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This dissertation was undertaken as a part of a Bachelor of arts degree and the overall aim is to evaluate the value consumers place on ethical animal welfare policy and furthermore, how this impacts their perception of McDonalds. There has been little academic research on this topic, so the researcher intends to provide a greater understanding.

In the current globalised business environment, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has become increasingly complexed due to there still being no widely agreed upon definition or ideology. Previous frameworks resultantly find difficulty measuring Corporate Social responsibility, as it can be interpreted so inversely. Finding the most commonly accepted CSR model will identify what is expected of McDonalds in relation to animal welfare, and what consumers ultimately value most. McDonalds are a world-leading fast-food company that have been known to engage in practises that see animals treated inhumanely, dating back to the 1990’s.

The researcher was able to gain a strong understanding of consumer value and animal welfare by creating a broad review of previous literature with knowledge already available, in order to assess the impact animal welfare perception is having on McDonalds. Primary research was also utilised to reach the specific areas related to this report, identifying the values comprised by consumers, and the implications they have for McDonalds in regard to their animal welfare. The findings from the primary research were analysed thematically, using descriptive analysis for the broad picture, and qualitative data for the specificities.

Having used relevant theories and models, whilst also researching and analysing the findings collected in the dissertation, an ensuing conclusion is presented. The conclusion also recognises the limitations of the research gathered in order to make recommendations for those undergoing future research in to the topic.
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[bookmark: _Toc515561150]1.1 Introduction

The fast-food market is always in the news regarding improvements they need to make, especially the overall animal welfare standards (Sommerlad, 2018). Currently, there is confusion considering the importance consumers place on unethical food practices, and specifically animal welfare (Pelsmacker, et al, 2005, p. 363). Consumer value is the perceived worth of a product or service in the eyes of an individual, whereby various elements may be considered. According to Almquist, Senior, and Bloch (2016) there are 30 elements of consumer value that can affect where and why consumers choose a specific product or organisation over competition. These values can be unique to the individual, but largely consumers will hold similar values, which organisations will target to appeal to the widest audience possible (Almqvist, et al, 2016). This report will focus on quality as well as the main traits of fast-food including convenience, and price in a consumer value context, and how these are regarded in comparison to animal welfare, with McDonalds Corporation as the case study (Hamm, 2011).

The World Animal Protection (2018) announced on its website that McDonalds is outperforming its fast-food competitors in animal welfare (UK World Animal Protection, 2018). This was supported by the Independent (2018) who criticised fast-food organisations KFC, Pizza Hut, and Starbucks after a new animal welfare report outlined their “limited evidence” of trepidation for the humane treatment of animals, whereas McDonalds were proclaimed the leading fast-food company in terms of animal welfare (Sommerlad, 2018). However, Compassion in World Farming (2017) a group who seeking to end factory farming revealed that McDonalds have failed to confront the major problems of fast growth breeds and give them necessary space to live (Ciwf.org.uk, 2017). These contradictory reports create confusion amongst consumers which can impact their knowledge and therefore purchasing (Pelsmacker, et al, 2005, p. 363).

There is potentially a shift taking place throughout society where consumers are asking more of corporations (Epstein-Reeves, 2010). Markets are becoming increasingly saturated, and low prices are now more difficult to differentiate. Therefore, consumers are left with more power, and options, resulting in more values they can contemplate (Kumar, 2006).

The argument against the shift in consumer values understands there are still many corporations utilising unethical practices, whilst reaping financial benefits from doing so (Henning, 2017). This research project aims to create a further understanding of this situation by evaluating if a shift in consumer values is taking place by applying the study to McDonalds Corporation.

Consumers have the power to influence and revolutionise corporate behaviour. If customers were to make a conscious choice to consider animal welfare when purchasing food, it would be possible that profit-driven fast-food corporations would adjust their business models. Customers predominantly buy on the basis of what is the cheapest so organisations have little reason to change (Jackson, 2007). Acting morally correct by itself and operating with social responsibility is still secondary to making as maximising profits. Even for those consumers who do not concern themselves with animal welfare, there are convincing arguments to shun low-priced animal products because there are also environmental and health costs. Cheap food comes with an unforeseen cost with risk of obesity, malnourishment and poor animal welfare (Gates, 2011). 

[bookmark: _Toc515561151]1.2 Animal Welfare

Animal welfare is the state of an animal, and specifically how an animal is coping in its living conditions. The American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA) state on their website that good animal welfare is induced by conditions where the animal is “healthy, comfortable, well nourished, safe, able to express innate behaviour, and if it’s not suffering from pain, fear and distress”. Good animal welfare demands “disease prevention and veterinary treatment, appropriate shelter, management, nutrition, humane handling and humane slaughter”. To protect an animal’s welfare, their physical and mental needs must be satisfied (Avma.org, 2018).

McDonalds outline the companies’ animal welfare standards and policies by stating “We are passionate about animal welfare and our commitment to only using ingredients and suppliers our high standards” (McDonalds.co.uk, 2014). 

There have been questions over the production methods used by McDonalds in relation to the treatment of animals that are slaughtered for their products. Accusations of animal cruelty have hovered above McDonalds with many campaigns fighting their practices. A particularly strong pressure group against McDonalds is ‘People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals’ (PETA) and they have regularly placed secret detectives in McDonalds’ farms, to record their overall treatment of the animals (PETA.org, 2018). A recording of one of McDonalds’ suppliers, Tyson Foods Inc., was released in 2016 and was the fifth time since 2015 that animal abuse had been recorded at this facility. The video caught workers kicking, punching, and stamping on the heads of live poultry, with one segment showing an employee crushing the head of a chicken under his boot. The result of the release of this video was the firing of ten members of staff (Polansek, 2016). 

This suggests McDonalds do not comply with their own standards and policies because this cruelty would likely have continued without repercussions, if it wasn’t for activists recording and tarnishing the McDonalds name. This also drives activist groups, knowing without their intervention, situations such as this will continue (PETA.org, 2018). 

With stories like this becoming widely-available for public consumption, there is confusion as to how many consumers are aware of these publications, and the perception they associate with McDonalds if they are made aware. Many individuals might overlook these issues in favour of other perceived benefits of McDonalds, whereas some possibly might see their custom at the company diminish resultantly (TheGuardian, 2010).

[bookmark: _Toc515561152]1.3 Rationale

This topic of this dissertation was chosen because concerns about animal welfare have been voiced over a number of decades toward the entire fast-food industry including McDonalds (Cornish, et al, 2016, p. 74). With the technology and information available to businesses and consumers, organisations can operate more responsibly, and consumers can also purchase more responsibly. Information enables businesses to find increasingly ethical ways to function and technology raising the number of ways in which they can perform more responsibly. Consumers as a result of technology, have more information available to them, furthering their knowledge of corporations’ social responsibility so they can choose to shop with animal welfare in mind (Amesheva, 2017). Whilst information now widely available this dissertation seeks to find how well-informed consumers are and the influence this has on their purchasing. This is a broad area where the researcher is interested in finding out more.

There is a gap in research that looks at consumer values and McDonalds. Even though information about McDonalds’ ethical practices is available, limited research has examined the responsiveness of consumers to McDonalds animal welfare policy.

[bookmark: _Toc515561153]1.4 McDonalds and Animal Welfare

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is a big picture outlook of the ethical performance of corporations, but CSR is made up of various considerable elements. The environment and social metrics have been the main focus for consumers and organisations for the large part, but animal welfare is an equally important factor in the operating of a responsible business. Companies perceived to have poor Corporate Social Responsibility, can therefore be related back to their animal welfare policies (Mergl, et al, 2014).

McDonalds’ CSR practices have proven to be problematic on more than one occasion. One of the more famous legal struggles for McDonalds came in 1997 when a judge found McDonalds to be advertising to ‘exploit children’, they were ‘Culpably responsible’ for cruelty to animals, ‘antipathetic’ to unionisation, and also paid their workers low wages. This caused a public relations disaster McDonalds, with a variety of issues coming to light and therefore having to be rectified in an attempt to salvage their reputation (BBCNews.co.uk, 2015). 

McDonalds used a method of production that produced what become known virally as ‘pink slime’. The process included crushing and pressing the whole animal carcass through a sieve, including the eyes, bones, guts etc. The result is a thick, pink slime that will be covered in bacteria, and therefore has to be soaked in ammonia hydroxide. The taste is an issue that is surpassed by artificially flavouring the slime, and then artificially dying the pink slime colour to a more presentable natural colour (Snopes.com, 2010). This caused months of campaigning which resultantly caused McDonalds to admit defeat and abandon the beef filler from its production (Reilly, 2015).

A US survey in 2015 found that McDonalds were one of the most socially irresponsible fast-food companies, above only Taco Bell, and KFC. Based on the results of this survey other companies have a competitive advantage over McDonalds, having been viewed as more socially responsible (Morgan et al, 2016, p. 705).
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[bookmark: _Toc515561155]1.5.1 Aim

The overall aim of this dissertation is to evaluate the value consumers place on ethical animal welfare policy and furthermore, how this impacts their perception of McDonalds.

[bookmark: _Toc515561156]1.5.2 Objectives

There are multiple objectives in place to ensure the overall aim is achieved, including:

· The first objective is to conduct a literature review to assess the current understanding of the topic.

· The second objective is to evaluate the perceptions of consumers regarding animal welfare practices, including how informed they are, and ultimately how this affects their purchasing.

