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Current food systems are unsustainable in many ways, they have huge ecological impacts and 

are characterized by far-reaching social inequalities. The process of adapting and transforming 

these systems thus needs to pay attention to justice considerations, particularly in the form of 

procedural justice which describes equal participation opportunities for affected actors in fair 

and inclusive decision-making processes. The UN Food System Summit is an important 

multistakeholder initiative that drives food system transformation on the global level. However, 

previous research has pointed out controversies around its governance, structures and 

approaches. In this context, the Coalitions of Actions, part of the follow-up of the Summit, have 

been neglected in research so far. This thesis applies a case study approach to the Agroecology 

Coalition to uncover to what extent procedural justice aspects are considered and which 

elements and processes are conducive to it. Through semi-structured interviews and document 

analysis, the perceptions of different members are captured. The findings highlight the 

importance of guiding principles to identify relevant actors, and of targeted efforts to ensure 

equal representation of these actors. Furthermore, the findings reveal that creating synergies, 

fostering visibility for less resource-rich organizations and having inclusive composition 

formula for leadership bodies help to balance disparities in power and influence. The research 

also discusses how limited capacities can hinder information sharing and the crucial role an 

administrative entity plays in this. The study emphasizes the crucial role of adequate and 

specific measures that ensure procedural justice in order to enable just transformation processes.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

Sustainable food systems have been identified to be key to the achievement of the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) and to play a central role in their implementation, the 2030 Agenda 

(FAO 2016). There has been a rising consensus in academia and policy-making that a holistic 

food system approach is needed to address the many shortcomings our current food systems are 

characterized by (HLPE 2017). Food systems are not only responsible for 21-37% of global 

greenhouse gas emissions (Mbow et al. 2019, 439) and one of the main contributors to terrestrial 

biodiversity loss (UNCCD 2022), but are also characterized by social inequalities, from access 

to healthy and nutritious food to production capacities and finances, to access and participation 

in globalized markets and trade (HLPE 2023). These inequalities are accentuated by large 

power asymmetries between a few powerful companies monopolizing different points along 

the supply chain (IPBES-Food 2017) and the huge share of small-scale food producers and 

consumers on both sides, a situation which can be described vividly as an hourglass (Vorley 

2003 in Clapp, Noyes and Grant 2021). 

One of the prominent narratives in the literature is that for food systems to become more 

sustainable, current social inequalities need to be addressed (Béné et al. 2019). To achieve this, 

the process of transforming the systems needs to consider justice-related aspects, otherwise 

there is a risk that existing injustices are reproduced or exacerbated (Zurek, Hebinck and 

Selomane 2021). Furthermore, many distributional issues and inequities in food systems are 

rooted in participatory inequalities of marginalized groups in food governance (Loo 2014).  This 

thesis is thus interested in the consideration of participatory and procedural justice in the context 

of food system transformation governance. Procedural justice can be defined as the equal 
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opportunity for all people affected by an issue to participate in fair and inclusive decision-

making processes concerning this issue (Tribaldos and Kortetmäki 2022).  

An important space where decisions on the future of our food systems were made was the UN 

Food System Summit (UNFSS)1, the newest of the high-level food summits convened by the 

UN Secretary-General in 2021 to address the issue of food system transformation (United 

Nations n.d.a). The Summit, held completely virtually, was preceded by a two-year preparatory 

process consisting of a pre-summit and stakeholder dialogues and was followed by a 

stocktaking moment, UNFSS+2, in autumn 2023 (von Braun 2023; UN Food System 

Coordination Hub n.d.). The follow-up structure of the Summit further consists of the 

implementation of the developed national pathways for countries and the establishment of 

Coalitions of Actions which should further drive the work on thematic areas of food systems 

(von Braun 2023; UNFSS Coordination Hub 2022). 

1.2 Research problem 

The goal of the UNFSS was to bring together a wide variety of stakeholders and solutions to 

“launch bold actions to deliver progress on all 17 SDGs” and “transform the way the world 

produces, consumes and thinks about food” (United Nations n.d.a). The Summit was intended 

to be a “People’s Summit”, a summit for everyone that brought together key players from every 

sector and promoted inclusivity by following a multistakeholder approach (United Nations 

n.d.b). However, the newest report of the IPBES-Food (2023) has shown that these 

multistakeholder initiatives also hold inherent risks of providing an arena for the most powerful 

actors, as for instance agri-food businesses, while neglecting other voices. While the potential 

of multistakeholder initiatives to enable knowledge exchange and promote a more flexible and 

 
1 Later also referred as “the Summit”. 
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adaptable way of governance exists, research has also shown that they can fail in terms of 

inclusivity or equal participation of actors (refer to section 2.2). 

In the case of the UNFSS, parts of civil society and indigenous peoples criticized the Summit 

for its corporate domination along with its lack of transparency, inclusivity, and accountability 

safeguards (CSIPM 2021). Previous research on the UNFSS has shown the controversies that 

existed around the legitimacy and recruitment of participants to the Summit, the role and level 

of inclusivity of science, power asymmetries and lacking accountability measures (refer to 

literature review section 2.3). Meanwhile, there is a lack of research on the follow-up initiatives 

of the Summit and in particular on the Coalitions of Actions that are considered to be impactful 

in further driving and governing food system transformation (Liaison Group CSIPM 2022; 

Diaz-Bonilla et al. 2022). Especially in the light of the discrepancies found around how the 

Summit aspired to be and how it was implemented, the question arises to what extent procedural 

justice is considered in the Coalitions of Actions and what processes and elements contribute 

to ensuring it. This thesis contributes to answering this question by applying a case study 

approach to the Agroecology Coalition 2  and uncovering its processes and structures. The 

combination of an analysis of publicly available documents of the Coalition and semi-structured 

interviews with different categories of members help to paint a holistic picture.  

The Coalitions of Action, and the Agroecology Coalition as one of them, are rooted in the 

UNFSS, but are organized independently and are meant to set up their own governance 

structures and processes (UNFSS Coordination Hub 2022). The Agroecology Coalition is a 

multistakeholder coalition, composed of a variety of actors that jointly work on driving food 

system transformation through the concept of agroecology (further detailed in the case study 

section 5.1.4).  Given the rise of multistakeholder initiatives in global food governance (Aubert, 

 
2 Later also referred to as “the Coalition”. 
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Brun, and Treyer 2016), the question of how procedurally just multistakeholder collaboration 

in the context of food system transition can be realized is of high pertinence and actuality, and 

the findings from the Coalition can provide valuable insights beyond its scope. 

1.3 Research aims and questions 

This research is guided by the following two questions: 

RQ1: To what extent are procedural justice aspects considered in the Agroecology 

Coalition according to its members?  

RQ2: Which elements and processes are conducive to procedural justice in the 

Agroecology Coalition?   

In answering these questions, the research pursues two aims: First, produce descriptive findings 

of the current situation regarding procedural justice in the Agroecology Coalition. This is done 

by relying on a qualitative research approach that captures the perceptions of the people 

involved, uncovering how the aspects of procedural justice are considered in practice. The 

second aim is to contribute to transformative knowledge by revealing what can contribute to 

procedural justice and thereby enable a just food system transformation. The second aim builds 

analytically on the first. It is essential to first understand how procedural justice aspects are 

considered in practice to be able to understand the elements and processes which are conducive 

to it.  

1.4 Thesis outline 

The structure of this thesis is the following: After the introduction, providing the background 

leading to the research questions and aims, chapter 2 consists of a review of the existing 

literature on the three topics of (1) the global food governance, (2) multistakeholder initiatives 
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and (3) the UN Food System Summit. This is followed by chapter 3 which outlines the 

theoretical framework guiding this thesis and chapter 4 that informs about the methods used. 

Chapter 5 is divided into two main parts, the first one presents the case study and situates it in 

the broader umbrella of the UNFSS. The second part contains the results of the thematic 

analysis, sorted by themes. In chapter 6, these results are discussed in the light of the analytical 

framework and the existing literature. The thesis ends with chapter 7 which summarizes the 

findings and their relevance, provides an outlook on further research and presents the lessons 

learned from the case study.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature review is structured in three parts. In the first part, the aspects and developments 

of the global food governance that are relevant to this research are explored. In the second part, 

the focus is on one particular development, namely the proliferation of multistakeholder 

initiatives and their definition and performance. The biggest section of the literature review is 

devoted to the UNFSS and the existing research on it, which leads to the specific research 

problem this thesis addresses.  

2.1 Global food governance 

This section provides contextualization of the UNFSS in the history of food summits organized 

by the UN, many of them not only impactful with responses to crises but also in restructuring 

the food governance scene. The UNFSS was the first of the food summits with a 

multistakeholder instead of a multilateral design (von Braun 2023), further pushing the trend 

towards multistakeholder food governance which coincides with the increase of private sector 

involvement and power in food governance (Valente 2018). The Summit also presented a 

paradigm shift by putting the focus away from narrowly defined sectoral issues to a holistic 

approach to food systems, including environmental sustainability (Canfield, Duncan, and 

Claeys 2021; von Braun 2023). 

2.1.1 The food system approach 

Global food governance has over the past 80 years been characterized by a total of seven food 

summits, the last one being the UN Food System Summit in 2021. Their distinct emergence 

contexts have led the summits to prioritize different areas of focus: The newest summit, the 

UNFSS, introduced a significant shift with a new focus on food systems, paying stronger 
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attention to environmental considerations and taking a broader approach, anchored in the SDGs, 

than previous summits (von Braun 2023). The summit was anchored specifically in SDG2 with 

the aim to “end hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable 

agriculture” (UNDP 2024, n.p.). The High Level Panel of Experts on Food Security and 

Nutrition (HLPE) report 8 defines a food system as encompassing “all the elements 

(environment, people, inputs, processes, infrastructures, institutions, etc.) and activities that 

relate to the production, processing, distribution, preparation and consumption of food, and the 

outputs of these activities, including socio-economic and environmental outcomes” (HLPE 

2014, 29). In academia and the policy sphere likewise, the benefits of a food system approach, 

as an integrated approach across sectors that takes into account the various interlinkages, 

challenges, and feedback from different sub-systems, have been stressed over the past decades 

(FAO 2018; Janin, Fofiri Nzossié, and Racaud 2023). Common to the food system approach is 

its problem-focused nature, the overarching message being that current food systems are failing 

us, and that change is needed (Béné et al. 2019). The food system approach aims to address the 

complex and interrelated challenges in food systems from a systemic, multilevel and 

multistakeholder angle (UNEP, FAO and UNDP 2023). However, while there is agreement that 

a transformation of the current food systems is needed, positions on the problems to be solved, 

the solutions and the ways forward differ widely (Béné et al. 2019). Anderson and Rivera-Ferre 

(2021) separate these into two main narratives, regenerative food systems and extractive food 

systems. Put simply, extractive systems value modernization, technology and industrial 

agriculture to increase agricultural productivity. In addition to food production, regenerative 

systems emphasize ecological components such as biodiversity, and social components such as 

community well-being and human dignity (Anderson and Rivera-Ferre 2021). 
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2.1.2 Reconstruction of global food governance  

The UNFSS did not only introduce the concept of food systems to the global scene, it also 

further implemented an organizational change through the multistakeholder approach it 

adopted. Many of the food summits played an important role not only in mobilizing action 

against various food crises but also in inducing organization and institutional change in the 

global governance structure, for instance, the World Food Conference in 1974 that led to the 

establishment of the World Committee on Food Security (CFS) (von Braun 2023). Originally, 

the CFS was established as a standing committee of FAO with the mandate to monitor the 

outcomes of the 1974 conference, but its mandate shifted over the years, most significantly in 

2009. At this time, the reform of the CFS, pushed for by social movements, was approved by 

member states (Margulis 2012; Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). This reform transformed 

the committee into the “foremost inclusive international and intergovernmental platform for all 

stakeholders to work together to ensure food security and nutrition for all”, based on the concept 

that states keep the ultimate decision-making power, but civil society and the private sector can 

actively participate and shape decisions (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021, 183). Since this 

reform, which for instance provided a self-organized space for civil society organizations, the 

Civil Society and Indigenous Peoples’ Mechanism (CSIPM), the voices of the most affected by 

food insecurity were heard in policy-making processes and concepts such as agroecology, and 

a rights-based approach found their way into the global agenda. The movements regrouped 

under the CSIPM are from 11 constituencies, including among others peasants, small-scale food 

producers, food-chain workers, fisherfolk, pastoralists and indigenous peoples (Canfield, 

Duncan, and Claeys 2021).  

