impaired ability to responal predictable challenges such as
climate change. The tone is again dramatic herpreldicts “drought calamity” where
“the land is a bleak sight” and “our ambitious biesgy plans go up in smoke”.
Surprisingly, but again there is fear-mongeringibehhe statement that “professional
analyses remind us of our vulnerability”. And, aganere comes probably the most
often used phrase “no explanation” (i.e. irratiopmatomprehensible, outside the world
of reason). Not only does “rejecting leading-edgechhology diminish our
competitiveness today” but it will also “increasg @ulnerability in the future”.

The underlying theme in the competitiveness nargadf GM proponents is the
un-verbalised assumption that technological pragi®s definition progresses in the
right direction and that global competition is a&$sure no one can avert. In other
words, whether we like it or not, gene technologyhére to stay and whoever fails to
jump on this “bandwagon”, which embodies leadingeedechnology will hopelessly
lag behind high-tech farming economies. In the cefitigeness narrative of GM
proponents, the warning sounds logical: “The coitipehess of Hungary’s agricultural
sector is facing a great danger”.

The competitiveness narrative of the GM criticsna as dramatic (about the
looming “menace”) as the one of their “opponentas (was seen earlier). Their
argumentation logic can be outlined as follows: Population of Europe rejects GM
food — Therefore, the market of GM varieties isyearrow — Furthermore, there are
no domestic GM varieties but there are strong déimé&sundations in traditional plant-
breeding — Therefore, preserving a GM-free statearma a competitive advantage.

The narrative-tellers do not even have to relyl@argument of “consumers’ aversion”
(“there is no demand for GM products in EU marke@s it is not disputed by GM
proponents themselves. Although the latter attelmansumers’ deception and fear, and

hence the lack of demand, to misinformation sptaadhe media and the “activists”,
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GM critics do not fabricate any particular courdsegument in response. However,
under the delegitimisation tactic of stigmatisatibay do point out that “domestic plant
gene technology has not produced any practicaltsetgudate”. Why invest resources in
a technology that has not shown any meaningfulopeidnce yet, as the narrative
thread questioning usefulness at the core goes.

GM varieties found in the international market lbgJdo multinationals, and so
in fact all GM proponents “peddle” these varietiesthe domestic market. How could
that serve the competitiveness of the domestic sekstry and agriculture?, as the GM
critics’ narrative wonders with a sense of legitajaObviously, not in any way:
“Replacing our varieties would do our plant bresedss good”. Licensing GM varieties
would put domestic plant breeding at a disadvaniaglee market, as the conclusion is
drawn in the GM critics’ narrative.

The legitimisation tactic of stigmatisation obvibusalludes to a particular
concept of “domestic interest”: “Engaging GM vaiestin production would evidently
mean a switchover to multinationals’ varieties"wibuld be not only the domestic seed
industry that would suffer a blow but also domeséisearch with all the implications
affecting long-term competitiveness, as the nareatif GMN critics warn. Moreover, at
this point the narrative takes a turn towards niattieeats as “multinationals obtaining
a monopolistic status could raise their pricesidt.w

Applying the legitimisation tactic of favourableraparison, GM critics liken the
predictable impacts of gene technology to what kwasvn as the green revolution in
the past. At this point, they mix social and diaition elements in their competitiveness
narrative: “Only the owners of large areas land evable to buy” and “smaller
landowners became uncompetitive and went out oinbas” and thus “it added to
social disparities”. Similar impacts can be expeatgh GM technology.

In addition to the looming threat of losing exporarkets, the narrative of GM
critics envisions the hopeless state of suscepyibiln this case obviously as a
consequence of GM technologies possible prolifenati This “unprecedented
dependency” can result from none other than thexnational regulatory framework of
intellectual property rights, whereby “our basiodocrops become corporate property”,
as the narrative-builders draw the sad conclusion.

In the GM critics’ competitiveness narrative, a ifiwee image of the future is
built on an agriculture which is *“diversified”; ischemical-free”; “incorporates

landscape protection”; is “labour-intensive”; dnteets high quality standards”.
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Based on the identified argumentation strategieb raarratives | am going to
reurn to the legitimacy tipology of Suchman, andcdrsive strategies og Vaara et al
[2008] in Chapter 8.
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7. Consumers’ perception

The present chapter aims to process the methodalog)yputcomes of consumer
research concerning agricultural biotechnology wstiecial regard to investigations
using focus group discussions. | completed a sysiersearch and compiled a 50-page
long analysis of the relevant international redearic cannot include that in this
dissertation, so please see a rich table in theeAghges summerising the main features
of the international research in this field. | aoirgy to introduce the local research here,
plus the main findings of the focus group discussithat taken place in this research.
Methodological characteristics are involved botlthis chapter and in the Appendices.

7.1. GMO-related consumer research in Hungary

Over the last fifteen years a number of studiesehattempted to capture
Hungarian consumers’ relationship with attitude #&md knowledge of agro-
biotechnology. Two Eurobarometer surveys coversd Hiungary [2002, 2005], several
research programmes were conducted by Budapesinsrdniversity, Department of
Central Food Economics in cooperation with the aese team of the Food Research
Institute (KEKI) (see Banati’s studies). GfK Hunigaand Nielsen Market Research
Company did one or two short surveys, and companiesested in biotechnology also
ordered some market research in Hungary, includimgAventis CropScience survey
[2001-2002] of consumers and the Monsanto survagyding on farmers. In addition,
the National Association of Consumer Protectiow &lsnducted a survey in 1998. The
next table summarises the main features of resemtitities focusing on consumers,
and accessible from public sourcgs.

The “Main findings” row of the table contains diféat type and depth results,
reflecting also some other characteristics of teeiewed research programmes. It
shows, among others, that market researchers (piyn@fK and Nielsen) provide a
guantitative description of the Hungarian adultylagon in terms of GMO knowledge
and assessment [GfK Piackutatd, 2002, Nielsen,]2010

58Apart from the research programmes shown in thie &id own research, in the previous year
two focus group study series also aimed at conssimdéerms of GMO (the studies were conducted by
Lilla Vicsek, Budapest Corvinus University Instigudf Sociology and Social Policy and by Gyula Kasza
at the Department of Food Economics), but the rekeas had not published those analyses by the time
this paper was completed.
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Table 14 Research ont he relationship of consuar@<GMO in Hungary

Knowledge and Europeans Risk perception related to Consumer trust and food
Research Attitude Regarding| Attitude toward GM food and Biotechnology: P P
GM-food safety
GMOs Patterns and Trends
Resee_lrch_ D&T Marketing GfK Mgrk(_et Research Eurobarometer Corvinus University of Bp Nielsen
organisation institute and KEKI
Year 2000, 2001 2002 2005 2001, 2006, 2008 2009
Research method focus groups + uestionnaire survey based on interview  questionnaire based online surve
telephone survey q guestionnaire survey y
No. of persons 40 + 200 1000 1000 961, 890, 1577 n.a.
o ] ) Global market research i
Other market research on , Statistically international survey ON . new round of  surve 54 countries
characteristics behalf of Aventis representative to behalf of Europ. is 6naGin y )
CropScience Hungarian population Commission going 30,5 ezer internet user
participants
- While process of gene- , - 70 % knows gene-- Consumers are not
technology is - perceivefi2/3 of Hungarians are technolo this level is$ knowledgeable enough in ; o
negatively, familiar with genetic somewha(‘:]ty 7below the EJJGMOS' ’ i nora%ce According to 9 % it is
- the outcome (GM plants,engeneering . ; 9 completeley safe to eat
food) attracts more i i i average mlsunderstandl_ng GM food
. dNegatlve_attltude S - 77 % opposes GM-food| - Mostly negative aspecis _
Major outcomes acceptance anfstronger in case of 164 % percieves G M food

willingness to try

- Ultimate goal behing
GMOs is seen as: profi
increase in saleability an

- above 50 years
t,- lower income groups
d- lower level of education

ecological/health reasons

- willingness to purchas
is mixed, 45 % would buy
no GM-food at all even i
it has obvious and cleg

pare presumed: suspicio
mistrust

- Consequences of ge
artechnology are no

advantages

risky élelmiszert
,@8 % bekieves Hungariar
; food is safer than averagg

foreseeable

D

Forras: D&T [2000, 2001], GfK Piackutat6 Intézed(2], Gaskell et al. [2006], Kasza [2009], Niel$2010] alapjarsajat szerkesztés



Those surveys did not attempt to describe the factmd correlations of
consumer attitude (at least according to publiotgeasible research publications).
However, D&T Marketing made an attempt to do satsnfocus group studies [D&T,
2001], and, to a certain extent Eurobarometer eds@red the same topic [2005]. The
consumer attitude to GMO is covered most extengigatl in a most complex manner
by the studies of BCU Department of Food Econoragtheir studies covered not only
the traditional and usual topics within that scqpetential purchase, knowledge of
genetic modification, etc.), but also issues retatto the relevance in time of the
research (e.g., credibility of the interviewee&itad about GMO).