· The third objective is to critically analyse the impact of animal welfare perceptions on McDonalds.

· The final objective is to make appropriate recommendations for others researching this topic in the future.

Chapter 2 will look into the relevant research already available considering McDonalds’ animal welfare and the overall impact this has on consumers, with the use of multiple theories and models.
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[bookmark: _Toc515561158]2.1 Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to conduct a review of available literature enabling a critical analysis of consumers’ values and the effect this has on purchasing in order to provide a knowledge base for the research. Consideration of previous literature will also assist the researcher in designing the primary research to be undertaken. Secondary data will be gathered from a wide range of sources identified by the literature review to include internet search engines, the UWTSD Library catalogue, electronic journals and sector specific data. Broadcast media and newspapers will also be reviewed. 
[bookmark: _Toc506555410][bookmark: _Toc515561159]2.2 Corporate Social Responsibility
[bookmark: _Toc515561160]2.2.1 Definition

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is a broad picture subject that is specified to animal welfare for the purposes of this report. The fast-food market’s social responsibility can be visualised oppositely by different individuals, as it is largely based on interpretation. Interpretation varies due to a there being a lack of a definite definition for CSR, as according to Göbbels (2002) CSR “Means something, but not always the same thing to everybody”. This emphasises each individuals’ point of view as being the deciding factor between what ethical corporate animal welfare requires (Marrewijk, 2003, p. 96). 

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has many differing definitions, but Carroll’s definition states that “The social responsibility of business encompasses the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary expectations that society has of organizations at a given point in time”. Therefore, society will determine what is socially responsible by what they demand from corporations in four facets, economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic (Carroll, 1999, p. 283).

The expectations of society will dictate what is required of McDonalds to have ‘good’ animal welfare, and they will be viewed as socially responsible or irresponsible based on their attainment of these desires, according to Carroll. Carroll created one of the most influential CSR models based on his definition of CSR, known as the pyramid of CSR (Carroll, 1999, p. 283).


[bookmark: _Toc515561161]2.2.1.1 Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

The pyramid of CSR is a four-part hierarchy of needs (See Figure 1) that considers what is necessary for an organisation to be regarded as socially responsible (Carroll and Buchholtz, 1999, pp. 37-38). 

Carroll’s pyramid has helped create a business centred understanding of CSR which implies that economic responsibilities take precedence over legal and ethical responsibilities. The pyramid provides a framework for descriptive analysis that strives for universality in the model. The base of the pyramid is ‘Economic responsibility’, which essentially alludes to making profit. The third layer is ‘Legal responsibility’, and this necessitates obeying the law because ‘law is societies list of right or wrong’. ‘Ethical responsibilities’ require the organisation to do what is “right, just, and fair” whilst “avoiding harm”. ‘Philanthropic responsibilities’, translates to being a ‘good corporate citizen’, by ‘contributing resources to the community, in order to improve the quality of life’ (Carroll and Buchholtz, 1999, pp. 37-38).
[bookmark: _Toc514681841][bookmark: _Toc515561205]Figure 1: CSR Pyramid
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(Carroll, 2016)

McDonalds refuse to stop their use of ‘broiler chickens’ in the production and provide chickens with adequate living space, in spite of protests because this will increase their costs of production, and reduce profits (Ciwf.co.uk, 2017). McDonalds’ animal welfare policy is therefore obtaining the requirements of ‘economic responsibility’ as they produce at their cheapest cost to improve the company’s economic performance (Peterson, 2014).

The legal responsibility layer is not fulfilled by the animal welfare policy at McDonalds considering the various number of legal difficulties that have been attributed to them as a result of animal cruelty (Polansek, 2016). McDonalds suppliers have been recorded treating animals inhumanely on numerous occasions by kicking, punching, and stamping on the heads of chickens, resulting in prosecutors stepping in to end the cruelty (TheGuardian, 2015).

McDonalds’ animal welfare policy means they are not ‘ethically responsible’ according to Carroll as they are not doing what is ‘right’ or ‘fair’ and also caused harm to animals in the process (Chamlee, 2016). McDonalds do not achieve the expectations of society in this aspect, as they have been protested against for a variety of reasons regarding animal welfare, which have caused them to admit their mistakes and make changes to their policy (Chiorando, 2018).

McDonalds’ animal welfare does not satisfy ‘philanthropic responsibilities’ because they are not benefitting communities by their poor animal treatment, instead they are solely attempting to make the most profit possible for their own benefit by keeping costs to their minimum at the expense of animals (ASPCA, 2017).

According to Carroll’s pyramid of CSR, McDonalds’ animal welfare policy is not socially responsible because they do not meet the expectations of society in terms of legal, ethical, and philanthropic responsibilities. However, the pyramid of CSR is a very rigid and simplistic model, and with CSR being a complexed study this remained uncaptured in practice by Carroll’s pyramid. Crane and Matten (2004) identified the main limitation as it “does not adequately address the problem of what should happen when two or more responsibilities are in conflict” (Crane and Matten, 2004, p.44). Carroll himself also discovered an “interesting finding” as “the more economically oriented a firm is, the less emphasis it places on ethical legal, and discretionary issues” (Crane and Matten, 2004, p. 461). Even though Carroll identifies this problem of conflicts, he does not explain how to resolve it (Visser, 2006, p. 47).

The problems with Carroll’s pyramid are evident when applying the model to McDonalds’ animal welfare. McDonalds are economically responsible as they keep their costs low to make profit, as is required, but resultantly they cannot achieve their legal and ethical responsibilities because these elements would demand increasing costs by improving animal welfare (Peterson, 2014). Therefore, McDonalds would not be economically responsible if they were legally and ethically responsible, and vice versa (Visser, 2006, p. 47).

[bookmark: _Toc515561162]2.2.2 Shareholder Approach (Milton Friedman)

Milton Friedman argues the case of shareholder theory, as the only social responsibility of a business is to ‘increase its profits, whilst also staying within the guidelines set, meaning ‘conducting their business in an open/free market, without deception or fraud’. Essentially, Friedman’s theory encourages organisations to maximise their profits, without regard for any other stakeholders’ interests, as long as they are within law regulations. According to Friedman, McDonalds’ animal welfare will be socially responsible if it maximises shareholders’ wealth without breaking the law (Bowie and Werhane, 2004, p. 21).

Friedman’s theory is based on three underlying assumptions which have been met with arguments. The first assumption ‘Only human beings have a moral responsibility for their actions’, argues that consumers will choose not to shop at a socially irresponsible business, so it is not the responsibility of the organisation (Crane and Matten, 2010, p. 48). The argument to this assumption claims this is a ‘beyond reality’ estimation, as consumers are susceptible to alternative factors to ethical performance including, location, price, and convenience. Also, some consumers might be unaware of the animal welfare of companies due to lack of knowledge or potentially hidden agendas (Smithers, 2011).

Assuming consumers will police themselves has been proven to be the ideology followed by McDonalds. McDonalds have been involved in poor animal welfare, but they remain market leaders. This is a result of the value placed on animal welfare by consumers, who predominantly prioritise price and convenience over ethical animal treatment (Gasparro, 2017). McDonalds also have been known to work unethically until consumer pressure forces them to make necessary changes, as they have been pressured by various animal welfare organisations to improve their treatment of animals, and only did so under extreme pressure (Foley, 2008).

The second assumption of Friedman’s theory outlines ‘It is managers’ responsibility to act solely in the interests of shareholders’, suggesting that managers have a fiduciary responsibility to run corporations solely to please shareholders, without considering the interests of any other stakeholder (Crane and Matten, 2010, p. 48). Sceptics argue this not feasible because managers are human beings, and will have their own ethical compass. This means making decisions to constantly benefit shareholders, and forego the welfare of animals in doing so can be unmanageable (Boland, 1979, pp. 505-506).

According to McDonalds.co.uk, McDonalds managers have three primary responsibilities including motivational leadership, customer satisfaction, and ensuring that the business is financially strong (McDonalds.co.uk, 2011). McDonalds clearly emphasise the importance of financial performance to their managers over any other element, and therefore they conform to Friedman’s second assumption. Managers are employed solely to enhance performance for the benefit of their shareholders, and therefore ethical issues including animal welfare are sacrificed (Seymour, 2016).

The final assumption for Friedman’s theory concludes that ‘Social issues and problems are the power province of the state rather than corporate managers’. This essentially proposes that the ‘State’ creates the regulations for social responsibilities, and as long as corporations work within these guidelines the ‘State’ is accountable. Friedman also suggests managers do not have the expertise to manage social responsibilities (Crane and Matten, 2010, p. 48). Critics argue that governments and countries do not have regulations controlling all ethical animal welfare procedures, as they instead focus more on competition and business ‘fairness’. Also, critics contend that managers can be taught animal welfare expertise by the organisations themselves (Schwartz, 2015).

McDonalds comply with the final assumption of Friedman’s CSR theory because they are often labelled an unethical company based on their animal welfare policy, but they seemingly have no problem with this as long as it is indicative an of strong financial performance (Walsh, 2006). Hereby, McDonalds rely on the Governments to create laws involving animal treatment and they then work within the set parameters, but consumers have their own beliefs that are harsher, and they become the ones that police animal welfare by pressuring McDonalds. McDonald’s have been involved in multiple damaging animal treatment stories that have resulted in public pressure but no sanctions from governments, because they might be unethical but the law is permitting (Polansek, 2016).