However, simultaneously to the increased participation of civil society and social movements, 

private sector actors also became more prominently involved in global food governance. While 

the private sector to some extent was involved from the early 70s on, their influence grew over 
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the years, coinciding with the severe budget cuts the UN system was confronted with. As a 

result of the withdrawal or diminishment of the contributions of their traditionally important 

donors such as the United Kingdom or the United States, many UN organizations ended up in 

the position to start accepting private funding (Valente 2018). When the dynamic of market 

liberalization and deregulation further strengthened the role of transnational corporations in 

food systems, the power of these actors in global food governance also increased significantly 

(Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021; Clapp and Fuchs 2009). In 2000, the Global Compact 

between the UN and the World Economic Forum (WEF) set the stage for public-private 

partnerships (PPPs), a tool to promote voluntary business sector engagement to pursue UN 

principles in various sectors, including the environment (Sethi and Schepers 2011). PPPs are 

multistakeholder initiatives that focus on the cooperation between governmental (public) and 

private actors.   

Since the early 2000s, transnational corporations have succeeded in occupying a central seat in 

decision-making and policy development about food systems, as displayed in the many well-

known PPPs in the agri-food sector (e.g. the Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition (GAIN) 

or the Scaling up Nutrition (SUN) Movement) (IPBES-Food 2023). In 2019, the UN signed a 

strategic partnership agreement with the WEF, aiming at accelerating the implementation of the 

SDGs by a deepened institutional collaboration (Manahan and Kumar 2021). This agreement 

was also the foundation for the emergence of the UNFSS, the first of the food summits that 

adopted a multistakeholder approach (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). Multilateralism 

refers to the “governance of the many in which states are the main decision-makers and 

implementors” (Manahan and Kumar 2021, 3), but where other actors can participate and make 

contributions. An example of such fora would be the CFS (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 
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2021)3. Multistakeholder governance on the other hand encompasses a variety of actors beyond 

governmental entities, such as the private sector, academia and civil society as decision-makers. 

As a result, the identification of key actors in these processes is more ambiguous (Gleckman 

2016).  

It can be noted that global food governance in recent years has been characterized on the one 

hand by the development of multi-stakeholder initiatives with the particularly active 

participation of the private sector, and on the other hand by inclusive multilateral spaces such 

as the CFS in which civil society and social movements have been able to actively participate. 

2.2 Multistakeholder initiatives 

The development of global food governance shows how private sector involvement and the 

proliferation of multistakeholder initiatives in the food sector have increased over the past 20 

to 30 years (Aubert, Brun, and Treyer 2016). Along with this came an increasing interest of 

researchers and practitioners in the actual performance of these multistakeholder processes and 

how they can or need to be optimized, a topic that is addressed in section 2.2.2. 

2.2.1 Definition  

The idea of multi-stakeholder partnerships originated in the corporate world and has become 

an important concept within the global governance of the SDGs first at the Rio Conference 

1992 that called for a “Global Partnership for Sustainable Development”, a call strengthened at 

the Rio +10 conference in Johannesburg in 2002 (Aubert, Brun, and Treyer 2016; Pattberg and 

Widerberg 2016). A wide variety of designations exist, ranging from multistakeholder 

platforms to initiatives, processes or collaborations – a phenomenon that is also referred to by 

 
3 These definitions can be interpreted in slightly diverging ways, for some researcher the CFS might be considered 

as a multistakeholder process. 
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more critical voices as "multistakeholderism" (Manahan and Kumar 2021). The mentioned 

terms often describe similar structures, and most of them can be classified as form of 

multistakeholder governance. These structures operate according to a set of formal and informal 

rules, norms and enforcement that underpin their functioning, actions and objectives (Manahan 

and Kumar 2021). While I acknowledge the existence of the variety of designations listed 

above, for this thesis I only use the term multistakeholder initiative (MSI) to prevent confusion.  

Since it is hard to offer a clear categorization or definition of MSIs, building upon previous 

research, Thorpe et al. (2022, 169) defined them as “governance arrangements that work with 

actor interests across public, private and community boundaries to solve complex and systemic 

problems which participants believe cannot be solved by acting alone”. These arrangements 

can be more or less institutionalized, but they are considered to have a common set of features 

or principles: They are voluntary instruments, based on the principle of willingness to 

participate as actors or organizations from a variety of spheres such as government, private 

sector, civil society, international organization and academia (Aubert, Brun, and Treyer 2016). 

Multistakeholder initiatives “design and follow agreed processes to effectively reach a shared 

purpose” (Biekart and Fowler 2018, 1695) but in many cases rules and targets are only vaguely 

formulated and lack clarity (Aubert, Brun, and Treyer 2016). In food and nutrition, most of the 

MSIs have the aim to collectively work towards a more sustainable agri-food sector (Thorpe et 

al. 2022). 

2.2.2 Evaluation 

In light of the proliferation of MSIs, evaluating the effectiveness of such initiatives to allow for 

improvement in their design becomes important. However, as Pattberg and Widerberg (2016) 

stated, there is only limited evidence for the positive performance potential of multistakeholder 

initiatives. Supporting this, different authors concluded that empirical findings are lacking on 
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the extent to which these initiatives really act as efficient changemakers for sustainability and 

can contribute towards transformational change  (Thorpe et al. 2022). Trying to fill this gap, 

Pattberg and Widerberg (2016) established nine conditions deemed to improve the performance 

of MSIs in the three areas of actors, processes and contexts. In the specific context of food 

systems, international organizations such as UNEP, FAO and UNDP have focused their 

attention on multistakeholder initiatives and developed a guide on how to enhance them (UNEP, 

FAO and UNDP 2023). The guide provides resources and tools to achieve the goal of broad, 

inclusive and effective collaboration based on a good understanding of the food system, guided 

by a roadmap and ensuring the sustainability of the collaboration. It has also been shown that 

MSIs are likely to fail when not having an agreed framework (Canfield, Anderson, and 

McMichael 2021). 

As Pinkse and Kolk (2012) argued, multistakeholder initiatives can fill a participation gap by 

mobilizing all parties affected and giving them a say, a resource gap by mobilizing resources 

(e.g. finances, network, knowledge) that different actors are missing, and a regulatory gap by 

replacing previous governance structures in achieving public objectives. There is the claim that 

conventional governance arrangements have failed to achieve the aspired ambitions in food 

systems and that MSIs have the potential to address these shortcomings by mobilizing various 

actors and working more effectively between sectors and scales (Herens, Pittore, and 

Oosterveer 2022). Other benefits identified are that MSIs can nurture the exchange of 

knowledge on various dimensions of complex agricultural issues by fostering a collaborative 

learning process to test the feasibility of solutions from different perspectives. In addition, the 

actors involved become aware not only of their different needs and objectives, but also of their 

interdependencies, which require joint action (Hermans et al. 2017). From a political science 

perspective, multistakeholder initiatives, with the UN agencies as orchestrators, can be seen as 
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helping to solve complex problems by providing greater flexibility and adaptability while 

allowing for the inclusion and participation of a wider variety of actors (Bloodgood 2022).  

While proponents argued that MSI can enhance deliberative democratic decision-making, 

others have drawn attention to the flaws exposed with multistakeholder initiatives in relation to 

deliberative democracy: failure to include all groups and perspectives on the issue at stake, 

lacking accountability and reflexivity in decision-making structures, and missing out on 

accounting for power asymmetries in participation (Alves Zanella et al. 2018). Gleckman 

(2016) puts forward that actors in MSIs are not equal, they have asymmetric capacities and 

resources for their participation which means that ways must be found to balance power and 

resource asymmetries. For instance, due to the divergence in resource endowment of the 

participating actors and the lack of clear rules that structure the functioning of the initiatives, 

civil society organizations have reported difficulties in voicing their positions in these 

arrangements (Aubert, Brun and Treyer 2016). Meanwhile, a review of 27 MSIs active in global 

food governance revealed that the corporate sector occupies many leadership positions 

(Manahan and Kumar 2021). Pattberg and Widerberg (2016) concluded that multistakeholder 

initiatives fail to increase the inclusion and participation of previously marginalized groups in 

global governance. Activist researchers found that in several cases the actors invited and 

classified as representatives of affected communities were in fact far removed from their 

concerns, as they were large international NGOs or other organizations funded by major 

philanthropies (Manahan and Kumar 2021). Other research argued that the legitimacy of an 

MSI is not determined by the sheer number of actors it includes but whether it includes the 

“relevant ones” (Mena and Palazzo 2012, 539). 

In summary, MSIs have the potential to attract funding, enable knowledge exchange, and 

promote a more flexible and adaptable way of governance and the inclusion of stakeholders. 

However, research also shows that some of these initiatives are not producing positive results 
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in terms of inclusivity and equal participation. This raises questions, in particular since the 

involvement and participation of a large number of actors is an issue that is often claimed to be 

better in MSIs compared to multilateral systems. Thus, further research on the functioning of 

multistakeholder initiatives is needed in order to find out how they can assure the aspired values 

of equal and inclusive governance. 

2.3 The UN Food System Summit 

This section reviews findings regarding the legitimacy and recruitment of participants to the 

UNFSS (2.3.1), the role and level of inclusivity of science (2.3.2), the issue of power dynamics 

(2.3.4) and the outcomes and effectiveness (2.3.4) of the Summit. Most of the research on the 

UNFSS produced results that outline different shortcomings with regard to the Summit’s 

governance structure and decision-making processes, some of it found by researchers engaged 

and in dialogue with the CSIPM (e.g. Canfield, Anderson, and McMichael 2021). Many of the 

findings that transmit the positive performance and successes of the Summit are related to data 

produced by the Summit’s Secretariat and research done by people affiliated with the UNFSS, 

such as Joachim von Braun who was the head of the scientific group, or Agnes Kalibata, the 

UN Secretary’s General Special Envoy to the Summit. While I do not intend to question the 

scientific validity of the findings produced by each of the groups, I believe that this 

contextualization helps to better understand the controversies around the Summit presented in 

this section. 

2.3.1 Participation 

One of the controversies around the Summit was the question of how inclusive it was, and 

which actors were represented. The UNFSS Secretariat stated on its website that the Summit 

gathered key players from science, business, policy, healthcare and academia but also farmers, 

indigenous peoples, youth organizations, consumer groups and environmental activists (United 
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Nations, n.d.a). Furthermore, Kalibata (2022) reviewed that the Summit successfully mobilized 

thousands of people who engaged in the UNFSS platforms for instance through the over 1000 

multistakeholder dialogues, and that also often forgotten actors were included. However, it has 

to be noted that the CSIPM, a compendium of 500 organizations with over 380 million members 

from eleven constituencies, many of them marginalized and highly affected by food security, 

decided to boycott the Summit (CSIPM 2021). Previously, the CSIPM had raised its concerns 

about the disproportional influence of corporate actors and the UN-WEF partnership in an open 

letter to the Secretary-General (CSIPM 2020). Furthermore, well-known scientific bodies such 

as the IPES-Food withdrew their participation (Anderl and Hissen 2021). Meanwhile, according 

to Kalibata (2022), only a small section of civil society did not participate at all or not 

sufficiently in the Summit – and this despite many attempts from the organizers to include them. 