All Hungarian researchers reported a consideraldgative attitude. GfK
measured negative attitude in two-thirds of theltagdapulation [2002] aware of the
concept of the genetic manipulation. D&T revealedns duality concerning genetic
modification [2001]: while gene technology is clgaassessed negatively (the word
itself was also regularly changed by the participan genetic manipulation) several
respondents would be willing to try the outcometloé process, i.e. the genetically
modified product. According to the Eurobarometerrenthan three-quarters of the
Hungarian consumers reject the genetically modifiead products [Gaskell et al.,
2006], according to the Nielsen survey [2010] nealo-thirds of the respondents did
not consider the genetically modified food prodwgase.According to the BCU survey,
the degree of rejection was rising . Between 20@ 2008 the relatively small group of
people with strongly positive thoughts about GMOd@roducts dropped by more than
50% (from 4% to 1.86%), while the group with a sfgonegative attitude more than
doubled (increased from 15% to 31%). In total, BeU researchers [Kasza, 2009,
Kasza and Lakner, 2012] detected 62% rejection4a@® acceptance in 2008. Based
on those data, as well as the activities of NG@jvely arguing about genetic
modification, media news, etc., the finding of tB&T research was interesting,
according to which consumers in small towns seemest resistant, although there was
no “combative resistance” (Padar, 2002). Accordmthe conclusion, “there is no clear
rejection against food products prepared for gealyi modified plants, and

“consumers are convincible” [D&T, 2001:14].



| will summarise the Hungarian research activitescording to the types
discussed in my legitimacy paper (pragmatic, maragnitive, socio-political). For a
chronological and detailed review of the reseantlviies, see Pataki-Matolay [2008].

The testing, purchasing and judging of usefulndssMO food products is an
issue relating to pragmatic legitimacy. Apart fravhat is stated in the chapter, the
following should also be noted:

D&T reported [2000] a great deal of willingnesstést tinned products, frozen
vegetables, sauces and other raw materials prodoamedgenetically modified plants
and “even those who are absolutely against genattification as a process would be
willing to taste and try those products” [D&T, 200@]. All respondents would taste the
products before they decided to buy them: they dadikke to make sure that the food
products are tasty. On that basis D&T assumesait@irding to consumers “although
the genetically modified plants and food productaden from them are nice and
attractive, and they are also big, they have ne tasall, or an unpleasant one at best, or
they are different” [D&T, 2000:18]. Slightly morédan 50% of the respondents would
be willing to taste GM food products, 25% wouldideély not taste them, and another
21% would also refuse [D&T, 2001: 10].

Looking at the attitude of Hungarian consumerannnternational comparison,
according to the 2005 Eurobarometer survey théuddiof the Polish and Lithuanian
consumers was most comparable to the attitude oighiian consumers, i.e. slightly
less than 25% of them supported GM food productd, @% were against them. The
consumers of the other then EU Member States egjettte GM food products in an
even higher%age (most rejection was observed iretalpourg and Greece, where only
slightly more than 10% of the consumers were reeeptin 12 then Member States the
rejection was lower than in Hungary (the lowest wathe Czech Republic with 54%).
It should be noted that on EU average the suppanbt much greater than the support
available in Hungary: only 27%. The Eurobarometeathars specifically highlighted
that in Spain, where genetically modified plants grown on tens of thousands of
hectares, the support was only 7%age points hitjagrthe low EU average [Gaskell et
al., 2006:197°.

The research projects, which included an advanfageconsumers in the

question showed an increase in the willingnesgdbduch products, although rejection

*® For the comparison of a former Eurobarometer bluietogy survey (1996) and the early Hungarian
research results see Banati et al. [2003] and Lradnal. [2003].
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continued to dominate. Kasza [2009] showed thatahsumers were offered a
genetically modified version of their favourite iiuthen 15.5% of the respondents
would purchase it if the GM fruit was of better Gtyathan the fruit without any GMO
and further 11.3% would choose them if the pricehefGM fruit were lower.

Eurobarometer tested the consumers’ willingnesisup GM food products by
asking respondents about the following five statasie“l would buy genetically
modified food products, if they were healthierthey contained less pesticide residue
than other food products; if they were produced more environmentally friendly than
other food products, if they were approved andnkeel by an adequate authority; if
they were cheaper than other food products.” NetBkpb of the Hungarian respondents
answered ‘no’ to all five statements, and the fektthat on average 3-3.5 statements
could influence their consumer decisions [Gaskedll ¢ 2006:22-23].

By referring also to environmentally friendly pradion apart from the
advantages in terms of price and health, i.e. ltsnekailable for individuals and
components of pragmatic legitimacy, that latter porrent of the study leads into the
territory of moral (primarily principles and set ®hlues) legitimacy and cognitive
(primarily knowledge) legitimacy.

The concept that gene technology as “interventiao ithe nature”, which
“cannot be done without being punished for it, #mat it will definitely backfire some
time in the future” [D&T, 2000:14] is reflected aldy in the first Hungarian research.
Respondents also expressed that although they weteafraid, but as genetic
modification and the support thereof by purchassugh goods were against their
principles, they would not buy such products [D&0D01:10].

Among the basic arguments for and against GMOrd¢bpondents of the BCU-
KEKI research accepted mostly that argument (4\@age on a scale of 5), according
to which “by changing the gene set nature also gbsrand we cannot foresee the
consequences” [Lakner et al., 2003:129]. It isdlekd by two arguments, stating the
negative aspects of gene technology (people imerie the matters of the Creator and
genetic modification could also be harmful to cansts’ health) with and average of
3.6. (The arguments for the advantages of genatifroation (increasing yield, based
on which starvation can be eliminated, product itpiaproved) showed relatively
lower, on average 2.8-2.9 acceptance ratio.) [Lakhal., 2003]

The main topic of cognitive legitimacy is knowledge permanent issue of

consumer research - 70% of the Hungarian resposidamnd that they understood what
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genetically modified food products meant; thataatias somewhat lower than the EU
average (10%age points). However, the same ratiedzan a rather wide scale in the
EU25 countries between 52% (Lithuania) and 92% tgd¢hKingdom) [Gaskell et al.,
2006].

In the research conducted in 2000 all participantse aware of genetic
modification, although the marketing researcherdeating the research described the
knowledge of the respondents as “in terms of gematdification consumers had only
bits of information and beliefs and wrong underdiag derived from it” [D&T,
2000:12]. Based on the negative attitude towardeme modification and inadequate
knowledge, the researcher concluded that: ... @wenenodification and the
consequential positive environmental impacts aralthg plants are not yet associated
with healthy nutrition or environmentally friendfctivities in the minds of consumers
[D&T, 2000:12].

One of the main messages of the BCU-KEKI reportghist although the
Hungarian consumer has already heard of genetidficeitbn, they were not well-
informed, “they did not understand enough the tesefl genetic technology..., assumed
construed or actual negative aspects and were yngsitpicious about genetic
modification” [Lakner et al., 2003:129]. “Many camsers had no understanding
whatsoever of biotechnology, two-thirds thought #@ologic production, its Hungarian
equivalent beingbio-production was part of biotechnology. Only 55% of the
respondents knew that biotechnology and geneticifroation were similar concepts”
[Banati and Lakner, quoted by Banati, 2008:442].n&oners are becoming
increasingly aware, yet they lack familiarity witholecular biology [Banati, 2005 and
2007].

D&T highlights the importance of information prodia as numerous consumer
researchers also do: reservations can be dissblyadformation/communication, for
which it suggests to the client company using amgus) to which people “are
receptive”, which people “would like to hear’. Thepymmarise such arguments as
attractive and convincing; arguments that stresssttiety of the procedure and the fact
that it is harmless to people and the environmamyiments that focus on the aspect of
health and “explain that GMO is not about chemiaaispreservatives”; arguments
describing that genetic modification “will not cauany damage, illness or alterations in

future either”, arguments that focus on the “pwesiimpact” on health [D&T, 2000:19];
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and outline the development and history of gentettinology “in order to certify the
past” [D&T, 2001:4].