McDonalds’ animal welfare policy complies with each assumption of Friedman’s shareholder thesis. McDonalds therefore fall into the Friedman based theory as a result of their continued insistence on aiming toward profit maximisation. McDonalds’ attempts to profit maximise have resulted in them minimalizing costs and endorsing practices that have been beneficial to their profit margins, but have caused distress for animals used in their production. According to Friedman’s theory of CSR, McDonalds are acting ethically by satisfying shareholders, and not concerning themselves with other ethical issues, especially animal welfare (Chiorando, 2018).

[bookmark: _Toc515561163]2.2.2.1 Criticisms of Shareholder Theory

There are multiple problems accompanying the use of the traditional shareholder model for organisations. The model is resistant to change, due to the fact that shareholder satisfaction is the unrelenting goal and this means ethics including animal welfare are overlooked. With consumer value of animal welfare potentially becoming more relevant in the performance of organisations, the shareholder model is not equipped to account for this and is becoming increasingly outdated in the current economic climate (Jawad, 2018)). 

Technological Advancements have enabled individuals to record at any moment in time, and then make their recordings available for the world through social media (Desjardins, 2017). Multiple recordings have resultantly exposed McDonalds’ animal cruelty, causing outrage and harming the corporation because ethics (animal welfare) are not considered of high importance when compared with shareholder wealth (Tishler, 2002).

The issues caused by McDonalds’ excessive use of profit maximisation is the alienation of a large portion of consumers, due to their inhumane practices, perhaps overstated promotion, and what some may consider grotesque methods of production. These are situations that indicate the value of wealth creation is more valued than doing what is ethical at McDonalds (Jones, 2017).

[bookmark: _Toc515561164]2.2.3 Stakeholder Approach (Edward Freeman)

Edward Freeman created a CSR theory loosely formed around that of stakeholder theory, where he argued ‘the interests of the stockholders, should not outweigh the importance of other stakeholders’ (Bowie and Werhane, 2004, p. 25). Freeman’s theory considers all stakeholders equally important, so as a result all stakeholders must be kept as satisfied as is possible, even if it means certain shareholders will not benefit most with the outcome of some decisions (Freeman, et al, 2004, pp. 364-365). A stakeholder is defined as “any individual or group who can affect or is affected by the actions, decisions, policies, practices, or goals of the organisation” (Weiss, 2014, p. 34). 

Therefore, McDonalds’ animal welfare policy will be considered socially responsible in the eyes of Freeman if they were to prioritise the desires of other stakeholders in this regard, over the desires of their shareholders (Freeman, et al, 2004, pp.364-365). As the leading firm in the global fast-food restaurant industry, McDonald’s has incorporated animal treatment strategies to minimize the negative effects of stakeholders while satisfying their interests (Tice, 2018).

McDonalds have improved their animal welfare policy in recent times, and have now become more stakeholder theory based in this context (McDonalds.co.uk, 2013). McDonalds have started to appease consumers with their recent animal welfare initiatives, which will cost the company more in doing so, as they recently decided to switch their focus from being ‘bigger’, to instead becoming ‘better’. They intend to do this by partnering with non-profit organisations, and suppliers to set significantly higher standard for animal health and welfare. McDonalds have resultantly established an eight step programme intended to create higher chicken wellbeing principles and also enable them to accurately measure the chicken welfare, which has been called for by animal welfare groups (Vitasek, 2017). Governments are also a beneficiary of these new practices, as McDonalds will be regulating their suppliers to ensure they are performing ethically and within law regulations, so the government have less responsibility to deal with suppliers’ animal cruelty (Friends of the Earth, 2018)

Whilst McDonalds have made improvements to their animal welfare policy, the improvements were not what the public have demanded. In spite of public pressure, McDonalds have continued to use ‘broiler chickens’ in their production, where chickens are grown unnaturally, overcrowded, and kept in inhumane conditions. McDonalds have made other changes to try take the focus from their use of ‘broiler chickens’ because making changes in this aspect would negatively impact financial performance (ASPCA, 2017).

Evidently, McDonalds’ animal welfare strategy is to keep production costs low, whilst keeping any negative practices from the public eye, and if necessary limit the effects of negative animal welfare publicity. McDonalds’ success is partly based on its mostly clean or unknown animal welfare image (BBCNews.co.uk, 2018).

According to Freeman’s theory, McDonalds are not operating in a socially responsible manner in regard to their animal welfare policy because their procedures refuse to acknowledge major areas of concern for many animal welfare organisations because they are aware of the added costs this will necessitate and resultantly reduce profits (ASPCA, 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc515561165]2.2.3.1 Criticisms of Stakeholder Approach

The stakeholder theory has been debated and criticised for its lack of attention towards business success. The theory largely focuses on where the success is shared by an organisation without regard for the business firstly having to be a success. There is also a scope for conflict because many of the stakeholder may have different desires, so satisfying all stakeholders can be unmanageable (Ambler and Simpson, 1995, pp. 30-31).

McDonalds are not impacted by the negatives of this model in relation to their animal welfare because they largely focus on creating profit, but the reason for McDonalds not using stakeholder theory is potentially due to the lack of attention to business success. McDonalds also do not attempt to satisfy all stakeholders through animal welfare, instead choosing to focus on the powerful and interested stakeholders as identified by the Mendelow matrix (1991) (Jones, 2017). 

[bookmark: _Toc515561166]2.2.3.2 Stakeholder Map

[bookmark: _Toc506555419]The stakeholder mapping model utilised in this report will be the power/interest matrix (See Figure 2). This is a two-dimensional map that consists of four stakeholder types where each stakeholders power and interest in an organisations actions are assessed. This is used to specify the type of relationship that should be used for each group of stakeholders (Sharma, 2003, p. 7).
[bookmark: _Toc514681840][bookmark: _Toc515561206]Figure 2: Power/Interest Matrix
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(Mendelow, 1991)

There are six main stakeholders at McDonalds, and they include employees, customers, suppliers, environment, shareholders, and governments. As the stakeholder map is applied to McDonalds’ animal welfare policy, public pressure groups also become an important stakeholder, replacing the environment. Depending on their value of importance in relation to McDonalds’ animal welfare policy, these stakeholders will fall into one of the four categories of the stakeholder map (Smithson, 2017).

The ‘keep informed’ segment is for stakeholders that have high interest in the organisation, but low power (Carroll and Buchholtz, 1999, pp. 84-85). McDonalds’ welfare policy does not have a stakeholder that fulfils the criteria of this group.

‘Monitor’ is for stakeholders with low power and low interest in an organisations actions (Carroll and Buchholtz, 1999, pp. 84-85). A stakeholder map for McDonalds’ animal welfare policy would put the employees in this category, as they have low interest and low power in McDonalds’ animal welfare policy, as thy have a specific role that does not involve animals, whilst also having no control over McDonalds’ policy (McDonalds.co.uk, 2018).

The ‘keep satisfied’ section contains stakeholders with high power and low interest (Carroll and Buchholtz, 1999, pp. 84-85). Customers would fall into this category as they have substantial importance and have a huge bearing on the performance of the organisation, but aren’t overly concerned with the animal treatment at McDonalds, as long as prices are low, so they have to be kept satisfied (Kim, 2014).

Lastly, ‘manage closely’ is stakeholders who garner high power and high interest in the organisation (Carroll and Buchholtz, 1999, pp. 84-85). There are multiple stakeholders situated in the ‘stakeholder type 4’ category. Firstly, Pressure groups are a subsidiary of customers, but alternatively have high interest and power, due to the significant influence pressure groups can have on the public image of McDonalds, by protests and releasing footage, all resulting from a high interest in McDonalds’ treatment of animals (Anderson, 1999). 

McDonalds’ suppliers need to be managed closely because they have high interest in the animal welfare policy at McDonalds, as they have to uphold the policy with them being involved in the production process. Suppliers are also powerful in the animal welfare policy, as they can choose to whether or not to uphold McDonalds’ animal welfare policy, so they must be manged closely (Cendrowski, 2014). 

Both shareholders and governments are in the ‘manage closely’ category because they have huge power and interest in McDonalds animal welfare. Shareholders have decision making rights and profit expectations that need to be satisfied to maintain their investments. The government control regulations and therefore animal welfare, so they could punish McDonalds if they work outside the set directives, so their guidelines must be adhered to by managing them closely (Lienert, 2018).

[bookmark: _Toc515561167]2.2.3.2.1 Limitations of the Power/Interest Matrix

The Mendelow Matrix (1991) has limitations for those who use it. The matrix is subjective, so there are varying interpretations that can debate its interpretations and negate its validity. Also, the map does not perform an analysis of each stakeholders’ stance towards an initiative, so users do not know if each stakeholder is supporting or opposing an enterprise (Williams and Lewis, 2008).

Applying this stakeholder map to McDonalds’ animal welfare identified the limitations as various stakeholders could be argued in to differing segments of the model, and there is no indication of the map as to whether or not McDonalds stakeholders are for or against their animal treatment (Williams and Lewis, 2008).

[bookmark: _Toc515561168]2.3 Consumer Values
[bookmark: _Toc515561169]2.3.1 Current Consumer Values

When consumers are deciding what they are going to purchase, they do so by evaluating the value of the good or service versus the asking price. There are many potential values that can be held by a consumer, and these are all subjective to the individual according to their needs and wants. Organisations work off of these value’s by combining the ones they feel will appeal to as many consumers as possible, in order to makes sales and revenue (Almquist, et al, 2016).