Tanzer, Gläsel, and Egermann (2022) draw a nuanced picture of the participation process, 

highlighting that the Summit succeeded in mobilizing local knowledge and attracting a variety 

of participants from different parts of the world and with various backgrounds, but missed out 

on allowing the inputs of participants to actually influence the decisions and outcomes.  

Other research suggested a that there was a lack of transparency in participant recruitment, 

particularly also for leading positions, and a perceived bypassing of established bodies such as 

the HLPE or the CFS (Canfield, Anderson, and McMichael 2021). As Anderl and Hissen (2021) 

identified, the Summits’ bypassing of existing institutional bodies and the inducement of a 

feeling of betrayal at the side of the activists of the food sovereignty movement led to the loss 

of institutional trust that had been built up in previous decades for FAO and the UN food 

governance as a whole. By examining the UNFSS from a procedural justice perspective, it was 

shown that information disclosure and institutional representation were rated negatively, 

especially by participants in favor of a regenerative transition pathway narrative, calling out 
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opaque decision-making and the ignorance of existing UN mechanisms (Tanzer, Gläsel, and 

Egermann 2022). 

Another discussion within the UNFSS, common to multistakeholder initiatives, was the 

question about who the relevant actors are. The philosophy behind the Summit was to be a 

summit for everyone, everywhere, with the reasoning that we are all part of the food system, 

and it is thus needed that all of us take action to help the transformation (United Nations n.d.a). 

While the Summit clearly tried to establish legitimacy through the participation of a wide 

variety of stakeholders, questions remained about the relevance of these stakeholders (Canfield, 

Duncan, and Claeys 2021). Two principles that can guide the identification of legitimate 

stakeholders are the “all-affected principle” which guided the recruitment for the UNFSS, and 

the “most-affected principle” advocated for by the CSIPM and since 2009 guiding principle for 

participation in the CFS (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). The rationale behind the UNFSS 

was to allow any organization or individual to participate if they wished to do so, following the 

idea that “all who are affected by a decision should have a right to participate in making it” 

(Dahl 1970 in Lagerspetz 2015, 6). However, some argued that this principle fails to address 

power imbalances between participating actors (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021), and it 

should be applied in a way to distinguish between the different levels of interest actors have 

instead of assuming equal affection (Lagerspetz 2015).  

The UNFSS had established principles of engagement for the participating stakeholders to 

create an inclusive event, valuing various perspectives and building trust between different 

actors . On top of that, it regulated the participation of individual corporations by only allowing 

them to be represented through business associations (UNFSS 2021). To what extent these 

guidelines were respected has however been questioned by Clapp, Noyes and Grant (2021) who 

found that representatives of individual corporations were still present in many events leadings 

up to the Summit which were considered key in setting the agenda and direction of the Summit.  
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2.3.2 Science at the Summit 

The UNFSS was the first food summit hosted by the UN which was guided by advice from an 

independent scientific body, established for this reason (von Braun 2023). The scientific group 

had a significant mandate, it was meant to set up a common definition of food systems, frame 

the aspired transformation through recommended outcomes, and inform the five Action Tracks 

(von Braun 2023). Furthermore, the Summit aimed to “bring in diverse perspectives, including 

indigenous knowledge, cultural insights and science-based evidence” (United Nations n.d.b). 

However, the composition of the scientific group represented a limited variety of backgrounds 

and scientific expertise: It was composed of 20 natural scientists and 9 economists, without 

neither other disciplines being represented (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021) nor 

representatives of indigenous knowledge included (Nisbett et al. 2021). Furthermore, as a 

document analysis revealed, many of its members were linked to philanthropies and the private 

sector (Montenegro de Wit and Iles 2021).  

The scientific group was in many ways impactful: First, as this was the first food system summit, 

the setting opened doors for new contestation about who can claim epistemic authority over the 

particular global governance field of food systems (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). 

Second, the scientific group aimed to institutionalize its authority by establishing a science-

policy interface (Fears and Canales 2021). Controversial was not only the question of whether 

such an additional advisory body was needed but also to what extent it tried to delegitimize the 

HLPE, the established science-policy interface attached to the CFS and considered to be more 

inclusive of other knowledge (systems) (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). Science was also 

used at the UNFSS to construct the legitimacy of the Summit and the multistakeholderism it is 

based on (Montenegro de Wit and Iles 2021). Montenegro de Wit and Illes (2021) argued that 

the scientific group claimed its legitimacy around its presumable inclusivity of marginalized 

communities disguising the 4th industrial revolution agenda it was pushing for, with 
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biotechnology, digital technology and innovation at its core. Supporting this, Spires et al. (2023) 

stated that the UNFSS failed to include the lived experiences of people for whom he tried to 

deliver as a “People’s Summit” into the evidence-gathering which was the source for the actions 

and recommendations it promoted. 

2.3.3 Power dynamics 

The different forms of power in food system governance and multistakeholder settings have 

also been studied for the case of the UNSS. Building on the concept of discursive power as one 

form of corporate power (Clapp and Fuchs 2009), Horton (2024) found that in Australia’s 

National Food System Summit Dialogues discursive power was used to put forward two 

principles for food utopias: Technologically-mediated sustainability and multistakeholder 

participation respectively, which both emphasize the role of the corporate sector in the 

transformation and advocate for keeping the status quo rather than structurally transforming 

food systems. Others found that the Summit was strategically silent with regard to the problem 

of corporate power and thus ignored the large power asymmetries between small-scale food 

producers and agri-businesses, inherent in the current food systems and being responsible for 

many shortcomings of the system (Clapp, Noyes, and Grant 2021). As a result, for the Special 

Rapporteur on the Right to Food, the Summit promoted the paradigm of the need for new 

technologies to enhance productivity, while missing to touch upon more structural issues, taking 

a human-rights-based approach or putting agroecology at the center (Fakhri 2021). 

2.3.4 Outcomes and effectiveness 

Research was also conducted on the operation and effectiveness of the different initiatives of 

the Summit. While for now only a preliminary assessment of the Summit was possible, some 

of the positive outcomes stated by von Braun (2023) are the strong political, social and scientific 

engagement it fueled, the action agenda it set up and the global initiatives and coalitions on 
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different topics that emerged out of it. By evaluating two of the levers of change, Diaz-Bonilla 

et al. (2022) concluded that they were effective tools in framing key principles and concrete 

directions for actions, while the operationalization of these directions remains more uncertain. 

The 31 Coalitions of Actions that emerged from the Summit must therefore have solid 

institutional backing, establish inclusive and effective governance structures, build financing 

structures and work towards consolidation with coalitions working on similar issues (Diaz-

Bonilla et al. 2022). With regard to the coalitions, the CISPM criticized their opaque setup 

structure and the lack of meaningful participation by small-scale food producers, social 

movements and member states (Liaison Group CSIPM 2022, 6). They called out the fact that 

the ones that have the money and the organizational capacity can establish sizeable coalitions 

to roll out their solutions for food system transformation, while other solutions that rely on 

asking for resources from the UN or member states are disadvantaged (IPBES-Food 2021).  

Another discussed issue in the context of the Summit was accountability and how it can be 

ensured. While governments are present as stakeholders in the Coalitions of Actions, these 

coalitions have not been collectively agreed upon or mandated by states and thus are also not 

accountable to the public (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). According to Diaz-Bonilla et 

al. (2022), one of the main shortcomings of the follow-up of the Summit is the lack of 

accountability mechanisms, for national pathways and coalitions likewise. Covic et al. (2021) 

also articulated the importance of putting in place strong accountability mechanisms following 

the Summit to clearly define the responsibilities for the variety of stakeholders involved and 

track the fulfillment of their commitment with the help of set targets and defined indicators for 

monitoring. While this vision of accountability follows an output-based approach, a transparent 

process of decision-making and the duty to share information can also be seen as a way of how 

accountability could be conceptualized in a setting beyond the nation-state under international 

law accountability to its citizens (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). 
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2.3.5 Research gap 

The literature review has shown that a decent amount of research has studied the processes, 

structures and outcomes of the UNFSS. The different studies focused on some of the key 

dimensions of governance, such as participation, transparency, power relations or 

accountability. The findings of the existing research point towards the fact that there are 

discrepancies between how the Summit was outlined and aspired to be, i.e. a “People’s Summit”, 

and how its actual implementation was. The governance structure of the Summit was meant to 

be evidence-based, transparent, accessible and built on accountability (United Nations n.d.b). 

While some positive outcomes of the Summit were identified (e.g von Braun 2023 and Kalibata 

2022), a variety of research has shown that the Summit raised questions about the legitimacy 

and recruitment of its participants, inclusivity, the issue of power dynamics, and its outcomes 

and effectiveness (refer to literature review section 2.3). These issues largely coincided with 

the shortcomings of multistakeholder governance arrangements found by Alves Zanella et al. 

(2018) or Pattberg and Widerberg (2016) which included a lack of inclusivity, accountability, 

reflexivity and addressing power asymmetries. The Summit has also been studied from a 

procedural justice perspective which resulted in critical findings and exposed how important 

procedural justice aspects such as institutional representation and information disclosure were 

neglected (Tanzer, Gläsel, and Egermann 2022).  

While these controversial findings on the UNFSS exist, the discussions on the follow-up of the 

Summit have so far been limited to recommendations on what would be needed, for instance 

strong accountability mechanisms (e.g. Covic et al. 2021). There is a lack of scientific research 

about the follow-up initiatives’ actual performance and functioning. In particular the Coalitions 

of Actions, that are considered to have the potential to be influential in further shaping food 

system transformation (Liaison Group CSIPM 2022; Diaz-Bonilla et al. 2022), have not been 

studied with regard to their governance structure and processes. Thus, the question of to what 
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extent procedural justice aspects are considered in the Coalitions of Action, also compared to 

the Summit and the findings by Tanzer, Gläsel, and Egermann (2022), arises.  
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This thesis draws on the theories of justice in sustainability transitions and food justice, with a 

focus on procedural justice. In the first section, insights are provided into justice and its 

dimensions in sustainability transitions. Afterwards, the relevance of justice and specifically 

procedural justice in the context of food system transformation is lined out. This is followed by 

a chapter defining procedural justice and the elements it entails and ends with the presentation 

of the analytical framework that is used to operationalize procedural justice in the context of 

the Coalition.  

3.1 Justice in sustainability transitions 

When it comes to food systems and how they can be transformed to become more sustainable, 

resilient to climate change, and socially just, the use of environmental and social justice 

concepts in a context of transition is of interest. As Williams and Doyon (2019) argue, no 

sustainable future is possible without considering justice as an integral part of the process of 

getting there. This is what just transition is about, it broadly refers to “achieving a socially just 

sustainability transition leaving no one behind as societies move towards lower-carbon 

production and consumption practices” (Huttunen, Turunen, and Kaljonen 2022, 1). Further 

important elements are the global nature of the transition and its connectedness to diverging 

realities of communities and individuals on multiple scales (McCauley and Heffron 2018). In 

the context of the 2030 agenda, the concept of transformation is often used, “referring to the 

need for the change to be intentional and profound, based on factual understandings and societal 

agreements and aimed at achieving outcomes at scale” (UNEP, FAO and UNDP 2023, VI). 

Because transformation is also the term used by the UNFSS sphere and my interviewees, I 
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mostly use the term food system transformation in this thesis. An exception is this chapter where 

I refer to just transition theory, but the same process of change is meant. 

Justice considerations in the context of transition to fossil-free energy systems have so far 

attracted the greatest amount of interest (Kaljonen et al. 2021). It is argued that if justice and 

equity considerations are left aside, the transition process can result in aggravated poverty, 

gender bias, non-participation, and failure to acknowledge the needs of marginalized groups 

(Jenkins, Sovacool, and McCauley 2018). Justice in sustainability transition is often 

conceptualized through the three dimensions of distributive, procedural and recognitive justice 

(e.g. Williams and Doyon 2019; Jenkins, Sovacool, and McCauley 2018, Kaljonen et al. 2021). 