One of the main topics of knowledge and informaiiomnternational literature
and Hungarian research labelling. According to the BCU-KEKI survey, 90% of the
respondents think that if the product contains gegetically modified component, it
must be listed on the label as consumer informdB#mati, 2008]. The D&T survey
also reflected an express wish of the consumelisdiade on the packaging of the
product, if it was produced from a genetically ni@di plant, and that consumers
should be able to make a choice accordingly [D&IQR10].

Another aspect of Hungarian research, summarisee last, leads us to the
concept of credibility and trust, with regard tortgs engaged in biotechnology,
information providers and decision-makers of agaidzhnology. As we shall see, this
rather complex approach contains knowledge and Ineoraponents, yet based on the
dimension of institutionalisation it also pointswiards the socio-political aspect of
legitimacy.

The D&T respondents considered genetic modificatssna biotechnological
procedure, a procedure, more scientific than plargeding on the turn of the
millennium, although the scientific approach waagpled by doubt concerning the short
history of the science of genetic modification, ft.has no history. It is a completely
new thing, and even researchers do not know whextpgect” [D&T, 2000:14].

Through its questions concerning decision-makingroBarometer inquired
about how (by scientific experts or the generallightand based on what principles
(scientific evidence or moral considerations) sHohiotechnology be managed and
decisions made. Compared to other EU Member Statesng the Hungarian and
Lithuanian respondents the largest group (72%) svonnage that discipline based on
expert proposals and scientifically proven beneditd risks. Another 13% would also
entrust scientific experts with that task, yet wbufjive preference to moral
considerations. The rest of the respondents (14%)ght that instead of experts the
citizens and the general public should be in chafgeiotechnology, and according to
the majority of them (10%) decisions should be madéhe basis of moral arguments
(Gaskell et al., 2006, p. 45).

In the same research Hungarian respondents hawystomfidence in university
researchers, as more than 90% chose that answe8Q#4dalso had confidence in

researchers working in biotechnology. Slightly fewdungarian respondents had
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confidence in the industry: 75% responded to thestion with an affirmative answer.
83% of the respondents had confidence in governmegalations, and 89% had
confidence in the EU regulations on biotechnolad@ggkell et al., 2006:51].

Banati and Lakner [2003] also highlighted the doéily of the representatives
of science. In their research they analysed howhncoasumers would trust a particular
source of information, if it stated that a partamufood product was safe or risky.
According to the results, although there is soniferdince as to whether a product is
safe or risky, it still did not change the ordercoddibility of the sources of information.
On the scale of 1 (would not believe it at all)o-5 (would believe it completely)
scientists clearly ranked highest among the asdessmirces of information.
Researchers and experts were stated in the friet {places of the 24 listed sources of
information (unfortunately the authors did not sfyethe reasons why they selected
those sources in the research. At this pointimortant to note a lesson from the D&T
research, according to which although in their oesps consumers referred to the
resisting ability of plants and environmentallyefidly activities, they thought that
genetic modification was driven primarily “by moresofit”, and “was aimed at
increasing sales”, i.e. in their opinion the manivers are economic factors [D&T,
2000:16].

7.2. Focus group discussions

In the course of the recruitment, the classic patteas followed in that four
groups suitable for cross-control, and homogenouseims of education and well-
informedness were created (see e.g. Oblath [200f$.subjects were recruited through
a recruitment firm, and the membership was findliggough a screening questionnaire.
Screening questionnaires used in quantitative relsgarojects are applied in order to
structure and simplify the recruitment process, amdimise the paperwork. There is
practically no statistical processing on the basiand along the demographical data of
the screening questionnaire [Oblath, 2007]. Theataristics of the group members
must of course be taken into account during thelyaisa— similarly to further
contextual features [Vicsek, 2006/7].

Participants of average income and with Budapestieace were expected. The
objective was to compose mixed groups from the gead well as the age group point

of view (younger age group, middle aged). Furthiervas considered important to
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involve in the discussion persons who were actegsion makers, and participants in
shopping food for the family / household, and medmmsumers at the same time
(watching at least one newsreel almost each dalyeading some printed daily and a
weekly political-economic medium with relative régpity), i.e. featuring a certain level
of well-informedness — even including developmeantshe GMO topic — through the
mass media. A distinction was made based on paatits’ education among the
members of the 2006 and the 2010 focus group: th lgears a group with higher
education decree, and one with secondary educaisnformed [Knodel, 1993] so the
“fault line” feature was education. All in all, eglvely heterogeneous groups were
formed, segmented along one aspect, namely edacétishould be noted at the same
time that since small groups were used, they cputdide only limited conclusions
along the fault line feature .

Professional recruiters were hired each time, fer@iht one in 2006 and 2010.
The reason behind hiring another company was nigtiace the first one by all means,
despite the mistakes the first company committethenrecruitment process (missing
most of their deadlines, invitation of black-listedndidate, keeping ratios to achieve
heterogeneous group membership The primary reasgrthvat in 2010 | wanted to act
as moderator, while the first company offered thsgrvices in a package including
preparation and moderation.

The literature of focus group discussions discuasegeat length the activity of
the moderator, i.e. the key actor familiar with thebject of the research and group
work. The role of the moderator, and his tasks,sibs types of behaviour are
discussed in detail (see e.g. Letenyei, 2005; Eikk®06), as well as aspects applicable
to the choice of the moderator, the essential feataf the moderator, and their relation
to the research objectives (see e.g. Fern, 2004l these discussions are not only
about different moderator styles suitable for redeaf different types, content, and
participants, but even about the “ideal” persogaliits of the moderator. Most articles
are in support of the researcher assuming the ratmi&r role in a focus group
discussion, supposing the required competencesdoaé papers on methodology raise a
cautious suggestion warning that financial limdaas should not force the researcher
into the moderator seat.

Attempting to present the guideline it is worthwehitecalling the screening
guestionnaire, and pointing out that it did not tis® wordsbiotechnology, genetically

modified foog or other terms referring to GMO, but invited papants to a discussion
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of food production and consumption. There were isgweasons to this. We wanted to
avoid attracting on board participants specificalierested in the subject or committed
in any extreme direction, and also wanted to miséna chance of participants to
prepare for the discussion. We found it importantsée for ourselves whether the
subject of GMO would surface spontaneously in &uwlision in Hungary about food
products. (As it happens, in two groups it did, @dtimmediately, but in two other
groups it did not.) Thus these so-called keywomdsadi-words had to be avoided by the
moderator herself for a long time in the conversati

| preferred thestandardised wayMorgan, 1996] to theemergent research
strategy i.e. | followed the same guideline structure mcle group. It gave me an
opportunity of comparing focus groups, while at game time — as Oblath puts it
[2007] — all focus groups would be hard hit by guossible error in building up the
guideline. In the present case, too, standard legited best the purpose of the research
as the regularly changing focus group being budt from scratch is much more
typically used for basic research or, with consumesearch projects, e.g. to test
promotion campaigns.

There were changes in the guideline — if only duéhe long time passing and
the replacement of the moderator —, but these wen®r changes, not disabling a
comparison of focus groups (e.g. leaving out a tedghat proved not to work in
previous focus groups, or handing out a printegivarof some text to be evaluated by
participants instead of simply reading it out foern).

In the guideline we applied the funnel technigue$ek, 2007, Oblath, 2007].
We moved from more neutral, general questions tdwapore specific, and more
sensitive subjects. This is what happened in tlierorg of subject blocks, and with
questions within them. The advantage of applyirgdieve technique — apart from the
fact that more general questions encourage groupbmes — is that it helps minimise
the effect that questions have on one another.

What was intended to be uncovered in two focus ggan the two occasions
was what were the sources and who were the actoosigathose making statements
about agricultural biotechnology that shaped the@skhowledge and information of
consumers. Whose voice and arguments in the oagjemal field reaches them and
what can be the sources of their own opinion? Whatsages do they consider
authentic? What arguments of other groups concedwedonsumers’ GMO-related
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arguments show resemblance to? What makes conswmesgler foods — including
genetically modified produce and products — lecatie?