After three decades of consumer research, Harvard Business Review identified thirty separate potential values possessed by consumers, and the relevance of each of these values can be altered be a specific industry, culture and demographic. These values were put into a pyramid called the ‘elements of value pyramid’ (See Figure 3) with ‘functional values’ at the base of the pyramid, ‘emotional values’ above it, ‘life-changing’ values the third sector, and the top sector being ‘social transcendence’. This indicates the lack of value consumers generally place on Corporate Social Responsibility, as the lower values on the pyramid are considered more essential to consumers when thinking of purchasing a good or service, so this implicates CSR is a luxury value in the eyes of many consumers and not a necessary requirement (Almquist, et al, 2016). 

Harvard Business Review recognised how all the industries maintained ‘perceived quality’ as the main interest of value for consumers since products and services must reach a minimum level. The food industry had its own values required by consumers, which included perceived quality, and the second value being ‘sensory appeal’ (Almquist, et al, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc514681842][bookmark: _Toc515561207]Figure 3: The Elements of Value Pyramid
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(Almquist, et al, 2016)

There have been no studies to date that directly measure the consumer value received by CSR and specifically animal welfare. A study completed by Green and Peloza (2011) found that price and quality were more regarded by consumers when purchasing, at the expense of other factors including CSR and ultimately animal welfare (Green and Peloza, 2011, p. 52). Various other studies commonly identify ‘price’ as the main value for consumers in terms of their satisfaction of a product or service, and therefore animal welfare is a value forgone (Morar, 2013, p. 171).

Arguments maintain that good animal welfare is not just good for animals, but also this is what customers want, as a 2017 survey found that four out of five Americans would welcome a ban on ‘broiler’ chicken, even if the price of chicken increased. A 2018 poll found that 47 percent of Americans would support a ban on all slaughterhouses (Torrella, 2018).

Nevertheless, McDonalds are currently a world and market leading company despite many negative press stories about them, which gives an illustration as to what consumers prioritise, as they seemingly eat there regardless of animal welfare, for their own reasons/values (McGrath, 2017).

This is explained by a study completed by Pelsmacker, et al (2005) where the findings suggested that what consumers say, is not representative of how they act. The study found that 46% of European consumers alleged they would pay significantly more for ethical products. This suggests a high demand for ethical products but oppositely most companies offering ethical products for more revenue have under a 1% market share (De Pelsmacker, et al, 2005).

[bookmark: _Toc515561170]2.3.2 Dietary impact on Animal Welfare

Dietary variances can make consumer value subjective as different diets can impact how a person sees certain organisations, and animal cruelty is a particularly important factor amongst those that will not eat animals (Almquist et al, 2016).

Carnivore diet is the most prominent dietary choice amongst consumers throughout the world which is potentially beneficial for McDonalds because if it were veganism or vegetarianism then far more people would not only be unable to eat most of their products, but would also more likely be impacted by their ethical displays in regard to animal welfare, which would ultimately hurt the performance of the company significantly (Hoag, 2013).

The next chapter will use relevant ideologies and models to outline the way research was collected for this report and why these methods were chosen specifically as a way to increase the value of the findings.


[bookmark: _Toc515561171]3.0 Chapter 3 – Research Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc515561172]3.1 Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to outline the relevant research methods used in this project, and the way this was managed. This will be done using relevant tools and models. There is also careful consideration as to the potential shortcomings or difficulties attached to the research process, and specifically the research contained in this report.
[bookmark: _Toc515561173]3.2 Methodology

Sociologist Norbert Elias defined research based on the accompanying aim of the process. Elias stated “The aim, as far as I can see, is the same in all sciences. Put Simply and cursorily, the aim is to make known something previously unknown to human beings. It is to advance human knowledge, to make it more certain or better fitting…. the aim is……discovery.” (Veal, 2006, p. 2).

Primary research is where an individual gathers information for themselves, directly from individuals or through their own observation (Kervin, 1992, p. 730).

Saunders, et al (2006) created a revolutionary research concept that is referred to as the ‘research onion’ (See Figure 4). The research onion is effectively a tool used to conduct research effectively by ways of detailing what the research is to uncover, and the method to which this will be achieved. The research onion outlines that there are six layers to every research methodology, and this can be adapted largely to be suitable for a majority of methodologies. (Saunders, et al, 2007, p. 102).









[bookmark: _Toc514681843][bookmark: _Toc515561208]Figure 4: Saunders’ Research Onion
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(Saunders, et al, 2007)

[bookmark: _Toc515561174]3.3 Research Paradigm

A paradigm, according to Saunders, et al (2007) is defined as “a way of examining social phenomena from which particular understandings of these phenomena can be gained and explanations attempted”. A paradigm is viable for both the planning and conducting of research (Saunders, et al, 2007, p. 112) 

This dissertation included primary research by conducting interviews. This means the data collected will be solely the personal opinions of each interviewee, based on their own knowledge and understanding. By undertaking interviews, the research collected will be part of the ‘interpretivist’ approach. This report adopts the interpretivist approach because the research collected will be a small sample, but the findings will be more detailed, and therefore qualitative. This report is focused on consumer behaviour, therefore, the findings must be detailed in order to gain a firm understanding of the complex nature of the topic. The research collected will produce detailed written findings of what was communicated in the interviews, suggesting themes that might be present (Saunders, et al, 2016, p. 136).

[bookmark: _Toc515561175]3.4 Research Approaches

This report also uses one research approach, as there is one research instrument being used, which sanctions a singular approach. The approach used in this dissertation is the ‘inductive’ approach. The inductive approach is a strategy that looks to perceive empirical data with the motive of developing a new theory, unlike previous findings. The inductive approach is necessary as it will associate with the interview research, where the writer intends to generate a new theory based on the data collected (Fereday, J. and Muir-Cochrane, 2006, pp. 80-92).

[bookmark: _Toc515561176]3.5 Methodological Choice

The Methodological choice attached to this dissertation is ‘mono-method qualitative’. This is because the research was conducted with the use of one qualitative research instrument, which therefore induces the use of qualitative data analysis procedures. ‘Qualitative’ is used in reference to any data collection technique (including interviews) or data analysis technique that produces or uses non-numerical data (Saunders et al, 2007, p. 145).

[bookmark: _Toc515561177]3.6 Research Strategy

This report contains one method of research in the form of interviews, but overall this will result in the use of the survey strategy. The reasoning behind surveys taking a prominent role in the research of this project are a result of the benefactors, but there are also limitations of the survey strategy (O’Gorman and MacIntosh, 2015, p. 165).

Surveys are ideal for this report as they are time-effective and convenient, as you can send them via email or stand in a densely populated area and wait for participants, so you can get the research completed swiftly. Also, with the speed of the collection through survey, there is the added benefit that the user can collect high amounts of data in this short period of time (O’Gorman et al, 2015, p. 165).

According to O’Gorman and MacIntosh (2015) the limitations of utilising the survey process are that there is a possibility of exaggeration/under-reporting that potentially reduces the reliability and validity of the resultant research. Also, there is a reliance on the ability of the researcher to recall accurately, and choosing appropriate questions is vital in order to get the relevant findings, and to ensure those that partake cannot be offended (O’Gorman et al, 2015, p. 165).
[bookmark: _Toc498968190][bookmark: _Toc515561178]3.7 Time Horizon

The time horizon method from the ‘research onion’ employed in this report is the cross-sectional process. Saunders, et al (2007) define Cross-sectional as “the study of a particular phenomenon (or phenomena) at a particular time. This indicates that cross-sectional can make it possible to measure an aspect or behaviour of groups of people or individuals at a single point of time. Therefore, cross-sectional allows users to use both qualitative and quantitative research, whilst increasing the convenience of research, and the time consumption. This is a useful tool when trying to collect research by a certain deadline, as was the case with this report (Saunders, et al, 2007, p. 148).

With the adoption of the cross-sectional technique, the research findings contained in this report were collected efficiently and in line with the set time-scale, enabling the report to be completed with all the required contents, by the allotted time.

[bookmark: _Toc498968191][bookmark: _Toc515561179]3.8 Research Data Collection

According to Jankowics (2005) there are four main methods of research that are available to those undergoing a business and management project. The four methods include explicatory, case-study, survey, and experimental. For the purposes of this report, the explicatory method is apparent because the research presented is qualitative, whilst directing questions at individuals that mention issues and events in the past that enlighten the researcher about the present, and the potential future (Jankowics, 2005, pp. 220-221).

There is one form of data collection instrument used in this dissertation, and this is the interview method. Interviews have numerous advantages for users, including primarily how an individual can choose the person they wish to interview, so the best information can be gathered by selecting the most appropriate candidate. Also, interviews enable users to ask specific questions, that get detailed and more valuable research. Interviews will make sure the report gains perception from people with a firm knowledge and opinion, also collecting specific research (Wilson, 2010, pp. 135-138).

[bookmark: _Toc498968192][bookmark: _Toc515561180]3.9 Research Data Analysis

The data collected both qualitative and quantitative, due to the interviews containing some questionnaire questions, but open-ended questions are also used with qualitative findings. The questionnaire type questions required descriptive statistics, to gain an understanding of the ‘big picture’ findings. The qualitative data from the open-ended questions was first reduced to its most effective and useful information. The next step was to display the reduced findings in a way that would illuminate any prevalent indications that were apparent, and this was achieved using various tools including spreadsheets, graphs, tables and figures. This made the data easier to read and therefore, easier interpret the overall consensus. The final step was to draw a conclusion based on the relevant findings, and then to verify the conclusion, using the aforementioned tools (Saunders et al, 2007, p. 595).