This follows the tripartite definition of justice proposed by Schlosberg (2004) which includes 

the three interlinked and overlapping concepts of equity in distribution, recognition of diversity 

of particular groups of people and their experiences, and participation in political processes. An 

example of how this tripartite conceptualization in the context of food system initiatives might 

look is illustrated in Figure 1. All three dimensions are interconnected and influence each other; 

for instance, it is often the same groups of people who experience distributive injustices or are 

most affected by decisions that have the least power in decision-making (de Bruin et al. 2023).  

Distributive justice is touching on the question of the “just” attribution of goods, burdens, 

services, and non-material aspects of life (Miller 2013 in de Bruin et al. 2023, 347). Recognition 

justice is concerned with who is considered an object of justice, as many redistribution issues 

are founded in matters of misrecognition where there is a failure to attribute equal respect and 

rights to certain groups (Fraser 1997). Procedural justice focuses on the way of how decisions 

are made, for instance how societal structures, institutional rules and contexts determine the 

distribution of resources. It is concerned with the fairness of decision-making power and 

processes and sheds light on the process and contexts in which the patterns of distribution are 

made or sustained (Young 1990). 
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Figure 1: Justice framework for food system initiatives. Source : de Bruin et al. 2023, 349. 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/  

 

3.2 Food justice 

While food system transition is increasingly prevalent in sustainability transition research, 

accounting for justice considerations happens only to a limited extent (Tribaldos and 

Kortetmäki 2022). For example, a review of eleven reports identifying pathways of change for 

food systems found that many of these pathways leave justice and equity considerations aside 

(Zurek, Hebinck, and Selomane 2021). However, there are several reasons to explore the 

transition of food systems as a just transition issue. First, agriculture is responsible for 21-37% 

of global greenhouse gas emissions (Mbow et al. 2019, 439), is the main contributor to 

terrestrial biodiversity loss, and drives land degradation and deforestation (UNCCD 2022) – it 

is thus essential to find ways how to nourish the world in a more sustainable and less carbon-

intensive way. Second, food systems are characterized by persistent inequalities and dynamics 

of exclusion (Hebinck et al. 2021) and thus contain a high risk that the processes inducing 

transition and change will reproduce or exacerbate existing social injustices (Zurek, Hebinck 

and Selomane 2021). Inequalities are prevalent across the whole food system, from access to 
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healthy and nutritious food to production capacities and finances, to access and participation in 

globalized markets and trade. Major inequality dimensions identified are gender, education, 

economic and social status, location or ethnicity – in many cases occurring in an intersectional 

form (HLPE 2023). These inherent inequalities in current food systems can also be referred to 

under the term food injustice which is “the maldistribution of food, poor access to a good diet, 

inequities in the labor process and unfair returns for key suppliers along the food chain” 

(Heasman and Lang 2004, 8). While many distributional injustices are reflected in this 

definition, it fails to include participatory concerns (Loo 2014). The failure to address 

participatory issues is also reflected in the fact that few papers discuss procedural justice aspects 

in food system initiatives (de Bruin et al. 2023). However, as Loo (2014) demonstrates in her 

work, many distributional issues and inequalities in food systems are rooted in participatory 

inequalities of marginalized groups in food governance. More generally, corporate 

concentration in the agri-food sector can enable a few dominant and extremely powerful firms 

to shape policies and governance in a manner that serves their interests (Clapp, Noyes, and 

Grant 2021), leaving aside the voices of less powerful actors. As IPBES-Food (2023) concludes 

in their report, especially in food systems, with their deeply rooted inequalities and power 

asymmetries, democratic governance and inclusive participation structures focusing on the 

inclusion of the most affected actors are crucial for building just and sustainable food systems. 

Thus, for the promotion and assurance of food justice, procedural and participatory justice 

aspects need to be considered (Loo 2014). Building upon this stream of thought, the focus of 

this thesis is on participatory issues reflected as procedural justice in food system 

transformation. 

3.3 Procedural justice 

Procedural justice can be defined as the equal opportunity for all people affected by an issue to 

participate in fair and inclusive decision-making processes concerning this issue. In the just 
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transition and food justice literature, attention is also given to the obstacles to de facto 

participatory equality (Tribaldos and Kortetmäki 2022). De jure participatory equality is 

ensured when according to the law or rules, all actors have the same right to participate. 

Nonetheless, because of various obstacles such as power asymmetries or capabilities disparities, 

this might not result in a de facto equality, participatory equality in practice (Tribaldos and 

Kortetmäki 2022).  

The question of how to address these power imbalances remains to a large extent unstudied 

(Williams and Doyon 2019). Additionally, decision-making is not only about who should be in 

the position to make decisions but also about which rules and procedures determine the 

decision-making process. Research on procedural justice has also linked it to democratic, 

deliberative and participatory decision-making processes (Young 1990).  The guiding European 

convention for procedural justice in the environmental field is the Aarhus Convention which is 

based on three pillars of access to information, public participation in decision-making, and 

access to justice (Stec, Casey-Lefkowitz, and Jendrośka 2000, 6). 

3.3.1 Procedural justice dimensions 

Procedural justice can be operationalized by multiple dimensions which serve as criteria to 

judge whether a decision-making process is fair (Shrader-Frechette 2002). Important to note 

here is that different actors’ evaluation of these criteria and whether a process is considered 

“just” can diverge. On the one hand, their experiences in the process are individual and on the 

other hand, their normative expectations about what “fairness” means might differ (Simcock 

2016). 

The definition of the dimensions and indicators of procedural justice is an integral part of the 

construction of an analytical framework that can be used to examine the case study. The 

analytical framework for this thesis is rooted in Simcock's (2016) framework for just transition 
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in the energy sector which proposes three dimensions of procedural justice: inclusion, influence 

and information. The following sub-sections will discuss these three dimensions.  

3.3.1.1 Inclusion 

The dimension of inclusion is about who can participate or has their voice represented in a 

decision-making process. This right of participation is often framed under the all-affected 

principle (Simcock 2016). However, there are reasons to focus on ensuring the inclusion of the 

most affected and vulnerable groups who are often excluded from decision-making (Kortetmäki 

2016). In the context of food systems, de Bruin et al. (2023, 1) identified the following groups 

as important subjects of justice: “those with a particular role in the food system including 

producers and consumers, people who are marginalized, indigenous communities, those with 

experiences of negative consequences of the food system, future generations, and nonhumans”. 

For social movements, the ones most affected by food insecurity and malnutrition are peasants, 

small-scale food producers, food-chain workers, fisherfolk, pastoralists, and the urban poor, as 

well as women and youth (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021, 188). Furthermore, inclusivity 

is not only about the inclusion of different groups but also of different forms of knowledge, 

beyond technical science, that are relevant to make informed decisions (Davies 2006). 

3.3.1.2 Influence 

For procedural justice, there is a need not only to facilitate the participation of all stakeholders 

but also to enable them to influence the distribution of benefits and costs among those involved 

(Loo 2016). Thus, the influence dimension measures to what extent the participation of actors 

can result in shaping the outcomes of the decision-making process, according to the perception 

of the participants (Knudsen et al. 2015). To categorize the level of influence of a participant 

or a participating organization, I rely on the tripartite categorization by Simcock (2016, 469) 

into “listen as spectator”, “consultative influence” and “direct authority”:  
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- Listen as spectator: The participant or organization receives information but cannot 

influence the decision. 

- Consultative influence: The participant or organization can give their opinion, but the 

decision is made by others. 

- Direct authority: The participant or organization can formally take the decision 

individually or democratically together with others (e.g. with voting). 

 

Related to this categorization is also whether certain perspectives (e.g. the ones of small-scale 

farmers) are represented in leading positions and functions. 

The earlier mentioned de facto participatory equality can only be assured by a special focus on 

barriers to participation such as power asymmetries and capabilities differences (Williams and 

Doyon 2019). The question of to what extent power asymmetries are present, and how they are 

mitigated, are thus important factors of procedural justice (Williams and Doyon 2019). Power 

can be defined as “the ability of actors to mobilize resources to achieve a certain goal” (Avelino 

and Rotmans 2009, 550). Thus, to examine the presence of power asymmetries one needs to 

look at the resources and mobilization potentials of actors. As proposed by Avelino and 

Rotmans (2009, 551) resources can be categorized into human (human leverage as in members, 

personnel etc.), mental (e.g. information, ideas), monetary (e.g. funds, cash), artefactual (e.g. 

products, infrastructure), and natural resources (e.g. raw material, physical space). Each 

categorization of resources can become the object of power to varying degrees, depending on 

the context (Avelino and Rotmans 2009).   

Based on the existing literature, another relevant question for procedural justice is whether 

participants have adequate capabilities to participate and if not, what tools or techniques are 

used to ensure the engagement of these participants with low capabilities (Williams and Doyon 

2019). Capacity-building of the actors involved in the decision-making process and the 
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empowerment of marginalized actors to enable them to influence decisions and for instance 

hold other actors accountable, is an important factor in creating a level playing field (Barnaud 

and Van Paassen 2013). Silveira and Pritchard (2016) refer to the importance of having 

measures in place to enhance capabilities of involved actors through the provision of skills and 

training.  

3.3.1.3 Information 

The information dimension examines what kind of information is given to whom, at what stage 

and in what form (Knudsen et al. 2015). To allow for a just process, information should be 

shared in a timely manner in the process, contain sufficient information, and be objective 

(Knudsen et al. 2015).  For active and meaningful participation in food system decision-making, 

actors need to have information about the impacts of food systems on humans and nature, the 

consequences of possible solutions that are decided on, and about the people who are involved 

(Tribaldos and Kortetmäki 2022). Food system actors have the right to be informed about the 

benefits and risks of decisions that will affect their food systems (Loo 2014). Given the context 

of food systems and the wide divergences regarding the problems to be solved and the solutions 

needed (Béné et al. 2019) diverse perspectives on food system transformation should be shared. 

Furthermore, transparency refers to accessible information on finances and the included experts 

and knowledge. This means knowing what the funding structure of an initiative is and how the 

selection of experts to join the decision-making process was (de Bruin et al. 2023). Another 

important kind of information, for instance lacking in the context of the UNFSS, consists of 

details about the decision-making processes, how and when decisions are made (Tanzer, Gläsel, 

and Egermann 2022). 
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3.3.2 Procedural justice framework 

Building upon the framework by Simcock (2016), my analytical framework is hence structured 

around the three dimensions of inclusion, influence and information. By integrating the 

considerations of the existing literature discussed in the previous sections, my indicators for 

procedural justice in the transformation of food systems were developed. The resulting 

framework with its dimensions and indicators is summarized in Figure 2. Compared to 

Simcock’s framework, three main amendments and additions were made: (1) Inclusion of 

criteria regarding power and capabilities disparities, (2) conceptualization of inclusivity not 

only in relation to participants, but also to different forms of knowledge, and (3) detailing of 

the types of information needed to ensure transparency (information on food systems, on the 

process and functioning, on financing and included experts etc.). 

 

Figure 2: Framework for procedural justice in food system transformation. Source: Developed by the author, 

rooted in Simcock's framework (2016). 
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4. METHODS 

4. 1 Research approach and design  

As the focus of my research is on the meanings different participants attribute to a social issue, 

in this specific case their experiences of the governance and processes of the Coalition, a 

qualitative research approach is the best fit (Creswell and Creswell 2018). A case study design 

was employed, enabling a thorough analysis of the selected Coalition working on the theme of 

agroecology. The research is embedded in the constructivist worldview, which puts forward the 

relevance of individual meanings (Creswell and Creswell 2018). This was reflected in my 

research by relying on interviews to capture the subjective experiences and perspectives of a 

variety of actors. This subjectivity allows for interesting comparisons and provides a holistic 

picture of the processes and dynamics in the Coalition. The research approach also includes 

elements from the transformative worldview as the focus of procedural justice is on ensuring 

equal participation for all, specifically for marginalized groups (Creswell and Creswell 2018). 