Focus group sessions began by discussing changeivesl in food
manufacturing in recent decades — as a broad unttody subject consistent with the
funnel technique —, whereby biotechnology emergpdntneously in half of the
groups. Its appearance is therefore a change tpattaf consumers have taken notice
of. It is to be noted at this point that the coriagg‘complaint culture” keeps emerging
in the analysis of domestic focus group discuss{ees e.g. Vicsek [2006]), i.e. adverse
and negative tendencies and opinions dominate eeds$ions are characterised by an
overall negative mood, which should be taken irdosederation in evaluating results.
Having said that, it should be emphasised thatisoussing changes concerning food,
the participants predominantly focused on lossestdims of quality, taste, and the
transparency of the actual characteristics and eotst of the products) in their
reasoning, while on the positive side they basycaléntioned a wider assortment and
availability.

Associations. It has been clearly and predominantly concludedmfr
international and domestic consumer surveys thastnituropean and Hungarian
consumers reject agricultural biotechnology. Domesbnsumers are particularly
dismissive of agricultural GM products even in Egropean context, and make clearly
negative associations with such products (see tiapter on domestic consumer
surveys). In respect of associations, verbal agsoos made with genetically modified
food in the four focus group discussions were #ews:

Table 15 Consumer associations with the term “gealét modified food”

Associations Category
| am scared of it, they look good, but because ludt®;
they are hazardous; the long term effects are umknp risk
what if it is like DDT?
unhealthy; detrimental to health; diarrhoea; Cayaar health risks
unstoppable; irreversible the future
refraining; distrust consumer attitudes

mass produced; uniform; global production; scant; N0y o quality of the
real, but the dimmed down, version of the original; d y

simplified and much more complex at the same time product
unnatural; interference with nature; the production
infects the environment; process
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“GMO means deception” is a point heavily emphasi§&d plants look like the
most gorgeous traditional food (vegetables or $juaind may even be cheaper. But they
are not real and do not have the same taste, ionaitcharacteristics, and risk factors
etc. Even though they are attractive, they do neétntonsumers’ expectations either
explicitly (as the consumer perceives their différeaste) or implicitly (whereby the
consumer does not perceive, or associate with thdupts, risk factors or negative
characteristics even consuming them regularly). aythat they contribute to what
already characterises the supply of foodstuffs ¢wakssortment, better availability e.qg.
of exotic foods, but loss of quality, product sgfgiermanence, traditional flavours and
seasonality). And because GMOs are actually a scanufacturers have no interest in
providing information and thus it is no surprisattbonsumers know so little about this
technology and the products it generates — thidieisvay the subject of knowledge and
information comes up in focus groups. This can berpreted as denial — “my
ignorance should not be blamed on me, but on thaufaaturer”. By contrast,
however, what more markedly emerged in focus grovgs the fact that the consumer,
deprived of knowledge of the product due to the wasy manufactured, is forced into a
new territory where the burden of obtaining infotima is again placed on the
consumer by the manufacturer. It is a kindcaffeat emptor let the buyer beware
[Boda and Radéacsi, 1997] — corporate attitude m ¢bnsumers’ eyes, whereby if
consumers want to have information about this aspiethe product, they are free to
gratify that desire and exercise that right —het find out about it themselves.

This leads us to at least two further consumer #®mamely the issues of
consumer knowledge and consumer attitude.

Knowledgeln 2006, both focus groups revealed that the g@péants had an
understanding of genetic engineering and some @ftihhad more than elementary
knowledge and were able to share information abmths produced by GM plants or
even knew about what was a fresh development inghiynat the time of the focus
groups, namely the moratorium on GM crops. It wesdxperience from the two focus
groups that the consumers were relatively wellsimied and that they obtained their
knowledge from the printed and electronic mediduding environmentalist websites,
economic weekly periodicals, nature films and matiyer sources. The participants
shared their opinion along rather detailed andlsultguments. Four years later the
members of the focus group proved much less wklkimed about agricultural

biotechnology and its implications. These focusugso actually confirmed a lack a
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scientific knowledge. The overwhelming majority drticipants did not have even a
rudimentary knowledge of either the technology pratlucts or genetics.

Many of the surveys analysing consumer knowledge attitudes have found
that the main reason for resistance and resenttowiard genetic engineering is the
lack of knowledge about genetic engineering andteblmnology, i.e. consumer
ignorance. These research findings seem to supiat is known as the deficit model,
which emerged in the 1980s and was applied not tonbyotechnology but also to other
scientific innovations and procedures, and accgrdm which the lack of scientific
knowledge results in an absence of supportive hebeamong consumers [Siipi and
Ahteensuu, 2011]. The lesson drawn from studiegtiacsing the connection between
negative attitudes and ignorance is that consumest be educated, which will reduce
resistance to the unknown. What is needed is addritherapy” — as termed by Sherry
Arnstein [1979] — to address the problem of ignogam.e. an information treatment that
cures consumers of the disease of ignorance. Tigigmeent lies behind not only
researchers’ recommendations related to commumicatientific results in a manner
to persuade consumers, but also the biotech coegantention to bring scientists to
the fore as communicators of the subject of GM wdmauthentic and knowledgeable
experts, are able to explain science in simpletechnical terms and thereby succeed in
overcoming consumer resistance.

In analysing interviews with a wide range of stakdbrs, documents and public
statements and as part of participative observatMarris et al. [2002] draw a picture
of how GMO decision-makers (regulatory authoritig@vernmental and scientific
agencies, biotech firms, food manufacturers artirigpcompanies) view the public and
consumers in five European countries (France, Geymbaly, Spain and the UK).
Even if this image formed of the consumer can predaly not be generalised for all
employees of all the institutions listed, accorditogthe authors they are myths —
“regarded as self-evident and not requiring everpigoal evidence” [p.75] — that
prevail among stakeholders. They are called mytiteghey — like tales and legends —
serve to create and reinforce a common belief systed culture among strategic and
policy decision-makers. Also, they are myths siticey have made their way into
common parlance without being called into questasten in the form anecdotes
[Marris et al., 2002].

Marris and al. [2002] use — in evaluating Hungarsurveys and also as

frequently referred to at conferences — the torstdoy to illustrate one of the ten myths

158



they have identified and want to dispel through fineings drawn from their focus
groups, namely the myth of consumer ignorance. toheato story dates back to the
1999 Eurobarometer survey, in which the scienkifiowledge of consumers was tested
by a series of true or false statements includimg one: “Regular tomatoes do not
contain any genes, while genetically modified odes 35% of European respondents
gave the right answer to this question, i.e. marfalde” in answer to this statement;
35% marked the wrong answer; and 30% answered “hatoknow” as an option
[INRA, 2000]. In total, two thirds of consumers amsed incorrectly, a fact used ever
since as evidence of consumers’ ignorance of dwemudiments of genetics. True, it is
a surprisingly high rate in the case of this bdsicmple question, but if the consumer
is judged on that basis, it is tantamount to satirag scientific knowledge assessable by
the use of these types of questions would be naoess enable the general public to
have a clear understanding of genetic engineehtagris et al., 2002].

In other words, the myth of ignorance means thatipyolitical, scientific and
business decision-makers claim that consumers dchane the necessary scientific
knowledge and their mentality is determined by mmeptions and false beliefs
created by sensational media and/or earlier negawents, which is what lies behind
their attitude toward genetic engineering. The iogtion of the myth of ignorance is
that since the consumer is in a state of ignoraheejs not apt to be engaged in
meaningful dialogue [Marris et al., 2002].

Challenging this myth and the logic of the defitibdel, several studies point
out that it is not consumers’ knowledge or ignogatitat reliably predicts their attitude
to GMOs [Bonfadelli et al., 2002, Horlick-Jones @&t, 2007]. The data of the
aforementioned Eurobarometer survey certainly desnpport the deficit model in that
Gaskell et al. [1999] did not find a linear cortea in this direction between attitudes
and the level of knowledge in their analysis of tla#abase. A similar conclusion may
be drawn, albeit cautiously, from the focus grougruassions of the current research:
Understanding of gene technology varied by groumleathe attitude to GM food was
similarly hostile in all groups. The issue of knedtje/ignorance and scientific
knowledge will be revisited in the form of a summafter the presentation of the
results of researchers’ media debates and intesweith stakeholders, while below, by
channelling experience from focus groups, a linkmade to consumer knowledge

through the following points:
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Scientific knowledgeCan consumers be expected to have scientific ledye in
the field of biotechnology? With this question | dot even intend to raise the issue
of scientific knowledge being accompanied by a gdegree of scientific ignorance,
i.e. that the holders of scientific knowledge aaeefd by “unknown unknowns”
[Wynne, ] themselves. At the core of this idea liee fact that there are some other
food industrial and food safety developments thrav/@ to be too complicated and
complex to be understood by consumers and onlyrexpan make sense of them
(see for instance food additives and preservatives)their case — while not
overlooking the importance of consumer knowledge emnsciousness — there is a
lesser tendency to demand consumer knowledge;ryatieetend to admit that there
is an information asymmetry between the individbahsumer and industrialised
food manufacturers.