[bookmark: _Toc515561181]3.10 Sampling

A sample is a portion of the population that should have a relation to the main study of the research (Collis and Hussey, 2003, p. 56). There is often a belief that collecting as many results as possible is the goal of research as it can increase the knowledge from findings, but if the researcher is willing to accept a more uncertain outcome, this is not obligatory. Selecting the appropriate sample size can be an unscientific process, as there is not a definite answer It all depends on how accurate the researcher intends to be, whilst considering the impact this will have on the data analysis process (Hussey and Hussey, 1997, p. 148-149).

The sample used for the research in this dissertation included a scope of twenty individuals with a deviation in opinions, in order to gather a wider range of research where similarities and differences can be formulated. The overall target was twenty individuals because the research and findings are qualitative, so they had to be observed and interpreted by the researcher. 

The data collection started with a convenient sample of family and friends, but this then developed into the ‘snowball’ sampling technique because the interview link was passed along by the original participants to their friends and associates.

[bookmark: _Toc515561182]3.11 Survey Design

The interview was designed with 21 questions to be answered by each of the 20 respondents. The interviewee was highly considered throughout the process to ensure the most appropriate and useful findings are collected. There was not a specific demographic aimed towards with the interviews, but the responses were from chosen individuals which ensured the research covered different areas and arguments, giving the researcher a stronger understanding of the subject matter.

The interview questions were screened using a pilot study and based on the feedback, questions were re-worded to be more understandable to those with no experience on the subject of this dissertation. The questions were resultantly clear and concise, with 21 open and closed questions, as interviews have qualitative properties that necessitate insightful, detailed answers, and questionnaires are good for the ‘big picture’. The researcher also placed extra emphasis on ensuring the safety of the interviewees anonymity, so they felt comfortable to give their most honest answers without judgement.

As opposed to asking the questions personally, where the interviewee can possibly be overcome by external factors that affect the reliability and validity of the results, the interviews were designed on ‘Surveyhero.com’ and sent to the interviewees via a hyperlink. This gave them easy access to the interviews and no timescale to answer questions, so the answers would be more thoughtful, and therefore truthful.

[bookmark: _Toc515561183]3.12 Pilot Study

A pilot study is a beneficial tool, as it can have many positive impacts on research. A pilot study is a trial and error method that enables the user to evaluate the research conducted and perform it again to a higher standard, by making amendments based on any apparent tribulations (Wood, 2004, pp. 113-114).

Once the first template for the interviews was complete, the researcher completed a pilot study. This entailed putting the interview questions on ‘Surveyhero.com’, then sending a link to five individuals for them to complete the interview. This allowed the researcher to collect the results and evaluate what could be improved in the finalised version of interviews. The pilot study outlined how the questions could be re-worded to become more understandable and also the questions could be situated more strategically for a better flow for both interviewee, and interviewer.
	
[bookmark: _Toc515561184]3.13 Distribution of Interviews

The primary research for this project was distributed via an online survey website (Surveyhero.com). Using this website, the researcher created interview questions and posted them to Surveyhero.com, where they in return sent a hyper link in which the interview could be accessed. Distributing the interviews was then made easier and less time consuming by only having to select the 20 personnel in which the researcher wanted to take part in the interviews, and then sending the link to them so they could just click the hyperlink and answer the set questions.

[bookmark: _Toc515561185]3.14 Reliability and validity

Any research method has to value, and display its reliability and validity. Reliability is concerned with replicability, because research is reliable if it can be duplicated and still present similar findings. Whereas, validity is about the research instrument being used, and its ability to measure what the researcher has intended to measure. Unreliable findings have no validity, but reliable findings can back a claim validity, although this is not guaranteed (Clark, Riley, Wilkie and Wood, 2007, p. 129)

Robson (2002) outlined the four ways in which reliability might become contaminated throughout the research process. Reliability can be affected by ‘subject or participant error, subject or participant bias, observer error, or observer bias’. Robson (2002) also identified the threats to validity, of which there were twelve. The twelve threats to validity include “history, testing, instrumentation, mortality, maturation, ambiguity about casual direction, generalisability, logic leaps and false assumptions, identification of the research population, data collection, data interpretation, and development of conclusions” (Saunders et al, 2007, 149-152).

The reliability of this research could have been improved significantly by conducting research in different places to assess whether this impacts the results of the research, or using another research instrument that would identify the impact a research instrument might have had on the answers from participants. The reliability of the research was enhanced by using the pilot study, giving the researcher an idea of what needed to be altered to improve reliability. 

The validity of the research was also heavily considered as there were alterations that needed to be made from the pilot study that improved validity, including re-wording questions to ensure answers were not influenced in any way. The researcher understands the value of being impartial when conducting research in order to collect unbiased results without any influence from the researcher.

Both the reliability and validity were improved by not conducting face-to-face interviews because the research could now be more easily replicated elsewhere, and there were less external influences to impact upon the validity of the participants’ responses.

[bookmark: _Toc515561186]3.15 Limitations and Ethical Considerations

The focal limitation of the research associated with this dissertation is the time constraint. With this project having a deadline that had to be met, there was only so much time to collect research. This resulted in the researcher deciding to prioritise low quantity research in order to ensure quality and accuracy. 

Ways in which this was achieved included lowering the number of participants in the interviews to twenty in order to collect the data and analysis the data within the time constraints. Also, collecting twenty face-to-face interviews within the allotted time would have been an impossibility, so the interviews were instead sent to participants to speed up the process and collect a satisfactory amount of analysable data. Given more time, the researcher would have been able to be more selective with research participants to potentially improve the research. With more time, the researcher would have also employed other research instruments in order to collect more findings and compare them with the interview findings.

The research collected in this dissertation only included accepted persons over the age of 18, and every participant completed the reading and signing of an ethics form beforehand. The anonymity of research participants was also protected throughout the process. The topic of this report isn’t one of controversy and did not cause any physiological harm to those taking part.

Each interviewee was presented with two statements that they had to confirm were accepted before taking part in this interview process, thus ensuring they were understanding of the topic, and they were not being forced to take part in anything they were not comfortable with. The statements were presented as follows;

1. I agree that I have read the information provided on the first page and received satisfactory information regarding the research.

2. I understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time if I wish and if I choose to do this, there will be no further contact from the researchers.
The next chapter of this report will present the main findings of the research collected in this report. These findings will then be used to discover multiple themes and patterns that will give the researcher a more informative and conclusive opinion as to the value consumers place on McDonalds ethical performance.





























[bookmark: _Toc515561187]4.0 Chapter 4 – Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc515561188]4.1 Introduction

This chapter of the report will focus on the primary data collected. The data will be analysed thoroughly in order to identify underlying themes and patterns, which will indicate the value placed on animal welfare by consumers, and how this is potentially impacting McDonalds. The process of data analysis associated with this report will be discussed before the findings and analysis are presented.

[bookmark: _Toc515561189]4.1.1 Data Analysis Process

The primary data collected will be analysed using content analysis in the form of thematic analysis in this chapter. Thematic analysis is conducted by inspecting the data collected and looking for any recurrent instances (themes) (Silverman, 2016, p. 85).

In order to understand the ‘big picture’ suggested by the interview research, descriptive statistics will be prevalent where the data is collected via questionnaire questions. Descriptive statistics will be used to describe the data by the measures of central tendency, so this data can be more revealing, with graphs, etc.  being used to present the data, making the more basic themes easier to detect (Fink, 1996, p. 92).

Predominantly the data collected will be qualitative, so Qualitative Data Analysis (QDA) will be applied in these cases. QDA is a variety of processes and procedures whereby qualitative data is attempted to be explained, understood or interpreted (Miles, Huberman and Saldana, 2014, XVII). The procedure used in this data analysis will be the Matrix Method (MM), in which transcripts will be interpreted and coded, to unmask more detailed and hidden themes (Groenland, 2014, p. 4). The data has been analysed subjectively as decisions have been made regarding the method of research, by the researcher that generally would not be made by other researchers, therefore the data collection and analysis is unique.

[bookmark: _Toc515561190]4.1.2 Findings Background

Due to the interviews being sent to the participants, there was no need for the researcher to log a transcript of each interviewee, where there is the possibility of missing some important comments, instead the transcripts are kept by the interviewees by writing out the answers. These transcripts will therefore be ready to be analysed, in order to recognise reoccurring themes, which will possibly identify a new theory (Silverman, 2011, p. 261). 

The interviewees that participated in this research were selected by the researcher because they have differing preferences and moral considerations. None of the interviewees had any affiliation with McDonalds or any other fast-food company, so the answers were not influenced. All of the interviewees spoke English fluently as their first language, so there was no language barrier to affect the validity of the findings. The data collected from participants has been condensed to where they still portray the same findings, but they are easier to analyse and draw necessary conclusions, whilst also being able to present in graphs etc.