4.2 Data collection 

Data collection can be separated into two main phases, illustrated in Table 1: The first phase 

included data collection through a literature review as well as preliminary desktop research on 

the structure and functioning of the UNFSS. Out of this emerged the selection of the case study 

and the analytical framework used for its evaluation. In the second phase, two types of data 

were collected, the first one refers to the lived experiences and perceptions of different 

members, and the second type traces the processes and structures of the Coalition. To gather 

the data, semi-structured interviews with members were conducted and complemented with a 

document analysis. In the following sections, the four different processes of data collection are 

further explained. 
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Table 1: Overview over research processes and outputs. Source: Developed by the author. 

 Phase 1 of data collection Phase 2 of data collection 

 

Processes 

Literature & theories review Document analysis 

Preliminary research Semi-structured interviews 

 

 

Outputs 

Analytical framework to evaluate the case 

study 

Findings about procedural 

justice in the case study, 

answers to the research 

questions 

Understanding of the UNFSS structures and 

processes; case study selection 

 

4.2.1 Literature review 

For each subtheme of the literature review, desktop research with the databases of 

GoogleScholar, LUBsearch and Swisscovery was conducted to identify relevant scientific 

work, and to a limited degree grey literature. Many articles were also identified by using the 

snowballing method. Besides the significance of the content, I considered other criteria for 

including articles such as timeliness, with a preference for articles published from 2012 

onwards, except in cases of theoretical considerations or historical focus. In the second step, 

the identified literature was sorted and categorized using different synthesis matrixes to enable 

a structured analysis. 

4.2.2 Preliminary research on the UNFSS structure and functioning 

To enable data collection through meaningful document analysis and the conduct of semi-

structured interviews, a preliminary research phase was necessary. The focus of this phase was 

to develop an in-depth understanding of the functioning and structure of the UNFSS with its 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



33 

numerous sub-structures, initiatives and follow-up activities. This phase was particularly 

crucial given the complex and confusing setup of the Summit, combined with limited 

transparency and fragmented information available (e.g. Anderson et al. 2022). By consulting 

the various websites, documents and diagrams of the UNFSS (e.g. UNFSS n.d.), a structure 

diagram of the UNFSS leadership, summit and follow-up was constructed (displayed in section 

5.1). Based on this research combined with the knowledge gap identified in the literature 

review, the focus, first on the Coalitions of Action rooted in Action Track 3 (Boost Nature-

Positive Production) and then on the Agroecology Coalition, emerged. Besides the 

considerations and reasons that are further outlined in the case study chapter, practical reasons 

regarding data accessibility influenced the selection of a Coalition that was operational, had an 

established website, and provided information about its members. 

4.2.3 Document analysis 

The document analysis focused on publicly available documents and content from the website 

and social media channels of the Coalition. In combination with the interviews, it allowed me 

to draw a comprehensive picture of the governance structures and decision-making processes 

of the Agroecology Coalition from a procedural justice perspective. Employing two types of 

data sources and two types of data collection facilitated scientific triangulation (Long and 

Johnson 2000). The document analysis was useful for building background knowledge for the 

interviews and verifying and deepening the information provided by the interviewees. 

Furthermore, it enabled tracing the development of the Coalition, its members, and its 

structures. The content selected for the analysis was chosen by two criteria, either because it 

visibly seemed to be related either to the governance or member structure or the decision-

making processes, or because it thematized events or facts mentioned by the interviewees.  
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4.2.4 Semi-structured interviews 

Semi-structured interviews are suitable for studies about people’s opinions and perceptions. 

Additionally, they are adapted to the need for flexibility that allows the researcher to ask follow-

up questions (Kallio et al. 2016). At the beginning of my research, a general interview guide 

had been developed to structure the interviews and was, based on the experiences in the 

interviews, adapted and improved throughout the process (can be consulted in Annex 1). 

Furthermore, both in the preparation phase and during the interviews, the guide was adapted to 

the interviewee and their role, their knowledge or level of involvement, etc., which led to certain 

questions being emphasized or omitted. The approach was to ask open questions to let the 

interviewees bring in their perspective and then ask unplanned, or planned, more specific 

follow-up questions (DeJonckheere and Vaughn 2019). This helped to mitigate the potential 

bias introduced by directly asking about specific concepts such as fairness and letting instead 

the interviewees raise issues that they considered important. The semi-structured interviews 

were held online over Zoom, due to various locations of the interviewees. Each interview lasted 

between 30 to 60 minutes and was conducted in English or, in one case, in German. After each 

interview, with the exception of two (refer to the limitations section), an automatic transcription 

was performed, followed by a manual review and re-listening to prepare the interview for 

analysis. 

4.2.4.1 Participant selection and sampling 

Purposeful sampling is a frequently applied method, also in research focusing on procedural 

justice in the case of different initiatives or projects (e.g. Tanzer, Gläsel, and Egermann 2022; 

Simcock 2016). My method employed for the selection of interview partners was purposeful 

sampling aiming at the maximum variation, the representation of the widest range of 

perspectives possible (Alsaawi 2014). In the case of the Agroecology Coalition, that meant 
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covering a wide variety of roles and functions within the Coalition, actor groups and 

geographical backgrounds (detailed in Table 2).  

Table 2: List of attributes of interviewees. Source: Developed by the author. 

Attributes criteria Included subgroups 

Function/role within the Coalition Level of involvement, take-over of 

leadership positions, length of membership, 

size of organization 

Geographical background Africa, Americas, Europe, Asia-Pacific 

(same categories as used by the Coalition) 

Actor groups Farmer’s organizations, CSOs/NGOs, 

Indigenous peoples’ associations, 

philanthropic organizations, UN and 

international organizations, small and 

medium-sized enterprises, governments and 

regional authorities, research institutes 

(same categories used as by the Coalition) 

 

To select interview partners according to the identified attributes, preliminary research on the 

members of the Coalition was conducted. In instances where it was unclear which person within 

an organization was involved with the Coalition, I reached out to the organization directly with 

a request to propose the most suitable and knowledgeable person. Because of the limited time 

available and the difficulty of reaching certain actors, the snowball sampling method was used 

to increase efficiency in some cases. A list of all the interviews conducted can be found in 
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Annex 2. The interviews were conducted between February 27 and April 12, 2024. It is 

important to note that one interview was held with a person from a different coalition and was 

therefore used for the scoping of the thesis and for informative reasons but not directly in the 

analysis.  

4.3 Data analysis 

The data of the interviews and the documents was analyzed by using a thematic analysis 

method. Thematic analysis is described as “a method for identifying, analyzing and reporting 

patterns (themes) within data” (Braun and Clarke 2006, 79). Themes consist of patterns in the 

data that give important information and are relevant for answering the research question(s) 

(Maguire and Delahunt 2017).  

The analysis was conducted with the help of the N-Vivo computerized data management 

program which helps to facilitate manual coding. Following the systematic steps of thematic 

analysis as outlined by Clarke and Braun (2006), after familiarization with the data (1), initial 

codes were generated (2) by using inductive and deductive codes. The combined approach of 

inductive and deductive coding allows for a theory-led analysis (the procedural justice 

perspective) and at the same time gives space to the experiences and perspectives of the 

interview partners (Proudfoot 2023). The next step was to search for themes (3) which were 

organized with the help of the dimensions of the framework and the use of thematic maps. 

Themes were then reviewed (4) at the level of the coded extracts and in relation to the entire 

data set. After further defining and refining the themes (5), the thematic analysis was written 

up (6). Despite the step-by-step approach, the analysis was not a linear but an iterative and 

reflexive process. 
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4.4 Limitations 

As a result of time and capacity constraints, I chose to concentrate on one coalition. While the 

Agroecology Coalition cannot be considered representative of all the Coalitions of Actions or 

even multistakeholder initiatives in food systems, the aim was not to achieve generalizable 

results. With thematic analysis, the aim is to produce an in-depth and comprehensive 

understanding of a phenomenon in a specific context, with the potential for transferability of 

these findings (Polit and Beck 2010). 

As pointed out for example by Schlosberg (2004), procedural justice heavily relates to and is 

connected with recognition and distribution justice. However, reviewing all three dimensions 

of justice for the chosen coalition would have gone beyond the scope of this work. 

Regarding the semi-structured interviews, several obstacles were encountered. First, some 

interviews were characterized by difficulties in understanding, due to previously unknown 

English language barriers from the side of the interviewees. Furthermore, two interviews could 

not be recorded as there was no permission for it from the side of the organization. To ensure 

data accuracy in these cases, the transcripts were given to the interviewees for a review. Second, 

due to their limited number, recent participation and difficulty to identify them, no member of 

the actor group small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) was interviewed. Additionally, 

despite continued efforts to reach representatives of the CSIPM and other social movements 

that have not joined the Coalition, no interview with such an outside view on the Coalition 

could be realized.   

4.5 Ethical considerations and positionality 

My first ethical consideration was to ensure transparency regarding my personal, past 

experiences in global food governance with the CSIPM as part of my internship with Schola 
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Campesina. This reflexivity on my “pre-understanding” of the topic was important to minimize 

any potentially introduced biases (Long and Johnson 2000). The insights I gained through my 

work in the CSIPM and the interactions I had with its members heavily influenced my interest 

in the topic of food system governance and drew my attention to the UNFSS. With my thesis, 

I intended to contribute not only to scientific knowledge but to also produce findings that are 

relevant for practitioners and can help towards the achievement of a just and sustainable 

transformation of food systems. 

Several considerations were made to ensure the integrity and honesty of my research results. 

First, I engaged throughout the process in the above-mentioned reflexivity and sought outside 

feedback from peers and my supervisor – two strategies identified to control for potential biases 

and establish validity (Long and Johnson 2000). Second, I collected data from all the different 

actor groups represented in the Agroecology Coalition (except SMEs – see limitations section) 

as well as from the Coalition’s official communication channels. 

In accordance with the CEU Ethics in Research Policy, prior informed consent was ensured for 

my interview partners by providing them with a consent form and information sheet, to be 

signed before the interview (can be consulted in Annex 3). Participation in the research was 

completely voluntary and withdrawal was possible at any time. Anonymity and confidentiality 

were guaranteed for all interviewees through the use of pseudonyms and thoughtful data storage 

and processing.  
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5. RESULTS 

The following chapter presents the results of my research. The chapter is separated in two main 

parts, the first part outlines the results of the preliminary research on the UNFSS which 

identified the Agroecology Coalition as the case study for this thesis. In the second part, the 

results of the interviews and the document analysis are presented. 

5.1 Case study 

This section presents the case study, situates it within the broader UNFSS framework, and 

explains its relevance. As can be seen in Figure 3, the Agroecology Coalition, as part of the 

follow-up structure, is one of the Coalitions of Actions formed under Action Track 3, Boost 

Nature-Positive Production. The research discussed in the literature review focused on the 

different structures of the Summit and its leadership. As can be seen in Figure 3, these structures 

and the work that they have been doing is now taken on by the follow-up structures. The two 

main follow-up structures are the Coalitions of Action and the national pathways of countries, 

and they are both supported by new leadership structures.  
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Figure 3: Structure diagram of the UNFSS. Source: Developed by the author, inspired by UNFSS (n.d.). 

 

5.1.1 The Coalitions of Action 

As defined by the UNFSS Coordination Hub, “Coalitions are groups of people and/or 

institutions (state and/or non-state actors) developed in the context of the UN Food Systems 

Summit and assembled to challenge business as usual and champion an integrated, systemic 

approach at scale to address (a) specific issue(s) related to food systems” (UNFSS Coordination 

Hub 2022, 2). As the priority of the coalitions is to support countries’ national pathways for 

food system transformation under the umbrella of the SDGs, their actions need to align with 

the principles and targets of the 2030 agenda (UNFSS Coordination Hub 2022). While 
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governments are present as stakeholders in the coalitions, the coalitions have not been 

collectively agreed upon or mandated by states (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). They 

function self-organized and independently, but are encouraged to follow the five principles 

listed below (based on Coordination Hub 2022, 2): 

1. Country-driven as in supporting and in alignment with national development agendas. 

2.  Systemic and transformative by applying a holistic, multistakeholder and 

multisectoral approach. 