Reflected ignorancewill the gap in scientific knowledge be ultimatefijled by
consumers’ false beliefs making meaningful dialogmpossible, as is suggested by
the myth of ignorance? Based on their focus grolasris et al. [2002] concluded
that false beliefs are not typical and that conssmadmit their ignorance
themselves, i.e. they are cognisant of their owowkadge and cognitive status.
This latter fact also invariably characterised theus group discussions of this
research project — the participants had an almaisifyd awareness of it. Painful,
because it revealed a lack of control, since withkmowledge they were not able to
make informed decisions; painful, because theyeveenfronted by their lack of
understanding of yet another aspect of foodstw##fg] painful, because the media
and authorities supposed to be sources of infoomalid not provide satisfactory
information.

Heuristic knowledgeWhile not possessing scientific facts, consumesshdve
plausible knowledge resulting in legitimate beljedtitudes and actions [Marris et
al., 2002]. These include, among other things, e&pee related to food
consumption and also the surrounding institutisgystem. They are able to make
judgements based on tastes and rely on their mesjopgersonal knowledge,
shopping disappointments and satisfaction. Thep &lsve experience with the
functioning of the institutional system, confidemmemistrust in large corporations
and other actors of science and the institutiogatesn. This heuristic knowledge

influences the acceptance of agricultural biotethmp[Marris et al, 2002].



Based on all that, demanding scientific knowledgmates a kind of power position
whereby consumer arguments are rendered ineffeatiiedelegitimised

Risks. Health effects, regulation (inspection, labellirmg)d lack of trust (in the
institutional system) turned out to be the centrplcs of discussion in the focus groups.
Furthermore, the taste of foodstuffs was also aleedopic in every focus group in the
form of some kind of “taste nostalgia”. In one goahis had finally become a point of
reference to which they anchored their further arguts, interpreting almost every
explanation they provided in the context of lossgervation of flavours. | identified a
similar structure overarching almost every topioine more group: In one of the groups
of 2010, the Hungarian focus (produce, productdpection, institutional system, media
etc.) acquired central role as a qualifying attieywespecially to express the advantages
of local foodstuffs and consumption habits (basydal opposition to the United States),
followed, probably to mitigate and caricature thay, the search for the already lost
“Hungarian idyll” as a hindrance to development.

The majority of consumer opinions on geneticallydified foodstuffs
concerned their health effects. This topos emengexvery focus group spontaneously
and quite forcefully (in a categorical form, witlirang attributes). Typically, all
participant joined in at some point in its discossiin this sense, this was the aspect
triggering reactions most intensively: no otherammvas discussed by the groups as
extensively, with the contribution of every membé&t.the same time, this was also the
topos subject to the most widespread agreemeiiteofitoup members, but it was also
the one where their opinions were the most poldrise

The above — except maybe for the last, appareptiyradictory, statement — is
not surprising. The participants’ concerns in regaf foodstuffs are embodied and
manifest themselves most clearly along the relevaedlth implications, risks and
expectations. In several groups, the attribute hefalfthy’ was discussed as the Nol
feature of “good food”, at one place in connectaith the evaluation of the negative
changes related to foodstuffs:

.Moderator: If you review the changes in foodstuffghat is there on the

losses side?

11, 1M, 1A: Our health (they echo one another)”

The participants have also named specific healttarda in connection with
genetically modified food (it may cause allergyegularity in the intestines), and even

mentioned some extreme consequences to underpiag tisks: “we’ll grow a third
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foot, a fourth head”. Potential effects on the honmaNA were listed the most
frequently (“they might stimulate also our genéiow will out genes be modified?”,
“they may cause errors, distortion also in the hurspecies™, “what | am concerned
about is the alteration of the transmission materi&/ho knows in how many
generations’ time that would appear?”). It was noer@d in a single case only that a
more restrained use of chemicals might be an adgantrom the health care point of
view, and another positive effect was also mentiooece, but even then with a
negative overtone: “it filters out diseases, butagates new ones”. It has also occurred
that “you would have to eat an enormous quantitypdneds of kilos for them to
stimulate changes in the organism”, albeit “sif@oe utility animals also eat genetically
modified crops, accumulation seems likely” in tharfan organism. In the same group,
this argumentation going into the technical detailas finally terminated by a
participant by a rather common argument, namely ttina risk implied by genetically
modified food probably “does not even come neat ¢idhe pudding”, the “colouring
of which is probably a take-all”.

The above quotation confirms that consumers dadeotand zero risk, despite
the fact that industrial actors and researchermsnoéittribute them this illusion as an
assumption. “Certain things you cannot avoid” s ieihow one participant put it.

At the same time, in the arguments of the partitipathe health risks implied
by genetically modified foodstuffs generally bleindb the health risks associated with
agricultural mass production and the products efftdod industry. The consumer has
no insight into and no knowledge of the way in whprocessed food is manufactured;
what he does perceive is first of all the outsigpearance (bigger and more uniform
size) and the change in taste. The basic assunipttbat these crops and food products
are artificial, they are produced in an artifici@hy and no one knows in what way,
through what alterations (technology), and from wesic and auxiliary materials.
Since agricultural biotechnology and agriculturalss production and food production
in general are not distinguished sharply in thecggtion of the consumers, the
existence, the pragmatic legitimation of the laftee consume their products) and their
cognitive legitimation are projected also on bibtealogy. Although the participants
voted in favour of not buying, of avoiding GMO foattogether — that is, the majority
expressed a de-legitimising opinion at the pragmbavel of legitimation —, upon
guestioning they specified consumer groups for witxh food might be attractive or

at least consumable or which should consume theop{p in areas hit by famine or
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persons in particular health conditions). It waentioned in every group that we
probably already consume genetically modified craibout being aware of it, and it
was also expressed that their appearance andatidtivis a process “we cannot stop”,
in which “we have no say”. That is, if asked howngeetent they feel in this issue
individually, how much they can influence the relat decisions, they will adopt a
fatalist standpoint: it is possible to access pobtslwriginating from known, reliable
sources in the form of individual “partisan” actionto adopt “flight strategies” (“pick
your own” offers, milk vendors), but these have argmal share in the consumption of
everyday people. Thus the consumer purchases ddegis of industrialised agriculture
and food manufacture, and since he regards gesegimeering and its risks as part of
the food processing trend and sees no chance dp thkit, genetic engineering has
already been given cognitive legitimacy; its coigeiegitimacy has been established.

However imposing this logical exposition may seeme must not forget about the
consumer discussions on regulation and in partich&afact that they welcome the
moratorium on GMO crops and wish it would be maimd as long as possible, and
stress the necessity of labelling — both in orddye able to avoid genetically modified
products.

Trust-Institutional setting The participants expressed their lack of trustvierg
actor of the organisational field mentioned in ttscussions. The focus group
participants were asked to evaluate statementseloiside actors of the Hungarian
“GMO case” (authority, company, researcher, NGOhwaut knowing which among
them actually made the statement concerned. Aaupridi the results, the participants
deemed the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Deyetent authentic, and they also
assigned Greenpeace to the category of authenticesd — representing a potential
defence line —, whereas they judged the utterapic® competent persons of Syngenta
and Monsanto definitely unauthentic, and were &f dpinion that the plant genetics
researcher being quoted was clearly biased andestésl in adopting a pro-GMO
stance.

Although asked in their capacity of consumer, Btgrtout from their food
purchase/consumption habits, one group expressadrférence with the order of
nature, not assessed sufficiently and hence haamngnknown effect” as the primary
problem. Several parallels were drawn with develepi® and innovations which turned
out to be harmful or even fatal later on (DDT, Gagan), and it was also emphasised

that disasters may occur even despite the extraambi strict and prudent protocol of
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pharmaceuticals developments. The pharmaceuticadslupts concerned have a
relatively narrow circle of consumers; GMO “is wer# strikes us all”.