[bookmark: _Toc515561191]4.2 Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc515561209]Figure 5: Graph of Results for Question 1

Question 1 of the interviews enlightened the researcher as to the dietary choice of the participants, which is intended to be a combination question which can be applied to other findings, to see if dietary choice is an impacting factor on the other questions of the interviews. The question found that a large majority of the 20 participants were carnivores (15), with two vegetarians, and vegans, with one pescatarian participant. This is concurring with the data found in chapter two of this report, where a carnivore diet is found to be the most common dietary choice in the world (Hoag, 2013). 
[bookmark: _Toc515561210]Figure 6: Graph of Results for Question 2

15 of the 20 interview participants were fast-food consumers, and each of these fast-food consumers were the carnivores found in question 1. According to the primary research collected most consumers who are carnivores eat fast-food, whereas consumers in the other food groups were not fast-food consumers. This is in agreement with the literature review, which suggests that fast-food consumers are largely carnivores and the company would be significantly impacted if more people were of another food group, not meat based (Hoag, 2013).
[bookmark: _Toc515561211]Figure 7: Graph of Results for Question 3

The interviewees answers to question 3 identified the six apparent values attained by consumers in relation to McDonalds and this included price, convenience, food quality, nutritional value, dietary requirements, and animal welfare. Convenience is proven to be the overall most important value for consumers of McDonalds with ten individuals referencing this as their reason for eating/not eating McDonalds. ‘Food quality’ is consumers’ second most valued factor, with ‘price’ being the third biggest influence on consumers purchasing.

Poor animal welfare apparently deterred some consumers who choose not to use McDonalds and these were largely non-meat eaters. This suggests that McDonalds are not popular amongst those who are not-meat eaters, as was also suggested by the secondary data in chapter two (Hoag, 2013).

The data found in chapter two disagrees with the primary research in one aspect as not one participant mentioned ‘sensory appeal’ as a possible factor in their custom or non-custom at McDonalds. However, the literature review and primary data agree that ‘perceived quality’ is one of the most values factors by consumers (Almquist et al, 2016). Also ‘price’, and ‘Convenience’ are highly valued by fast-food consumers according to these findings and chapter two (Gasparro, 2017).

According to the findings of this question, consumers are not largely affected in terms of their purchasing patterns by animal welfare, which indicates that consumers are possibly often unaware of McDonalds animal welfare practices or that this is not valued by many when contemplating where they eat. The findings in chapter two found that McDonalds customers consider their animal welfare with minor importance, which is evidently agreed upon by the findings of this particular question (McGrath, 2017).
[bookmark: _Toc515561212]Figure 8: Graph of Results for Question 8

The participants used their own knowledge and understanding, to answer whether or not McDonalds are a morally correct company. These findings agree with chapter two as a majority of those who approved of McDonalds ethical performance agreed that they did not know enough about McDonalds moral performance to think otherwise, as chapter two also found that consumers are not educated enough on the issue (Smithers, 2011). 

Participants outlined how McDonalds only act in the same manner as other companies so it is fine under their estimation, which suggests ignorance to the matter as there are ethical companies. Some interviewees agreed it is the customers’ choice where they spend their money, and therefore they police the market themselves, which is an assumption of Milton Friedman’s shareholder theory, that chapter two found to be McDonalds’ ideology (Foley, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc515561213]Figure 9: Graph of Results for Question 8

The reasons participants were of the opinion that McDonalds were not a morally correct company varied. Most interviewees agreed that they pay too much attention to maximising their profits, that they perform unethical practices to do so. The literature review also identified McDonalds as a shareholder theory based company due to their fixation on profit maximisation and resultantly animal welfare is of little importance (Jones, 2017).

Animal cruelty was also mentioned as a reason for McDonalds being unethical but the only individuals who voiced this were non-meat eating, again suggesting a difference in values between dietary variances, as was proposed in chapter two (Hoag, 2013).

Interviewees stated McDonalds falsely advertised their products, as they claimed to have “100% chicken in their McNuggets”, but this was proven to be untrue. Individuals also voiced displeasure at McDonalds food quality as a result of their “disgusting” production methods that were stated by participants to have used “pink slime” as the source of most of their products. This outlines that the unethical history of McDonalds, as mentioned throughout this report, is widely available to consumers who wish to be informed of such circumstances, but consumers seemingly prefer to ignore these stories (Reilly, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc515561214]Figure 10: Graph of Results for Question 8

Of the 20 interviewees, 12 of them expressed their displeasure of McDonalds ethical performance, and 8 were pleased with the performance. This highlights how McDonalds are viewed largely as an unethical company by the public, but a large portion of these interviewees previously indicated they eat McDonalds. This signifies that animal welfare and overall ethics are not valued greatly by consumers, as was alleged in chapter two (Almquist, et al, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc515561215]Figure 11: Graph of Results for Question 9

When asked to describe McDonalds’ animal welfare policy, it becomes evident that consumers are largely unaware of what exactly McDonalds’ are doing with animals in their production process, as 8 of 20 interviewees answered outlining their little knowledge on the matter. The literature review also recognised that consumers are mostly not informed about animal welfare (Smithers, 2011). 

Largely there was very little positive terminology used in relation to consumers’ opinions of McDonalds’ animal welfare policy, with the most positive being two individuals who believed it is ‘satisfactory’. The only other two somewhat positive responses both were only commented once and they described the policy as ‘over the top to satisfy customers’ which suggests the policy is beyond satisfactory, where is has potentially become too much. The second described McDonalds’ animal welfare alternatively as ‘borderline legal’, which is not an overly positive comment, but at least its within legislation. Both of these statements are differing to what the researcher found in chapter two because previous literature suggests McDonalds are not going overboard to attain good animal welfare, as contrarily they cause unnecessary harm to animals, and also they have been found to be breaking the law on numerous occasions by abusing animals inhumanely (Polansek, 2016).

The negative responses when describing McDonalds’ animal welfare tended to be more forthcoming. Two interviewees described the policy as “desperately poor”, whilst others used words like “horrendous”, and “disgraceful”. One interviewee said they had “heard multiple negative stories about McDonalds treatment of animals”, whilst another believed McDonalds were “misleading because standards are minimal”. One participant thought the animal welfare policy was “strategic” as it is beneficial in a multitude of ways for McDonalds, with few repercussions of their actions.

Those who are aware of McDonalds’ animal welfare history have largely negative opinions on the matter, but most of the interviewees were unaware of the issues. This suggests that the public are not educated enough about McDonalds’ animal welfare, and if they were there would be more public anguish if they were (Smithers, 2011).






[bookmark: _Toc515561216]Figure 12: Graph of Results for Question 10

In order to find how sensitive consumers are in relation to responsible or irresponsible corporate practices, the interviews asked participants the extent to which this impacts their purchasing habits. The answers given indicate how consumers are not sensitive to the CSR practices of organisations, generally recognising how other factors including price and quality are more valued by themselves when purchasing goods or services, or they stated how it would take an extreme action by a company to affect them. This again agrees with the findings of chapter two which stated that consumers are considerate of other factors including price and quality largely, over CSR and specifically animal welfare (Almquist, et al, 2016).

Animal cruelty is evidently considered in small proportion by consumers with only three mentioning the value they place on it, and these were all non-meat eating participants. This again proves value to the statements found in chapter two, recognising that non-meat eaters are more affected by animal cruelty and if it were more widespread, companies such as McDonalds would be impacted negatively (Hoag, 2013).







[bookmark: _Toc515561217]Figure 13: Graph of Results for Question 11

When the 20 interviewed individuals were asked whether or not the current animal welfare regulations are strict enough, 18 respondents believed the regulations needed to be stricter, whilst 1 believed the regulations were reasonable, and one person said they were not aware of the regulations enough to comment. One interviewee acknowledged how the law is more concerned with competition in the markets, rather than animal welfare and other forms of CSR, which was also identified in chapter two (Polansek, 2016). Three of the participants believed that that punishments for poor animal welfare need to be more severe, in order to frighten companies from acting improperly.

When this question is merged with question 10, where consumers were largely unaffected by poor CSR, the results confirm that consumers clearly see how the companies operating irresponsibly are still within law regulation so they do not feel the need to try police the market themselves by discontinuing their custom They instead believe the government are responsible for doing so. This finding disputes the assumption of Milton Freedman that consumers will police the market themselves, and the findings in chapter two also found that consumers do not regulate the market as McDonalds are still thriving despite unethical animal welfare practices (Gasparro, 2017). 

With a majority of participants claiming there need to be stricter regulations, whilst they are still McDonalds customers, it is apparent that they feel this is not their responsibility to regulate the market, so resultantly they ignore the situations if the government allow it.
[bookmark: _Toc515561218]Figure 14: Graph of Results for Question 13

Question 13 required the partakers to outline the reason McDonalds remain a market leader in spite of their well-documented animal cruelty practices. The final 50% of the answers were spread across multiple differing conclusions including some participants who believed these McDonalds consumers were “Ignorant” for being McDonalds customers despite inhumane animal welfare. Interviewees also identified convenience, and high food quality, as the reasons McDonalds consumers forego their poor animal welfare.