3. Inclusive and based on coordination by prioritizing collaboration, information sharing, 

collective decision-making and alignment of their actions. 

4. Accountable through mutual accountability between members and transparent and 

regular reporting on progress. 

5. Action-oriented by establishing tangible and measurable plans and targets. 

 

The role of the UNFSS Coordination Hub is to support the actions of the coalitions by serving 

as a connector and knowledge management point. Currently, there are 28 coalitions attributed 

to one of the five areas of action of the Summit, the Action Tracks, summarized in Figure 3 

(UNFSS Coordination Hub 2022).  

5.1.2 Action Track 3: Boost Nature-Positive Production 

Action Track 3 concentrates on food production, with the aim “to boost nature-positive 

production systems at scale to globally meet the fundamental human right to healthy and 

nutritious food, while operating within planetary boundaries” (Action Track 3 2021, 4). Many 

of the issues with current food systems are related to production systems, they are the biggest 

cause of decline in nature, driving deforestation, water overuse, biodiversity loss, and land 

degradation. At the same time, biodiversity along with well-functioning and healthy ecosystems 

are essential to ensure sustainable food production in the future and deliver on the SDGs (Action 
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Track 3 2021). Thus, the topic of food production covered by Action Track 3 can be expected 

to play a relevant role in driving food system transformation, which is also illustrated by the 

high number of coalitions (10) that emerged from it (UNFSS Coordination Hub 2022). 

Furthermore, from a participatory perspective, the actors involved in food production and thus 

strongly affected by decisions regarding changing production systems are many, and an 

important amount of them are highly vulnerable to food insecurity, such as small-scale food 

producers, food-chain workers, women or youth (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). 

Ensuring the inclusion of the voices of this variety of groups in decision-making on food 

production systems can thus be seen as essential. 

Under the Action Track, nature-positive production is defined as food production based on 

regenerative, non-depleting and non-destructive methods of natural resource use. Promoted 

actions and measures focus on the three areas of protection, sustainable management and 

restoration of productive systems (Action Track 3 2021, 4). During the process of the summit, 

the leaders of the Action Track collected solutions which were then grouped under solution 

clusters to serve as strategic, thematic focal points around which coalitions should be created 

(Action Track 3 2021).  

5.1.3 Agroecology within the UNFSS4 

One of the solution clusters under the action area management was “Transformation through 

Agroecology and Regenerative Agriculture” co-led by three people. Out of this emerged a 

dynamic where it was proposed to found the Agroecology Coalition in September 2021 (FAO 

2021). Agroecology represents an interesting case as it is a paradigm for food system 

transformation which is widely endorsed in conjunction with food sovereignty by social 

 
4 Sections 5.1.3 and 5.1.4 are not only based on the preliminary desktop research but also include information 

gathered during the interviews, essential to understand the background, structures and processes of the Coalition. 
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movements and organizations representing small-scale food providers such as La Via 

Campesina (Nyéléni 2015). These advocates, however, were to an important extent absent from 

the Summit due to their boycott decision (CSIPM 2021). The CSIPM has therefore expressed 

concerns that concepts such as agroecology have been coopted and reinterpreted within the 

UNFSS in a corporate-friendly way that obscures their radical transformation potential (Liaison 

Group, CSIPM 2022). It was confirmed that agroecology was one of the particularly conflicting 

issues within the Summit (von Braun 2023) and as a result, it was only presented in final 

documents as one out of many tools instead of a foundation for change – to the dissatisfaction 

of its supporters (Gliessman 2023). Putting agroecology on the agenda of the UNFSS has been 

described as a struggle by some interviewees. It needed a co-lead intervention of several 

countries and individuals to demand a session on agroecology for the Pre-Summit (interviewee 

1,7). However, the potential of the Agroecology Coalition to scale up agroecology to influence 

food system transformation and reach policymakers when it joins forces with grassroots efforts 

is seen as a given (Gliessman 2023). To achieve this connectedness with grassroots 

organizations and social movements, and their conceptualization of agroecology, there is an 

argument for the relevance of participatory decision-making for the Coalition.  

5.1.4 The Agroecology Coalition 

The Agroecology Coalition aims to support food system transformation and implementation of 

national pathways through agroecology, mainly in the following three areas (Agroecology 

Coalition n.d., 5): 

1. Facilitating co-creation and exchange of knowledge 

2. Promoting increased investments in agroecology 

3. Seeking political engagement and increased commitment to the agroecological 

transformation 
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Its work is guided by 13 principles of agroecology of the HLPE5 in alignment with 10 elements 

of agroecology adopted by FAO members in 2019. In figure 4, the 13 principles of agroecology 

are illustrated in the outer circle, sorted by the three themes of resilience, resource efficiency 

and social equity. According to the Coalition, these principles protect the environment while 

promoting resilience, economic viability, social acceptance, cultural diversity, and efficiency, 

and can be applied to all forms of sustainable agriculture or food production (Agroecology 

Coalition n.d., 2). It is important to note that agroecology also aims to improve social 

deficiencies such as gender inequality or precarious livelihoods of food producers, and that the 

agroecological principles include principles for fairness, co-creation of knowledge and 

participation (Agroecology Coalition n.d.), which align with procedural justice. In this sense, 

agroecology goes further than just changing production systems, “it represents a 

transdisciplinary field that includes all the ecological, sociocultural, technological, economic 

and political dimensions of food systems, from production to consumption” (Agroecology 

Europe n.d., n.p.) 

 
5 Later referred to as “the 13 principles”.  
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Figure 4: The 13 principles of Agroecology. Source: Agroecology Info Pool, Bivision Foundation 

Switzerland. https://www.agroecology-pool.org/13aeprinciples/ 

According to the Coalition’s website, as of May 2024, the Coalition has 265 members, out of 

which 53 governments, 3 regional commissions and 212 organizations (Agroecology Coalition 

2024b). Figure 5 shows the different structures and bodies of the Coalition: The guiding entity 

is a Steering Committee composed of 10 members, rotating two co-chairs which will be elected 

yearly by the committee (Agroecology Coalition n.d.). Since March 2023 the work of the 

Steering Committee is supported by a permanent Secretariat consisting of four staff members, 

following up on the interim coordinator(s) (Agroecology Coalition 2023, interviewee 1). The 

highest decision-making body in the Coalition is the General Assembly of all members, which 

meets twice a year (interviewee 1). Furthermore, five working groups (WGs) on the topics of 

research, financing, policies, communication and implementation should help to advance the 
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work of the Coalition (Agroecology Coalition n.d.). When members join the Coalition, they are 

asked to assign a focal point and invited to join as many WGs as they want. The different 

working groups meet every few months and are led by 2 to 6 co-facilitators each (interviewee 

1, 10). In addition, the Coalition has different sub-groups for world regions, for instance, the 

European group that holds periodical meetings (interviewee 10). Other than that, it was 

highlighted during the interviews that the Coalition has been involved since June 2023 in the 

process of the development of a five-year strategy which is supposed to be finalized in 2024 

(interviewee 1, 12). 

 

Figure 5: The structure of the Agroecology Coalition. Source: Developed by the author. 

 

5.2 Results of the thematic analysis 

In this section, the result of the thematic analysis of the documents (in a broader sense) and the 

semi-structured interviews with members are presented. A total of 10 themes emerged from the 

analysis, structured by the three dimensions of the procedural justice framework, which are 

summarized in Figure 6.  
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Figure 6: Overview over the analysis process. Source: Developed by the author. 

 

5.2.1 Inclusion  

The first dimension addresses the inclusion and representation of actor groups and knowledge 

forms. The three themes that developed from our data analysis are: (1) Inclusivity as an ongoing 

project, (2) trade-off between openness and alignment for membership, and (3) inclusion of 

knowledge forms and practical experiences. 
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5.2.1.1 Inclusivity as an ongoing project 

The first topic concerning inclusion addresses the question of who is represented in the 

Coalition and to what extent. When looking at the communication material of the Coalition, the 

importance of inclusivity is stressed several times, for instance in the brochure of the Coalition6 

it is explained that the governance of the Coalition “should be inclusive, participatory and 

involve all types of actors” (Agroecology Coalition n.d.). This is also confirmed by several 

interviewees who mentioned for instance that a wide variety of actors are represented which 

contributes to a heterogeneity of points of view (interviewee 10) and that “it is a very inclusive 

type of system where everyone has a voice” (interviewee 12). Some specifically pointed out that 

there is a good government representation and that also many small organizations are included 

(interviewee 10, 8). A diagram describing the eight types of members and their share in the 

Coalition is published on the Coalition’s website. Civil society organizations (CSOs) and non-

governmental organizations (NGOs) are represented with 127 organizations, followed by 53 

state or regional institutions and 42 research institutes. All the other member categories have a 

share between 2 and 13 organizations (Agroecology Coalition 2024c, n.p.).   

 
6 Later referred to as “the brochure”. 
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Figure 7: Share of membership types, as of 24.05.2024. Source: Agroecology Coalition. https://agroecology-

coalition.org/members/ 

An interviewee who opened the website during the interview referred to this imbalance in 

representation and mentioned that it reflects the general trend that agroecology is still driven by 

CSOs and NGOs, which also has its origins in the CFS and the strong voice of civil society on 

agroecology there (interviewee 8). Another member however had the perception that in the 

Coalition, “it's mainly Member States and the EU, but there are few civil society organizations 

that are members now” (interviewee 7). 

That the member composition is however an ongoing process which is still developing was 

illustrated by many interviewees mentioning that membership is constantly increasing 

(interviewee 1, 3, 10, 12). The Coalition’s recently published annual report shows that 

membership increased by 61% in 2023, with 5 governments, one regional administration and 

72 organizations joining (Agroecology Coalition 2024a, 16). Furthermore, the brochure puts 

forward that “efforts will be made to reach out to more members from all regions” (Agroecology 

Coalition n.d., 6). During the interviews, several groups that were missing or should be better 

represented, and the ongoing efforts to reach out to them were described. It was emphasized 

that they would want to have more frontline people and farmer’s organizations (interviewee 2, 
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3) and that “there was a real effort to reach out to those organizations and they're still, contacts 

are continuing with farmer’s organizations, to have more farmer’s organizations for example, 

joining the Coalition. That's an ongoing, an ongoing process” (interviewee 1). The inclusion 

of companies was also mentioned several times, for instance, it was reported that the Steering 

Committee had discussed that small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) working on 

agroecology have an important role in the transformation and there was an attempt to 

proactively encourage them to get involved (interviewee 1). As can be seen from the 

membership type diagram, the Coalition does not appear to include any large private sector 

actors and SMEs make up around 2% of the total membership. Interviewee 3 suggested that it 

would be good to have “big companies” represented to partner with farmers and interviewee 12 

explained: “Big private actors may be missing because they are sometimes seen as the 

opposition. The group is not represented in Steering Committee, but they still have an important 

perspective. From the [anonymized organization] standpoint, we work closely with them, 

embrace them as being part of the transformation. […] If we had this group better represented, 

it would give a slightly more balanced discussion in the Coalition, I believe.” 

Another topic that came up during the interviews is that it can be hard to judge the level of 

representativeness: “So far, every important group is represented, but not all at the same level. 