Consumer researches have pointed out also thabrzgrsalues may exert a
strong influence on the attitude to GM products etably, typically, the value
orientation that interprets GM plants and foodstids undesirable interference with
nature, as a vain attempt to acquire control owsune. The rejection of part of
consumers and of public opinion relies on this ggiidgement.

The qualitative surveys of the opinions and atesudf both domestic and
European consumers show that, despite the pro-Gigheents, they presume that the
introduction of GMO products is driven by the urgieig business interests, and they
see no social benefit in the broader sense. Le€stion that the qualitative surveys
indicate also that consumers do not evaluate GMumts exclusively on the basis of
their economic benefits to them or to others, Ihatytalso look for communal/social
benefits, and their negative attitude intensifidsew they see none. Contrary to the
health care applications of biotechnology (whicledgally not felt to be hazard-free),
they associate the “achievements” of agrarian biotelogy clearly with the category
of private profits and miss their social usefulness

In summary, no single group, person or organisation can batifiled whose
legitimation or de-legitimation arguments are camssly shared by the consumers.
Furthermore, they are not familiar either with #trgumentation of any of those actors.
Knowledge based on hearsay is partly unfoundedcandumers turn a deaf ear on the
actions of the Greens which they regard as a rag #they agree with the content. No
company, scientist, organisation or argument igrretl to specifically in a positive
context, albeit such actors are mentioned with gatiee connotation (as the driving
forces behind the food industry which tends to &egan increasingly industrial size
and to bring about unfavourable developments). Tate results of the focus group
surveys do not support the corporate expectatimatsiiformation supplied by authentic
scholarly persons being put into the limelight wbpave the way for GMO.
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8. Legitimation lessons

In this final chapter | would like to come backttee legitimation tipology of
Suchman [1995], the discursive strategy of Vaam.¢2008], and the topic that proved
to be central in all pillars of my empirical resdar the question of knowledge
ignorance, and by that — also related to the spaltical dimension — the

democratization of technology and public participat

Even though pragmatic legitimation of GMO seed am-existent in Hungary
due to the ban on GMOs, in the argumentation ardbede products one can come
across with it. Not only this dimension, but thbettwo aspects involved in Suchman’s
typology proved to be appropriate in understanding evaluating new products. An
added level is need though. In harmony with thesm@rations of the institutional and
the discursive approaches the socio-political dsren of legitimacy was highlighted
here.

Figure 5 Argumentation and discursive strategitgead to legitimacy

ARGUMENTATION DISCURSIVE TYPE of
STRATEGY STRATEGY LEGITIMACY

Favourable comparisossRationalization—» PRAGMATIC

Down-playing

Moralizatio
Labelling n\ MORAL
Exclusion

Authorlzatlon
Decoupling COGNITIVE
Argumentation Normalizatio
crossover SOCIO-
Pusztai-case \ POLITICAL
Competitiveness——> Narrat|V|zat|o

Source: Author’s compilation
Several legitimation strategies have been exploredlation to the activties and
discourses of the members of the organizationddl fie basically to the agbiotech

corporations.
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Argumentation discourses and narratives have belemtified, by which
relationship to the discursive strategies citedMaara et al. [2008] is going to be

constructed now.

One lesson to be learned from the discursive appesais that narrativization
comprises the other discursive strategies appbedhie sake of legitimation. It seems
justified to assume that the socio-political dimensof legitimacy interweaves its
pragmatic, moral and cognitive dimensions. Usefgdnemay grant pragmatic
legitimacy. But what is it that makes somethingfu&eBecoming useful, being labelled
as useful depends to a large extent on the so@dium ever, and it is again a power
issue. The same can be said of legitimacy basedvatue of some kind. Whose value?
And whose values predominate in the given socialiom? Moral legitimacy is also
embedded in the power structures. And what seentgraha what goes without
guestioning, i.e. cognitive legitimacy (it is lagiate because | understand it, | know it,
| see it as natural) is again far from being didtifrom power. Whose knowledge,
whose awareness will count, will be coded in thstiintions and become natural?
These questions suggest that neither can coghggemacy be exempt from power.

As shown in each of Chapters 5-7, knowledge isgaifstant topos for every
stakeholder group. The most prominent features gngeifrom the interviews are the
following: doubts concerning the knowledge and cetapcies of policy-makers and of
the competent ministry staff; superficial knowledgé laymen environmental and
consumer protection activists — and, the most fatcene: correlation between the
knowledge and results of researchers and theipemt#ent researcher status.

The analysis of the researchers’ media debateslisdpmformation on the
debate concerning scientific knowledge. As we coség@ under the argumentation
strategy of exclusion, the researchers assign estbler to the categories of
(scientifically) “acceptable” and “unacceptable’sbd on their opinions expressed on
genetic modification and its current results. Tisahot only laymen, policy-makers and
civil actors fall into the extreme of “emotion wiht reason” in terms of the
dichotomous distinction of emotion and knowledgd, bn the last analysis, the
researchers also exile themselves (i.e. the ompgsdrty within the group of
researchers) there. In doing so, they sort of aonfthe consumers’ (heuristic)
knowledge that, in the final analysis, the scigatthemselves are also characterised by

ignorance or at least by the absence of such kmigelas would support the decision-
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making of consumers by providing appropriate cont@onsequently, it is unfair to
blame anyone for lack of consumer knowledge.

However, the consumers who are really not in contnainin-depth scientific
knowledge are characterised by their lack of rééiédknowledge, that is, they know
what they do not know, i.e. what they would likeolatain information on to overcome
their painful lack of knowledge. Furthermore, theg characterised by some kind of
heuristic knowledge about the already quite compieadstuffs and institutional
system.

That is, the (diversity) of knowledge(s) is multipthallenged in this debate
process about legitimation in terms of content,ligyasource and legitimacy. The
approach focuses almost unexceptionally on theusgst that is, on whose knowledge
is insufficient or irrelevant. The argumentatiome tway in which the question is asked
refers only in a most marginal way to the opposite,to what kind of knowledge and
whose knowledge should be taken into account. Thikgophical concept of post-
normal science might be more useful for that puepos

Post-normal science philosophy points beyond thensfic medium in the
narrow sense — given the many kinds of values aakieBolders, the high level of
uncertainty, the complexity and the large-scalea$; it conceives of the research of
the area and ultimately the relevant decision-n@kinthe framework of the so-called
extended peer community, that is, in short, it asss participation, and stakeholder
involvement.

Although the stakeholders pronounced a positivegguient on social
consultation experienced during authorisation agllation-making, the tool kit and
logic of participatory decision-making is quite fdifent from that. To recall the
participation ladder serving as the measure ofestakler involvement [Arnstein, 1969,
in Hungarian: see Matolay and Pataki, 2008], matakeholder groups do not get
higher than the lowermost step: manipulation anerapy are their fate. In the
interpretation of Arnstein [1969], this means tHatision-makers interpret the lack of
knowledge of the stakeholders or their opinionsiatewy from the intent of the
decision-maker as a mental problem of some kintrteads to be cured. That is, in line
with the deficit model, the shortage of informatemd of knowledge which presumably
triggers resistance and reluctance ought to beirgbed by (a posteriori) information

supply. According to the logic of the participatidedder, it is imperative to keep
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climbing higher, beyond even lack of participatiand pseudo-participation, up to
genuine participation of merit, active participati@nd partnership.

The public policy lesson of my research is reldtethe foregoing. Participatory
decision-making techniques allow to provide fomsparency; to channel stakeholder
opinions and the complexity of various kinds of Wiedge into decision-makint). The
participatory tools applied in regard of agro-batteology are reviewed in Chapter 7;
Levidow [2007] analyses the relevant European e&pees and points out among other
things that every European participatory biotecbgglevaluation process reflected on
the nature and limits of lay and expert knowledggmely by interpreting the role of
consumers and of citizens in general also as @apprt role$! Besides his classical
example (the case of the Cumbrian shepherds wekiwa released from Chernobyl
[1996]), Wynne illustrates the necessity of lay desn and knowledge, of local
knowledge, also by a biotechnological case. He epiat dialogue with a scientific
advisor of the British government — a researchat a- hearing held by the British agro-
biotechnological committee (Wynne [2002]). To theestion whether it is rational for
people to be concerned in connection with GM pléytshe “unknown unknowns”, the
researcher answered that unless the questioniny ppecified what unknown he
means, he cannot answer the question. And whequitgtioning party queried, in turn,
whether in that case the researcher should notateliin his advice given to the
ministers that there may be certain “unknown unkm&iwin health care that the
researcher examines, targets, addresses, the angagerthe following: 'No, as
researchers, we must be more specific. We cannobudowork based on the em,
kutatokent konkrétaknak kell lennink. Nem végeilketh munkankat valami lazas
elme képzdidései alapjan...’ [p. 469].