The findings gathered from this question confirmed a discovery in chapter 2, where consumers are apparently not informed of McDonalds’ animal welfare, otherwise they potentially would not still remain a market leader (Smithers, 2011). Also, participants identified “price” as the main value for McDonalds consumers, with ‘convenience’, and ‘quality’ also being valued.  Price, convenience, and quality were also believed to be the biggest food-consumer values according to the literature review (Gasparro, 2017). Some discoveries are not in accordance with the findings in the literature review of this report, which found that McDonalds’ poor animal welfare have been well documented and publicised, but this apparently is not enough, or potentially McDonalds consumers prefer to ignore the matter as some have suggested (Polansek, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc515561219]Figure 15: Graph of Results for Question 14

Question 14 asked the individuals interviewed if they believed McDonalds are a corporation that practices profit maximisation. Almost unanimously, the participants agreed that McDonalds is a company that operates under profit maximisation. Chapter 2 of this research project recognised that McDonalds operate within the parameters of profit maximisation. Therefore, this is confirmation that McDonalds are seen as a company that operate under shareholder theory (Milton Friedman) because profit maximisation is a necessary goal for companies only considering their shareholders’ feelings, as opposed to stakeholder theory, where all stakeholders are considered instead of just the amount of profit (Chiorando. 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc515561220]Figure 16: Graph of Results for Question 15

Question 15 followed on from question 14 as the researcher asked the interviewees whether profit maximisation is okay as long as the law is not being broken, which is the belief of Milton Friedman and stockholder theory. The findings were divided with a minority against profit maximisation in any regard, and 60% believing profit maximisation is acceptable if kept within the law. Therefore, a majority of consumers agree with shareholder theory, whereas a minority of consumers are more stakeholder theory based. This might explain why McDonalds animal welfare does not seem valued by consumers as McDonalds operate under shareholder theory in this aspect and consumers see this as justified (Polansek, 2016). This also outlines how consumers might be misinformed otherwise they would know that McDonalds have broken the law with their profit maximisation through animal welfare and their suppliers, so if they knew, maybe they would be more opposed to McDonalds (Smithers, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc515561221]Figure 17: Graph of Results for Question 16

The interviewees were asked if McDonalds’ success was sustainable despite animal cruelty, and an overwhelming majority believed they would be unaffected in the future, whilst only 15% said McDonalds’ would suffer in the long-term due to animal cruelty. A few answers envisioned a belief that “consumers are becoming more aware” and also “consumers are requiring more from businesses”. However, the overall consensus alleviates how these individuals do not think animal cruelty is a highly valued issue for consumers. 

Evidently, participants do not believe there is, or will be a shift in values for consumers in the future, and other factors will continue to be more highly considered than CSR and specifically animal welfare. Chapter two disagrees with this judgement because the data found that McDonalds could be affected negatively in the long-term, due to consumers requiring more social responsibility from corporations and “good corporate citizenship is also good business” (Morgan et al, 2016, pp. 19-705).

[bookmark: _Toc515561222]Figure 18: Graph of Results for Question 19

The interviews probed participants into finding if they would be willing to pay more for fast-food, for it to be ethically produced. Largely, the interviewees were willing to pay more for ethically sourced fast food, with most saying they would only pay a “little” or “reasonable” amount more. 35% would not pay more for more ethically sourced fast-food because they preferred “cheaper prices”. A portion of the 35% would not pay more because they refused to be fast-food customers, and also stated that McDonalds “would only do it to somehow increase their profits”.

This indicates that consumers find ethical performance to be highly impactful on their purchasing habits, and to be an even more valuable factor than price to an extent. This is contradictory to other findings in chapter 2 and chapter 4 which have illustrated how price and other factors are more valued by consumers than CSR and specifically animal welfare. This suggests that consumers are either unaware or ignorant to CSR because there are more ethically sourced fast-food organisations than McDonalds, but they still remain a market leader as proven in chapter 2 (Smithers, 2011). Chapter two found that consumers often say they would pay more for ethical fast-food, but in reality this is not the case (De Pelsmacker, et al, 2005) Potentially, there are other values that companies including McDonalds have, which others do not, so these interviewees would pay more for a specific fast-food company i.e. McDonalds to ethically source their food.






[bookmark: _Toc515561223]Figure 19: Graph of Results for Question 20

Question 20 asked the participants if animal cruelty is acceptable if it reduces costs, which is effectively a more specific version of question 15, as it essentially asks if profit maximisation is okay if it is within the law. 95% felt that animal cruelty is unacceptable even if it reduces costs, with answers participants quoted saying “put yourself in the animals’ position”, and “animals are living, not a material”.

These answers contradict the findings collected in question 15 because the participants generally agreed that profit maximisation is acceptable if it is within law regulations, but this question specified the same sentiment and found that participants believe animal cruelty is not acceptable in any capacity, regardless if it is within the law or if it reduces costs.

With McDonalds having participated in animal cruelty, as found in the literature review, these results show that consumers are firmly against animal cruelty, and do not agree mostly with shareholder theory, but there are evidently values that they consider more important than animal cruelty (Polansek, 2016). 

The findings of this chapter identified multiple themes related to the values of consumers at McDonalds, and these will be discussed further in chapter five. The apparent themes include:

· The biggest consumer values for McDonalds are price, convenience, and quality.
· Consumer values for McDonalds are impacted by consumers’ dietary choices.
· Animal welfare is not valued greatly by most consumers.
· There is a lack of knowledge amongst consumers in regard to animal welfare, which is due to a lack of awareness, or ignorance.
· Consumers are confused about their feelings toward animal welfare.
· McDonalds are recognised as a shareholder theory based corporation, and unethical but consumers this does not affect purchasing habits.
[bookmark: _Toc515561192]5.0 Chapter 5 – Conclusion and Recommendations

This chapter will discuss the value placed on McDonalds’ animal welfare by consumers, through the use of the data collected in previous chapters of this report. There will also be an analysis to understand if the researcher achieved the aims and objectives originally set for this paper, whilst recognising the limitations of the research design and the overall validity and bias of the findings.

[bookmark: _Toc515561193]5.1 Aims & Objectives
[bookmark: _Toc515561194]5.1.1 Aim

· “The overall aim of this dissertation is to evaluate the value consumers place on ethical animal welfare policy and furthermore, how this impacts their perception of McDonalds”.

By achieving each of the objectives set at the beginning of this research project, the overall aim has therefore been achieved. This reports contains a detailed evaluation of the value placed on animal welfare by consumers, through the use of previous literature and primary data.

[bookmark: _Toc515561195]5.1.2 Objectives

Four objectives were set at the beginning of this report that would systematically enable the researcher to achieve the overall aim of the research project.

· “The first objective is to conduct a literature review to assess the current understanding of the topic”.

The first objective was achieved through the completion of chapter two, the ‘literature review’. In this section multiple theories and models were explained, then adapted to the animal welfare policy at McDonalds Corporation. This enabled the researcher to understand the consumer value placed on animal welfare currently.

· “The second objective is to evaluate the perceptions of consumers regarding animal welfare practices, including how informed they are, and ultimately how this affects their purchasing”.

The second objective was accomplished with the use of chapter three, the ‘research methodology’, then chapter four ‘data analysis’. Chapter three was used to plan the method that would be utilised to collect the current perceptions of animal welfare from consumers. Chapter four was employed in order to analyse the findings from the primary research designed in chapter three, so the perceptions of animal welfare could be evaluated, finding how informed consumers are and the impact this has on their purchasing.

· “The third objective is to critically analyse the impact of animal welfare perceptions on McDonalds”.

The third objective of this paper was attained through the completion of chapter 5, the ‘conclusions and recommendations’. This was done by presenting the main themes recognised in the data analysis and identifying the implications the animal welfare perceptions have on McDonalds.

· “The final objective is to make appropriate recommendations for others researching this topic in the future”.

The last objective was completed by analysing the process of research used for this report, and acknowledging where improvements could be made for future researchers of this topic.

[bookmark: _Toc515561196]5.2 Main Findings

The main finding of this report discovered that consumers mostly do not value animal welfare when they are deciding what product or service they wish to purchase or which company they will obtain it from. The biggest consumer values in the for the fast-food market and McDonalds according to the data collected are ‘price’, ‘convenience’, and ‘quality’. Animal welfare is considered a luxury by most consumers who only consider it if their main values are attained firstly. Therefore, McDonalds can engage in poor animal welfare as long as they are perceived to be cheap, convenient, and high-quality by consumers.

Consumers perceive McDonalds as a shareholder theory based company that prioritise profit over other factors including animal welfare, but this does not have an impact on consumers’ who still purchase from the company. Resultantly, McDonalds are not affected greatly by the perception of consumers of their animal welfare, as they believe McDonalds are not breaking the law and therefore they are not doing anything wrong, and the government instead need harsher regulations,

The consumers with the greatest value for animal welfare are non-meat eaters, as this report found that dietary choices are highly impactful on consumers’ value of animal welfare. Non-meat eaters were strongly against poor animal welfare, and ultimately they were opposed to McDonalds with strong negative opinions of the company, hereby preventing their custom at the company. Whilst non-meat eaters are predominantly against McDonalds, this report found that meat-eating diets are extensively the most popular in the world, so the impact of non-meat eaters is limited.

Consistently, consumers’ opinions throughout this report were contradictory about animal welfare as their beliefs were dissimilar to their actions, portraying a confusion amongst consumers. Consumers were generally, strongly against poor animal welfare, but they also identified situations where they believed it was understandable. In theory consumers were affected by McDonalds’ poor animal welfare but they also identified that McDonalds are not doing anything wrong, and it is the responsibility of the government to act if they do, not the consumers themselves.

A common theme evident throughout the completion of this research project was the apparent lack of knowledge attained by consumers about animal welfare as a whole and McDonalds’ animal welfare. With technological advancements creating the ability for information to be spread broadly and quickly, consumers have information available to them more than ever, but they identified their lack of knowledge on the matters frequently. This is potentially due to a lack of awareness from most consumers or ignorance on the matter through a lack of interest or possibly they prefer not knowing information that could make them feel guilty. This could be the reason consumers do not seem to be impacted greatly by negative press stories about McDonalds animal welfare.