For example, the associations of producers. For the leader of the group of associations of 

producers, I can’t say how much he is representative of all producers’ associations from the 

world. I don’t have a sense of the weight of each representative” (interviewee 10). Another 

interviewee pointed in the same direction, saying that a regional farmer organization may 

represent a hundred thousand of farmers, “so therefore, it's always, maybe it doesn't really 

reflect the people who are behind this” (interviewee 8). Furthermore, it can be hard to categorize 

organizations under certain regions or groups that they are representing because they might be 
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representing several groups or do not have similarities with the region they are assimilated with 

(interviewee 8, 9). 

5.2.1.2 Trade-off between openness and alignment for membership 

With regard to the inclusion of actors, the criteria for membership, such as who can become a 

member and how they qualify, are relevant. The brochure states that “as a ‘Coalition of the 

willing’, the Coalition is open to members that commit to implementing food system 

transformation through agroecology in harmony with the 13 principles of agroecology by 

signing the Declaration of Engagement” (Agroecology Coalition n.d., 6). It is furthermore 

explained that this also encompasses organizations that do not yet implement the 13 principles 

but commit to moving towards this goal. Interviewees also addressed the question of who 

should be in the Coalition or how agroecological the different members are. For instance, 

interviewee 7 pointed out that some groups might not adhere to the 13 principles across their 

whole programmatic scope but only in some projects, and that this raised the question of to 

what extent an organization would need to adhere to the principles. However, interviewee 1 

reminded that openness is needed because if 100% agroecological was requested, there would 

be no members, so the main criterion is that “there is a real intention to move in that direction”.   

Several interviewees stressed that if organizations do not support the agroecology principles, 

they should not join the Coalition (interviewee 2, 6). As interviewee 5 explained: “Yeah, 

because I think that, I mean to my mind, one of the good things about the Coalition is, it's been 

very, I don't want to say rigid, but certain that we're talking about agroecology in an integrated 

way. […] So, I don't think we'd want to trade that off just in order to bring more people in.” 

Interview 2 described that they want to review what an organization works on before it can join 

(interviewee 2) and interviewee 7 told me that they advocated for a monitoring process for 
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members to check “whether they in fact were adhering to the 13 principles. Or whether they 

had changed their practices in any way after signing on to the Agroecology Coalition”.  

Related to this, during the interviews it emerged that within the Coalition there had been a 

discussion about accepting big private sector actors into the Coalition. Interviewee 7 defended 

the standpoint “that it would really hurt the Agroecology Coalition if we started accepting food 

businesses [multinationals] as members, that we would just become another MSI”. Interviewee 

12 explained that the decision was made to allow these businesses, “which is quite reasonable 

I think, to include all stakeholders in the discussion”, without requesting an additional set of 

criteria because “it was decided that this maybe is not fair as we are all equal members”. 

Interviewee 1 on the other hand told me that private sector organizations, other than SMEs, 

have to additionally submit an explanation of the reasons why they want to join. As the person 

described it: “And that's an opportunity to have an evaluation, by, first by the Secretariat, but 

then by the Steering Committee, that there is a genuine intention to embark on an 

agroecological transformation and not greenwashing. So, we are very careful”. 

Besides the danger of greenwashing, which was mentioned by others as well, the different views 

on the transformative aspect of agroecology and its implications for membership came up. It 

was highlighted that the Coalition has shown openness to “both sides, the more conservative 

side and the more radical side” (interviewee 5) which creates a space to discuss and that the 

13 principles help as a common foundation. However, there is a worry that through the broad 

membership of the Coalition, an apolitical or neutral vision of agroecology could be promoted, 

the lowest common denominator, which would be seen as counterproductive (interviewee 6).  

Some of the interviewees also assumed the risk of co-optation or a rather reformist instead of a 

transformative vision of agroecology as the reasons for the reluctance of social movements 

affiliated with the CSIPM to join (interviewee 5, 7). It was reported that in ongoing discussions 
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of the Coalition with these groups, doubts were expressed about the formation and the 

membership (interviewee 2) or the Coalition’s association with the UNFSS (interviewee 7). As 

interviewee 7 described it: “They are, it's not that they oppose the Coalition, they're in more of 

a wait and see position. They want to see what comes out of the Coalition”.  

5.2.1.3 Inclusive of knowledge forms and practical experiences  

Besides the inclusion of actors, one of the indicators of the framework addresses the extent to 

which different forms of knowledge are considered in the Coalition. One of the three prioritized 

areas of work of the Coalition is “facilitating the co-creation and exchange of knowledge and 

experiences”, as pointed out in several documents (Agroecology Coalition n.d., 5). The research 

WG has the objective to do research differently and in a transdisciplinary way which includes 

“grounding agroecological science in agroecological practice and social movements, embracing 

all stakeholders, including farmers and civil society organizations, and their knowledge” 

(Agroecology Coalition 2024d, n.p.).  

For interviewee 2, agroecology encompasses traditional and indigenous farming which means 

that indigenous knowledge is considered. Interviewee 7 also confirmed that “there’s openness 

to traditional ecological knowledge” and that the Coalition shares resources from their members 

on, for example, farmer-led seed and knowledge systems in the newsletter. Moreover, 

interviewee 10 described how in the implementation working group everyone would share 

experiences from the ground, including grassroot and small organizations, and that the creation 

of a community of practice was happening within the Coalition. A look at the website shows 

that there is a dedicated section for the presentation of agroecology case studies, including 

lessons learned and experiences from them. Another interviewee highlighted that they felt that 

the Secretariat was actively trying to ensure that knowledge from indigenous or local 

communities was available in important meetings. The person said: “My perception is that the 
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Secretariat is really taking care that there is a good representation, also knowledge based. My 

knowledge is on policy, but we have others who have more practical approaches, then we have 

governments. So, it's really something they try to balance this” (interviewee 8).  

5.2.2 Influence 

The dimension of influence refers to whether actors are not only represented but can also be 

influential in shaping outcomes. The four themes that emerged out of our data are: (1) 

Opportunities for participation and decision-making in consensus, (2) disparities in 

participation and resources, (3) importance of capacity-building on the ground and (4) inclusive 

leadership consisting of volunteers. 

5.2.2.1 Opportunities for participation and decision-making in consensus 

Asked about their participation in the Coalition, interviewees described many ways in how they 

made contributions and actively participated in different settings. Several communicated that 

they got the space to present their activities/projects in the implementation WG (interviewee 9, 

10) or at international conferences, where their story or proposals were shared (interviewee 2, 

3). Interviewee 8 highlighted that they drafted inputs or co-organized joint events with the 

Coalition and interviewee 5 talked about a project that their organization had the idea for, and 

which was then taken up and endorsed by the Coalition. The person added that “that's the way 

it should happen. That the people from the ground, you know, make proposals”. Regarding 

participation in the working group, interviewee 7 explained that “people are free to raise 

objections or to raise comments and to contribute to any of the projects that are initiated”. 

Another topic that was addressed during the interviews was the development of the five-year 

strategy for the Coalition, a process that has been going on for several months. Interviewee 1 

emphasized that it was a consultative process from the beginning on and that the aim was to 
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“get all this, the input from all the members and going out after each of the categories of 

members to make sure that we have taken, we are taking into account all the different 

perspectives”. Members described that consultation happened with the WGs, the regional 

groups and the different actor groups of the Coalition at different stages (interviewee 1, 10, 12). 

After a first round of gathering inputs from members, a draft was established and in a joint 

meeting of the Steering Committee and the co-facilitators of the WGs the draft was further 

discussed and changes made (interviewee 1, 12). This meeting was described as a several-day 

workshop that had a very participatory dynamic (interviewee 8). The representatives of the 

actor groups on the Steering Committee then got back in touch with their constituency to review 

the draft and this feedback is currently being incorporated (interviewee 10, 12). The process 

was described as an open process (interviewee 7, 8) and the members who did not participate 

actively said that this was their personal choice and that they could have been more involved if 

they wanted (interviewee 6, 9). Some interviewees pointed out that the process has been slow 

and included postponements but as interviewee 12 put it “you can’t have it done inclusive and 

fast at the same time”.  

Talking about participation opportunities in general, a less involved member highlighted: “I 

definitely feel invited, and I have the feeling that if I wanted to get involved, it would definitely 

work” (interviewee 6).7 Supporting this, interviewee 12 stated that “everyone has an equal 

opportunity to speak up”. While one interviewee mentioned that involvement in the governance 

could be improved, they saw the reasons for this in the infant stage of the Coalition, in a learning 

process and with limited resources (11). The person elaborated that “activities and issues that 

are being implemented, sometimes for us, or for my perspective looks like they come from the 

air. But it's because we haven't been involved maybe in planning and setting all the actions and 

 
7 Translated by the author from German. Original quote: “Ich fühl mich auf jeden Fall eingeladen und ich hab das 

Gefühl, wenn ich mich jetzt engagieren wollen würde, würde das auf jeden Fall funktionieren”. 
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knowing where we are going altogether so that we are all, we all own the process”. The person 

clarified that because of time constraints, the Secretariat may sometimes bring something up 

where the genesis is unknown.  

The decision-making process, at least for the definition of the mission and objectives of the 

different WG, was described as a bottom-up process, carried out by the WGs themselves and 

later approved by the whole group, the General Assembly (interviewee 1, 7). Interviewees 

reported that decisions in the Coalition are made by discussing and then subsequently achieving 

a consensus, a compromise that everyone can live with (interviewee 1, 12). Interviewee 12 

added that “the decisions are well enough debated among the different stakeholders” and 

interviewee 10 confirmed that “anything was discussed that represented a problem”. Formal 

votes have not taken place yet in the Coalition, interviewee 7 answered to a question about this 

that “if someone were to raise an objection, there would be an attempt to change that part of 

the scope of the working group and to come back and say is this acceptable. And never a vote, 

never a vote”. In other instances, members reported that in some WGs, there was just no need 

to make decisions because the meetings were mostly about sharing resources, and learning from 

each other (interviewee 11, 9). Others told me that in the Coalition, the people have the same 

vision (interviewee 2) and are “already very much aligned” (interviewee 8). For interviewee 9 

there is no strong opposition within the Coalition, for instance, there is a general agreement on 

the definition of agroecology. Interviewee 12 explained that “usually, everyone is on the same 

page because the 13 principles are a guiding document” and in the words of interviewee 7, 

adherence to the 13 principles is the glue that holds the Agroecology Coalition together.  

5.2.2.2 Disparities in resources and participation  

While opportunities for participation are there for everyone, not all members use or can use 

them to the same extent. Some members of smaller organizations mentioned that they prefer to 
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be observers and hear and learn from others, in part because they are not as knowledgeable on 

some topics (interviewee 9, 3). For others, it is a priority to make inputs to the Coalition 

(interviewee 8) and some are working on being better involved and contributing matters 

(interviewee 11). Several interviews thus also reported differences in the strength of 

participation of actors. For instance, not everyone participates in the calls, and it is the same 

actors that regularly show up (interviewee 7). Interviewee 6 particularly refers to individual 

NGOs that are very active and very involved in the WGs. Similarly, interviewee 12 has the 

perception that some members are more active than others, such as for instance European 

countries, and identifies the level of interest as a reason for this. With a slightly diverging 

perception, for interviewee 5, one of the challenges of the multistakeholder approach in the 

Coalition is that especially the constituencies of governments and civil society organizations 

(not NGOs) have weaker participation. The person elaborated that from the representation it 

looks inclusive but “on the level of actual operations and discussions and deliberations, it needs 

to be improved”. The person suggested that to make it more accessible, there is a need for 

proactive recruitment of participation from these groups, an issue that they hope the Secretariat 

can take on more in the future. It seems that the Secretariat has come to similar conclusions, as 

in the annual report it is stated that “the Secretariat is establishing closer links with the members 

to ensure their active participation and to promote greater ownership” (Agroecology Coalition 

2024a, 16).  

Several interviewees also told me about the barriers they encounter in their involvement, most 

of them regarding resource constraints and some with regard to the functioning of the Coalition. 