Thus, inclusion and participation might be a pathwa the terrain of post-
normal science toward socio-political questions dachocratization of technology. To
finish with | provide an overview of participatotgchniques utilized with regard to

GMOs. | also intrudce this in order to shed a }sefliexive light on consumer research.

® For other benefits of stakeholder involvement aadigipatory decision-making, see Bela et al. [4003
Matolay and Pataki [2008].

®1 The analysis of Levidow [2007] highlights also thwbacks of the participatory processes which had
taken place, e.g. that such tools can also ensateaccountability and process transparency if tmey
applied - apart from some other factors not todiseussed here — actually with the goal of the
democratisation of technology (see e.g. StirlinQQZ]). Instead, the previous processes set mixed —
sometimes contradictory — objectives, and they wasieked much more by the intentions of information
supply/education based on the traditions of thécdlehodel; of surveying consumer attitudes; oftiset
opinions deemed extreme etc.
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Although | have presented the subjects of the rebeprojects above in this
same chapter, | wish to point out here that an r@opashift has been taking place in
recent years: the consumer is now not only constlarbuyer, and user of the product,
but his other involvement, his presence as a ditigealso being considered, at least in
terms of names. Regarding the applicable searcld wo phenomenon surfaces in
several papers by choosing the nopablic andstakeholdeto be their central concept
besides or instead ocbnsumer(with the latter, in the present chapter tomsumerand
the citizenonly come up of course as stakeholder researghqpsd. At the same time,
in many instances the consumer, and public opincamtinue to be strictly
distinguished, while elsewhere the two are usddem variation. [see e.g. Costa-Font et
al, 2008], or combine¢consuming publicjMoses, 1999]. What | wish to introduce by
this statement is that

 The majority of the research projects processec Heas been criticised

(specifically and/or in general) saying that thisentiallyconsumerisfocus is

too narrow, and theivic conception of public discourse missing. The point of

departure of these research projects — so thecisnti continues — is the
assumption of the politically neutral, instrumeisfalmodel of science and

technology [Davison et al, 1997].

» There is another group of methods, which placeb ta issue and its actors in

a political setting, while at the same time it vashnot (only) to conduct

investigations, but is applied as a deciseparing and more often as a

decisionmakingtool. The next table places these two investigatwections,

the consumer’s and the citizen’s, alongside ealsérot

Table 16. Consumer research and participation tguks

Participant consumer, end-user, buyer, citizen, community member,
viewed as economic agent political agent
Fundamental | to explore consumers’ opinion, | to prepare decision- and policy-
aim attitude, choice making

standard market research, participatory techniques:
Methods quantitative and qualitative citizens’ jury, consensus
applied methods: conference, constructive techn.

poll, survey, focus group, etc. | assessment, deliberative poll

Eurobarometer (EU, European | Consensus conf. on GM food

Typical Commission, since 1991) (DK, Teknologiradet, 1999)
examples Consumerchoice (EU, EuropeanCitizens’ juries on GM plants
Commission, 2006, 2007) (UK, GM Nation, 2002)
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Source: Author’'s own compilation

The final summary about my work is the following.

This thesis examines the legitimation and de-lewition strategies applied by
members of the Hungarian organisational field ofodgotechnology in regard of
genetically modified plants.First | reviewed and steynised the legitimacy
interpretations of the various approaches of osgditinal theory. | processed the
strategic, sociological institutional and discuesapproaches, respectively, according to
the same legitimacy typology, and | placed pragmatioral and cognitive legitimacy,
respectively, in the context of socio-political iltgacy and concentration processes of
the biotechnology community, as well as their asgmn.

| processed the recent integration relationshipghlighting their legitimation
aspects. The thesis builds upon the relevant daenesid international empirical
researches, and it investigates in detail, aimtrexhaustive coverage, those concerning
consumer judgements on genetically modified plantsfoodstuffs.

The investigation of the pillars of my empiricakearch in the form of semi-
structured interviews, the analysis of researchedian debates and focus group
discussions with consumers, based on a groundedythed critical discourse analysis
led to the following main conclusions: The legittia strategies of multinational seed
producers and plant protection product manufacturare not uniform, although
legitimation, which they hope to realise with thedphof plant geneticist researchers, and
which can be labelled as “legitimacy spill-overs,a common denominator present in
all of them. As for the legitimation strategies ntibed in the relevant technical
literature, they tend to combine them: the tactiements of the strategies of
conformity, compromise, avoidance, opposition andnipulation respectively, are
present simultaneously.

Scientific vs. lay knowledge and the issue of ekpempetencies represent a
central topic of the legitimation arguments. Wergatrspeak of participatory decision-
making in the Hungarian legitimation processespiieshe fact that several stakeholder
groups were represented in the preparation of ¢lgeslation which determines the

agricultural presence of GMOs to a definite extent.
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Annex 1. Organisational field

The term itself is used by the followers of the @ahof institutional economics
as well as the advocates of population ecologeiallath different interpretations. The
first theory applies it with a broader scope. Aplained by DiMaggio and Powell
[1983], it comprises every organisation which ieithtotality make up a perceived,
noticeable, deliberately managed field of instdodl life: the suppliers, the buyers, the
authorities and the manufacturers of similar preslugl belong there. That is, the
organisational field does not only gather togettmnpeting companies, as suggested
by some communications of population ecology, noesdit mean the networks of
interacting organisations portrayed in the integamisational network approach, but it
concerns every relevant actor. Such fields arenddfby their common cognitive and
normative settings or by their common regulatorgtey. The term “field” refers to a
community of organisations which operate in a comnmeeaning system, and the
members of which interact more frequently with eather than with actors outside
their field. In the opinion of Scott, this producgdevel where the institutional powers
are definitely strong and effective [Scott, 1995].

The industry system of Hirsch and the societalesysdf Meyer and Scott [1992]
are also constructed on such a system, and therakeapproach of Rasanen and Whipp
[1992] is even more akin to it. These authors desr trespective constructs as a
historical configuration of economic activities @ésping side by side, in close
connection, in a complementary way; one that isrof set unit in terms of time as
well as space. Their ‘sector’ definition hence esponds to that of the institutional
approach of the organisational field: it comprisdks organisations with which the
“primary” members of the sector maintain regulantegts and carry out transactions.

Sub-groups are also distinguished within the omggtional fields — to outline
certain structures or decisive components. Let mierrhere to the approaches
concerning the strategic groups and the competiivgprimary competitive groups,
respectively, among them. The term ‘strategic graspused to explain differences
within a given industry. Hunt [1972] intends to hiight through this construct of his
that although the companies concerned are the coamp® of the same sector, there are
clear differences between them which impact e.gdexisions concerning entry to the
industry [Porac, Thomas and Baden-Fuller, 1989JusTthis delineation is meant to

make clear any corporate strategic asymmetries rtfight be concealed at industry
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level through the definition of relevant groups.eThature of the strategic groups as
intermediate level between the company and theosdws been criticised in the
meantime e.g. for being no more than an analysibatraction made by the researchers,
suitable for assessing inter-company similaritied differences only if the relevance of
their strategies is disregarded, as those are tahkien account in such analyses
tangentially only. If we attempt to understand tetgec interactions within a group of
similar companies or between such groups, thersole@-psychological reality of the
“group” must also be taken into account. To dohsxwyever, researchers have to assess
also the perceptions shared/proclaimed by the meoriganisations, and also the way
in which those influence the development of thespective strategies [Porac, Thomas
and Baden-Fuller, 1989].

The organisational field approach can be linked &isthe so-called stakeholder
map of stakeholder theory. A corporate stakeholtk@p compiled with adequate
sensitivity and comprising every potential stakeleol and perhaps even their
relationships with one another and with the givegaaisation provides a good point of
departure for the exploration of an organisatidietl. It is an important proviso, of
course, that the stakeholder map applies to a esimgbanisation, whereas the
membership of an organisational field may be deffetbroader. Nevertheless, there is
an analogy since the group of stakeholders, at tdabe external ones, with its rights,
expectations and legitimate demands is a mediunermeating the external

environment/structure and requiring adaptation.to i
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Annex 2. Methodological features of consumer reseel projects

Research subjects are ...

mostly

(food-) consumers

citizens

also having other

neighbours, i.e. members of the local communityaiGM producing
area

involvements

members of consumer protection organisations

anti-GM militants

as opposed to

researchers (primarily those dealing with agriaaltibiotechnology in
natural sciences), farmers, businessmen, envirotahiss, local reps
local decision makers.