This report also found that McDonalds participate in many techniques to keep their animal welfare image as clean as possible amongst consumers, even though their methods are not considered to be characteristics of ‘good’ animal welfare. Evidently, McDonalds have been successful in this respect with many consumers being unaware of their operations, and any negative stories of their animal welfare practices. 

[bookmark: _Toc515561197]5.3 Implications of Findings

The findings collected in this report would identify that McDonalds are largely unaffected by poor animal welfare unless they break the law because consumers evidently believe that all business conducted within the law is justified, and as long as consumers needs values are being satisfied by McDonalds, they will overlook animal welfare. The only other way McDonalds can be affected by poor animal welfare is if non-meat eating diets became increasingly popular amongst consumers, because these individuals hold animal welfare in a higher regard and evidently value it more than the other values McDonalds have to offer.

The implications of this report understand that the regulatory body for animal welfare is likely going to experience difficulty from public pressure groups in the future to enhance the standards of animal welfare at McDonalds if they continue to be linked with negative stories. If consumers were to become more aware of animal welfare, then regulators will likely face greater criticism, and more protests for them to act.

[bookmark: _Toc515561198]5.4 Recommendations

In order for ‘good’ animal welfare to become established in the fast-food industry and specifically at McDonalds, there are various scenarios that could be influential. Consumers need to firstly become more informed and aware of animal welfare so they can make educated decisions. They could then police the market through their own initiative by choosing not to eat at McDonalds until any animal welfare concerns are remedied, which if it were supported by a large portion of consumers would hurt McDonalds’ performance and force them to react. In this circumstance, consumers would have to place more value on animal welfare than the current main values of price, convenience, and quality.

Improved animal welfare at McDonalds can be largely impacted by the government and regulation. The government could enforce stricter animal welfare regulations that would force McDonalds to participate in ‘good’ animal welfare. Enforcing stricter laws would also improve animal welfare because consumers identified that they are against illegal animal welfare practices, so if McDonalds were to break the law the consequences would be even greater through public perception.


[bookmark: _Toc515561199]5.5 Research Limitations

The decision to conduct the interviews through email in this report limited the findings collected. Due to the interviews not being face-to-face, the researcher could not ask interviewees to elaborate on their answers, so some answers did not make sense or questions were not understood fully which could have been improved by face to face interviews.

By completing this research project, it became evident that Corporate Social Responsibility needs a new theory or model because the current concepts have become outdated in the current economic climate, due to globalisation, and technological advances. 

The research contained in this project was limited by time constraints, as there was a deadline that hindered the number of possible research participants and the method of research. Given more time the researcher would have chosen a bigger, more specific sample size, with face-to-face interviews.

[bookmark: _Toc515561200]5.6 Validity and Bias

If a modern CSR model was available and able to deal with the current CSR environment it would have increased the accuracy and validity of the overall findings collected, because current models are unable to deal with the complexity of CSR (Puaschunder, 2014).

The validity of the findings collected in this report could have been improved significantly by choosing a more specific and diverse sample for the research. The research was collected from a convenient sample close to the researcher, so the findings do not consider many differing demographics, where there are different cultures and expectations.

By knowing many of the participants the researcher had an idea of what their opinions what consist of before their partaking in the interviews, so this potentially impacts the validity as it could be argued that the research contained bias by selecting specific opinions.

[bookmark: _Toc515561201]5.7 Summary

Consumers currently do not place much value on McDonalds animal welfare policy because this report has found that consumer have other factors they consider more important, which include price, convenience, and quality.

There is no evidence that a shift is taking place and consumers are more concerned with animal welfare than previously, so McDonalds will likely continue with their animal welfare policy, and remain their focus on the values consumers are more invested in.
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Interviewee Dietary Choice 

Choice of Diet	Vegan	Vegetarian	Carnivore 	Pescatarian 	Other	2.0	2.0	15.0	1.0	0.0	



Are you a fast food consumer?	
Yes	No	15.0	5.0	

Reasons for NOT eating McDonalds

Reasons for not eating McDonalds	
Do not eat animals	Overpriced	Poor animal welfare	Poor quality	Unhealthy	3.0	1.0	2.0	1.0	2.0	


Reasons for eating McDonalds	
Convenience	Price	Enjoy food	0.29	0.15	0.18	

McDonalds are morally correct

McDonalds are morally correct	
Don't know enough to think otherwise	Act like any other company 	Customers decide where they eat	Honesty	5.0	1.0	1.0	1.0	

McDonalds are NOT morally correct

Why McDonalds are NOT morally correct	
False advertisement	Animal cruelty	Poor food quality	Too concerned with profit	Encourage unhealthy diet	1.0	2.0	1.0	5.0	2.0	


Are McDonalds an Ethical Company?	60%

40%


No	Yes	12.0	8.0	


How would you describe McDonalds' animal welfare policy?	Desperately poor	Horrendous	Satisfactory	Strategic 	Do not know enough	Over the top	Borderline Legal	Heard negative stories	Misleading	Disgraceful 	Too good to be true	2.0	1.0	2.0	1.0	8.0	1.0	1.0	1.0	1.0	1.0	1.0	



To what extent does an organisations responsible or irresponsible practises affect your purchasing patterns?_x000d__x000d_	
Will not eat at food companies with poor animal welfare	Will not use a company’s services if they are significantly irresponsible 	More affected by price and quality	Other	3.0	7.0	5.0	5.0	


Are animal welfare regulations strict enough?	No 	I do not know the regulations	Yes	18.0	1.0	1.0	



Why do McDonalds remain a market leader despite well documented inhumane animal cruelty practises?	
People are not informed 	Other	More concerned with price	7.0	14.0	7.0	


Do McDonalds profit maximise?	
Yes	No	19.0	1.0	


Is profit maximisation okay if conducted within confines of the law?	
Yes	No	12.0	8.0	


Do you think McDonalds' success is sustainable despite animal cruelty?	
Yes	No	17.0	3.0	

Would you be willing to pay more for fast food, in order for it to be more ethically sourced?

Would you be willing to pay more for fast food, in order for it to be more ethically sourced?	Yes 	No	13.0	7.0	


Is animal cruelty acceptable for organisations if it reduces costs?

Is animal cruelty acceptable for organisations if it reduces costs?_x000d__x000d_	
Yes	No	1.0	19.0	
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18. As society becomes more health conscious, do you think this will impact McDonalds? Please could you support with
further thoughts.

19. Would you be willing to pay more for fast food, in order for it to be more ethically sourced? Please could you support
with further thoughts.

20. Is animal cruelty acceptable for organisations if it reduces costs? Please could you support with further thoughts.
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21. If you had a business enterprise that would benifit financially through poor animal living conditions, would you engage
these practices? Please could you support with further thoughts.
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McDonalds Interview Research Questions

About the survey

This research aims to investigate the influence McDonalds animal welfare policies have on their potential customers, in which your
participation is requested. It is hoped that the results of this research will contribute to understanding the issues related to consumer
purchasing habits and Corporate Social Responsibility.

This survey should take around 10-15 minutes of your time. Most questions ask you to select one of the below choices and/ or may ask you
to provide some additional information as well. Any comments you may wish to make will provide the researcher with a greater
understanding of any issues involved.

If you have any problems completing the survey or would like tho speak to the researcher, then please contact;
BSillman.142991@student.uwtsd.ac.uk

Before you start to answer the main questions, please choose from the drop down menu to confirm that you are happy to take part in the
survey and understand the terms on which you are providing information.

1.1 agree that | have:
Read the information provided on the first page
Recieved satisfactory information regarding the research

2.l understand that

| am free to withdraw from the study at any time if | wish and if | choose to do this, there will be no further contact from
the researchers

r 1
V Please Choose...
| Agree to the above statements
|1 Do not agree to the above statements





image6.png
1. How would you describe your choice of food diet?

Carnivore

Vegetarian

Pescaterian

Vegan

Other

2. Are you a fast food customer? Please could you support with further thoughts.
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3. What are your reasons for eating/not eating at McDonalds?

4. Should McDonalds have a larger organic range? Please could you support with further thoughts.

5. Should nutritional information be displayed at all McDonalds restaurants? Please could you support with further
thoughts.
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6. Is society informed well enough as to the negative dietary impacts of McDonalds food? Please could you support with
further thoughts.

7. Do McDonalds encourage customers to eat more than they need to? Please could you support with further thoughts.

8. Do you consider McDonalds a morally correct company? Please could you support with further thoughts.
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9. How would you describe McDonalds' animal welfare policy? Please could you support with further thoughts.

10. To what extent does an organisations responsible or irresponsible practises affect your purchasing patterns? Please
could you support with further thoughts.

11. Are animal welfare regulations strict enough? Please could you support with further thoughts.
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12. Does seeing an animal in pain have the same effect on yourself as seeing a human in pain would? Please could you
support with further thoughts.

13. Why do McDonalds remain a market leader despite well documented inhumane animal cruelty practises?

14. Do McDonalds only concern themselves with creating profit? Please could you support with further thoughts.
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15. Is profit maximisation responsible if conducted within the confines of the law? Please could you support with further
thoughts.

16. Do you think McDonalds' success is sustainable despite animal cruelty? Please could you support with further
thoughts.

17. Are McDonalds to blame for rising obesity rates in the UK? Please could you support with further thoughts.