Researc

h extends to the following technologies, aptdoducts

essentially

genetically modified foodstuffs, genetically moddi food ingredients
and GM commercial plants

based on gene

first generation gene modification

modification of different

second generation gene modification

generations

unspecified, no data available

based on its existence

existing, properly produced, manufactured, or hlgptital, fictitious
produce or product

genetically modified food without further specifim

genetically modified commercial plant, produce, etagple e.g. apples
bananas, broccoli, potatoes, kiwi, maize, tomaties, etc.

in accordance with the

Genetically modified animal: e.g. salmon, chickeoy

detailedness of geneticall
modified food

y Farm animal fed with genetically modified feed, doedd produced
processed therefrom: mutton, salmon, beef, chealie,egg, butter

Food product containing genetically modified ingesds: chocolate
biscuits, bread, maize, cornflakes, pasta / dowglyetable oil (rape
soy), tomato sauce, tofu, tortilla chips etc.

as part of wider food
categories

novel food
functional food

genetically unmodified foods, base materials, fioed free from geng
modification

more specifically: foods produced under ecologdiaahing

in comparison with

pharmaceuticals containing genetically modified rédients, and
applying biotechnology, third generation plants. ithose yielding
medicine base products, all in all: medical geichnelogy

gene technology applied in human reproduction

genetically modified microorganisms

other new technology (information technology, nacbnology, etc.)
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Is the to

pic of the research known to the subjechiadvance?

No, maximum in its wider
context

approach to technological innovation

usually evaluation of developments in the food stdy

genetics is usually the topic indicated in advance

Yes, characterisation, already as early as the selection of the subjddtsearesearch, or during
evaluation of genetically | the prior screening
modified foods in the framework of a kick-off experiment
Research methodology
Quantitative and qualitative research, and theintmoation

Personal, telephone, postal, or online surveying

Experimental auctions (WTA/WTP), role-repertoryttesapplying the
By survey method res__earch, _apd, evgluation 'Eechniques of enviro.nrheet&aluation

[[k6érnyezeti értékelés — lehet igy?], and consub@raviour

Focus group discussion

Deep, semi-structured, and laddering interviews
Analytical method Choice modelling

Effect diagram, network relations

Regression calculations, ordered logit model,

Research background
Risk researchers | Consumer behaviour researchers d rEsearchers
To whom are the researcher’s conclusions addressed?
primarily concerning the rules of marking the gérsly modified
. content, i.elabelling (voluntary/obligatory, above what GMO contet,
Regulatory authority
i etc.)

(national, EU,

international)

consumer sovereignty, consumer rights, and theiedance

risk analysis to be applied, methods of risk managg and risk
communication

companies producing
genetically modified
sowing seed

companies producing
genetically modified food

the communication of the health risks of genetycaibdified foods
the necessity of providing information
directly responding to consumers’ assumptions, eors

media

the communication of the health risks of ¢eally modified foods

biotechnology researcher

D

In a manner circumscribetinot specifically named:

Site / location of the research

focussed on one country,
region, area

Among others: Australia, South Africa, EuropeandsmiUnited States,
France, Netherlands, Canada, Catalonia, Hungasat@ritain,
Germany, Ireland, New-Zealand

comparative

e.g. Denmark/Sweden, EU member castEU-USA,
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Annex 3. Recruiting considerations
This table presents in a structured fashion thedofacconsidered while deciding on the
composition, and selecting the final membershighef groups. expresses the essential methodological

considerations, professional / theoretical recontagans along aspects discussed in the methodalogic

literature, and the main features of the focus gsaarranged for the research on the basis of these.

Aspect

Major consideration, professional /
theoretical recommendation

Research statistics

Number of groups

Content: One more group would ng
uncover further major elements, or aspe
characteristics.
Availability:
framework

Budget, infrastructural

t

:tf’groups in both 2006 and
| 2010

Group size

The classical size is 6-10 or 8-12 persq
but there are mini groups: triads and diads

n8,participants on each
5.0ccasion

Heterogeneity-
homogeneity (ratio)

Homogenous group A sense of cosiness {
encourage communication (sex, age, stat
Heterogeneous group representatives @
several / all perspectives are represented,
External segmentation Heterogeneity
among the groups.

:%roups of mixed sex and age

B udapest residents,
homogeneity was ensured by
the highest level of education
within the group

Representativeness

Usually the need for representativeng
emerges with reference not to the en
population, but to the given group in t
event of a problem involving a wel
definable group (sociological research) o
the target group of a testable prody
advertisement, etc. (market research).

BSS
iflRepresentativeness was not gn
h@bjective; the opinion, and th
-process of opinion-forming of
taverage food consumers was
csurveyed.

1%

Acquaintance

From a group dynamic point of view it
more advantageous if the group

homogenous from an acquaintance poin
of view, i.e. members are equally known
unknown to each other; selecting unkno
members minimises the influence

relationships outside the group on the fo

group.

S
is
t Members were previously
ounknown to each other, and
wmet for the first time in the
ofocus group.
cuS

Recruitment method

Several possible sources, and method

Public database; database of the recruitm
company, spontaneous street recruitmen

snow-ball method, other.

Uy

D

E%Freet recruitment

Source: Author’'s compilation based on Letenyei B0&iklaki [2006], Vicsek [2007]
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Annex 4. Characteristics of focus group participans

Participants 2006/1 2006/2 2010/1 2010/2
Number (person$ 8 8 8 8
Average age 43 395 425 39
(year)
Youngest — oldest 39.55 29-48 26-55 25-48
(year)
Sex(m+f) 5+3 4+4 4+4 6+2
. Budapest and
Residence Budapest Budapest vicinity Budapest
Highest
educational secondary tertiary secondary tertiary
achievement
Income situation We manage We manage We manage We manage
Primary shopping hypermarket varies varies varies
source market hypermarket hypermarket
market
market
Further locations market - farmers’ [lower market
priced] shop
Involvement with | None, gardening None none none
food industry, Pick your own! | self-contained for
agriculture fruit&veg garden vegetables
M1, TV2, RTL M1 TV2, RTL M1, TV2, RTL
Preferred news DunaTV TV2, RTL, CNN | M1, Echo, HirTv HirTv, ATV
channel - DunaTV ATV CNN
Hirtv, ATV HirTv, ATV DunaTV, CNN BBC-News
Népszava Magy., Népszabadsag| Magyar Hirlap Magy. Nemzet
Nemzet Magy. Nemzet Magy. Nemzet Magyar Hirlap
Preferred HVG L : .
economic and Népszabadsag HVG, Figyeb HVG HVG, Figyeb
political . . . Népszabadséag
newspapers 168 éra Magyar Hirlap Figyél Népszava
. Népszabadség
Magyar Hirlap - Népszava -

Source: Screening questionnaires and focus groastripts
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Annex 5. Consensus conferences on gene technology

Topic Venue, time

Great Britain, 1994; Norway, 1996; France, 1998
South Korea, 1998; Denmark, 1999; Switzerland,
1999; India, 2000; Japan, 2000; Argentina, 2000
Brazil, 2001; Belgium, 2003; United States, 2008

Genetically modified foods

Gene technology in the food chain Australia, 1998nada, 1999
Genetically modified plants New Zealand, 1996 a8t Belgium, 2003
Biotechnology in plant protection New Zealand, 1999

Trans-genetic, genetically modified animal$ Derkn&P92; Netherlands, 1993

Source: author’'s own compilation based on Loka 1201

The table surely does not contain each participagicent [[részvételi esemény ?] on the subject
including the GM Nation in the UK having copioudarences in technical literature despite the faat t
in their multi-pillar process they even arrangedddvisory sessions to citizens. In addition toabeve,
Birner and Alcaraz [2004] present the series dfedtalder dialogues callddiscourse on Green Genetic
Technologyas a participation method aimed at consensus im&wy (2001), the debate on GM plants
and free-land experiments in France (2002), andtddesholder conference in the EU on life scienzt a

biotechnology strategy (2001).
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