Related to the functioning of the Coalition, interviewee 11 raised the issue that the majority of 

meetings happen online which makes it harder to discuss and come up with something together 

than in an in-person gathering. Furthermore, it was mentioned that it would be easier if the 
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yearly planning was known more in advance to organize things and be able to participate in 

meetings (interviewee 11). 

Financial constraints are mainly raised by two members from the “Global South”. Interviewee 

3 recounted that they cannot focus as much as their colleagues from developed countries on 

policy work because they also have to ensure their food security. As they put it: “We try our 

best to participate, but we also need to ensure our food security as well” (interviewee 3). 

Interviewee 11 remarked that it can be useful to attend conventions in which the Coalition 

participates to meet other members, but that is only possible if you have the funds available. 

Members need to self-fund which often also implies to gather funds from elsewhere or 

sometimes prevents them from coming (interviewee 3, 11). Members from smaller 

organizations addressed the issue of time constraints, they explained that they are very busy 

and that they have other commitments with their organizations (interviewee 3, 9). In the words 

of interviewee 2: “I have activities to implement. I have farmers to attend to. I have an office to 

run”. It is also mentioned that since Covid the workload for many has increased again and thus 

participation in the meetings decreased (interviewee 2, 8). Besides the other commitments, the 

engagement in the Coalition is described as rather time-intensive (interviewee 5, 12) and 

interviewee 5 assumed that this can pose a challenge to grassroots organizations with limited 

staffing. Interviewee 6 for instance would want to participate more but said that they can’t, 

“simply because I actually have no capacity”. 8  Interviewees also mentioned that they are 

working on including more people from their organizations in the Coalition to better divide the 

workload (interviewee 9, 12). 

Besides including more people from their own organizations, the creation of synergies was a 

topic that was brought up several times during the interviews. Interviewee 11 had the perception 

 
8 Translated by the author from German. Original quote: “einfach weil ich keine Kapazität hab tatsächlich”. 
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that for now, it is still mostly “individual representation” of each organization or member state 

instead of having for instance a representation for a region which would make it easier to make 

interventions and bring in perspectives. Furthermore, several interviewees talked about national 

agroecology coalitions or regional networks and how it would be important to clarify and 

improve the cooperation of the global Agroecology Coalition with them (interviewee 3, 6, 9). 

To avoid duplication and having to spend too much time in different Coalitions, interviewee 9 

believed it would make sense to assign a representative of the national coalition to the global 

Coalition. Besides creating synergies with regional levels, doing joint actions with other global 

coalitions working on related topics was mentioned (interviewee 12). 

The diverging resources available to members for their participation seem to play a role to the 

extent that there is a need for active engagement, as in putting time and effort into having an 

impact or achieving something within the Coalition (interviewee 12, 5, 6). Especially because 

of the structure of the Coalition with only a few full-time positions (the Secretariat), the 

operational work depends on the efforts made by members (interviewee 5). Interviewee 6 

explained it like this: “And I think it's basically the same as it is everywhere: those who invest 

resources and time naturally also shape what happens”.9 Interviewee 7 hinted in the same 

direction: “Well, there are few people in the group, in the groups, who have strong voices and 

they are consistently listened to”. Asked about why the voices of these people were stronger 

than those of others, the answer was: “Because of their presence, because of the fact that they've 

involved from the very beginning” (interviewee 7). It was also brought forward that the 

Coalition has become a professionalized space, and that NGOs and professionalized, staffed 

organizations are playing a leading role in the Coalition (interviewee 5). Interviewee 12 added 

another reason than active participation to why people are listened to, they explain that 

 
9 Translated by the author from German. Original quote: “Und ich glaube, da ist es aber im Grunde so, wie es 

eigentlich überall ist: Die, die Ressourcen und Zeit reinstecken, die prägen natürlich auch das was passiert”. 
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preference is given to countries to give their opinion because it is them who “have to drive the 

transformation”.   

Some interviewees also referred to power imbalances, particularly with regard to small civil 

society organizations or social movements (interviewee 7, 5, 6). Interviewee 6: “So, I mean, 

there's a country and then there's a small civil society organization, and they're both members. 

Of course, that looks great, the question is simply how to make it workable, so to speak”.10 

Interviewee 5 talked about how in general, very few investments in agroecology go into social 

movements and how this leads to a power imbalance that is also perceivable in the Coalition. 

At the same time, several members highlighted the importance of the Coalition for them to 

establish partnerships or funding opportunities for their projects (interviewee 9, 2, 3, 11). 

Interviewee 6 suggested: “And I think that Oliveros [the coordinator of the Coalition] has really 

set itself the goal of bringing a lot of visibility to smaller organizations from the Global South. 

For example, through their social media posts and so on, they always portray someone who 

would otherwise certainly not have this reach”.11 

5.2.2.3 Importance of capacity-building on the ground 

While none of the interviewees mentioned inadequate capabilities to participate in the Coalition 

process, one of the topics that came up during the interviews was the importance of having 

capacity-building on the ground for farmers or other groups practicing agroecology. For 

interviewee 3, one of the main reasons why they are in the Coalition is to provide knowledge 

transfer to their members who expect support and help with capacity-building. Learning from 

 
10 Translated by the author from German. Original quote: “Also ich meine, da ist ein Land und dann ist eine kleine 

Civil Society Organisation, und die sind beide Member. Das sieht natürlich super aus, die Frage ist einfach, wie 

man das dann workable macht, sozusagen”. 
11 Translated by the author from German. Original quote: “Ich glaube Oliveros hat sich auch wirklich so als Ziel 

gesetzt, dass sie viel Visibilität bringen, auch für kleinere Organisationen aus dem globalen Süden. Also 

beispielsweise über ihre Social Media Posts und so weiter, dass sie immer wieder auch jemanden porträtieren, 

der sonst sicherlich nicht diese Reichweite hätte”. 
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others and using the Coalition’s expertise and skills to support the transformation in their 

context is also important for interviewee 11.  

Capacity-building is mentioned in the documentation of the Coalition, where it is stated that the 

Coalition aims at “facilitating capacity building, including peer-to-peer learning between 

countries (e.g., on agroecological policies) and between organizations” (Agroecology Coalition 

n.d., 5). Furthermore, one of the objectives of the research working group is “to develop and 

endorse co-learning training and educational resources that can be used in schools, colleges, 

training institutions and universities to develop capacity to transform food systems through 

agroecology” (Agroecology Coalition 2024, n.p.). For instance, the publication of the 

Agroecology Assessment Framework, referred to by several interviewees as the Agroecology 

Assessment or Measurement Tool, demonstrates ongoing efforts in this field. Some 

interviewees mentioned that they already use or plan to use this tool to assess the 

“agroecologicalness” of their projects (interviewee 10, 9, 6).  

Meanwhile, interviewee 3 explained that most of the tools about agroecology are difficult to 

understand, especially for small farmers, because they are often not translated into the local 

language. Therefore, it would be helpful if the Coalition could work on “a manual to translate 

the meaning of agroecology clearly for further capacity building to the farmer”. Interviewee 9 

also brought up the importance of making agroecological knowledge and practices accessible, 

for instance for refugees, and to translate those tools in as many languages as possible. 

Regarding agroecology projects that are implemented by different members of the Coalition, 

interviewee 9 sometimes wondered whether the local communities have ownership of the 

projects, as in whether the projects are rooted in local communities or led by people with a lot 

of technical knowledge from outside.  
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5.2.2.4 Inclusive leadership consisting of volunteers 

This theme addresses the leadership bodies, the actors who are represented in them and how 

these people were designated. The main leadership body of the Coalition is the Steering 

Committee, composed of 10 members, one for each of the 4 member countries regions and for 

each actor group (for the groups refer to table 2). Furthermore, the co-facilitators take a 

somewhat leading function in the WGs by organizing the agenda and coordinating the calls, as 

well as participating in the first half of the Steering Committee meetings (interviewee 1). The 

designation process for the members of these two entities and also their composition are slightly 

different.  

For the Steering Committee, an inclusive representation was expressly sought for as can be seen 

from the above-mentioned formula for its composition. Furthermore, interviewee 1 told me that 

the three categories of farmers, indigenous peoples and civil-society organizations, often 

lumped together, were on purpose kept separate to make sure “that they would have a stronger 

voice in governance because after all, they are the main actors in our food systems”. 

Interviewee 5 said that they were careful about their leadership because the more important 

participants in the Coalition are the governments and civil society organizations.  

Members also brought up that all the different constituencies (interviewee 7) and regions 

(interviewee 10) are represented in the Steering Committee. About the selection process of these 

representatives, it is communicated in the brochure that “the different regions and stakeholder 

categories select who will represent them in the Steering Group” (Agroecology Coalition n.d., 

7), which was confirmed by interviewee 11. Interviewee 1 specified that it was more of a request 

for volunteers who were then confirmed through a formal election process. For some 

constituencies or regions, this formal election process is still pending as they first wanted to 

have a higher number of members from these constituencies in the Coalition (interviewee 1). 
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Some actor groups also agreed among themselves as they had so few members at the time. In 

this case, the process consisted of certain people being approached and agreeing to volunteer 

for the position rather than being elected (interviewee 2, 12). For the reasons why certain people 

were asked interviewee 2 told me it was for representation reasons and interviewee 12 that it 

was because of previous active engagement with agroecology compared to others in the 

constituency.  

In contrast to the Steering Committee, there is no official formula for the composition of the 

co-facilitators of the WGs. The selection process was also described as informal here, as certain 

members were asked whether they wanted to take on the role (interviewee 8, 1, 5) or came 

forward directly (interviewee 7). Interviewee 6 said about it: “So I don't know exactly how it 

went, who is doing it now and why, but if you really put time and energy into it, then you could 

certainly join”.12 Going in the same direction, assumptions of why people were reached out to 

were because of their background and/or that they have been working on the topic for years 

(interviewee 5, 8) or because they provided funding to the Coalition and had been involved for 

a long time (interviewee 8).  

For leadership positions in general, two interviewees mentioned that there was not much 

competition for taking on the role, so in some ways it was more of a favor to take it on 

(interviewee 5, 12). In the words of interviewee 5: “I just volunteered, basically. It wasn't like 

there was a lot of competition to take on the role, as you can, as you know, people aren't always 

looking for new leadership positions”. Interesting to note is that in relation to leadership, some 

interviewees referred to the Secretariat as being part of it. Interviewee 5 told me that the 

organization has gotten better with the Secretariat assisting with the tasks of the co-facilitators, 

 
12 Translated by the author from German. Original quote: “Also ich weiß nicht genau wie das lief, wäre das jetzt 

wie warum macht, aber wenn man jetzt wirklich Zeit und Energie reinstecken würde, dann könnte man da 

sicherlich dabei sein”. 
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who are volunteers with limited time. Several members mentioned that through the 

establishment of the permanent Secretariat, the Coalition has become more structured and 

institutionalized (interviewee 7) and is now running well (interviewee 8). Interviewee 5 

suggested that there is the need to find a balance between having staff to get work done, as it is 

the case now with the Coalition, but also said that “you don't want coalitions to get too heavy 

with too many staff people because then it turns into an organization that in fact, in the worst 

situation, they can become, they can have their own agenda as a Secretariat”. 

5.2.3 Information 

The dimension of information addresses information sharing and transparency in the process. 

The themes that emerged out of our analysis are (1) enhanced communication and information 

accessibility and (2) transparent functioning and processes with uncertainties on project level. 

5.2.3.1 Enhanced communication and information accessibility 

The interviewees generally highlighted the accessibility of information and the important role 

that the Secretariat plays in it. Reaching the current level of information sharing was however 

a development over time. It was mentioned that with the interim coordinator(s) the capacity 

was very limited and that with the establishment of the permanent Secretariat, several 

communication processes were launched (interviewee 8, 1). The timeline in the annual report 

visualizes how in April 2023 the social media accounts were set up and the website was updated 

in October 2023 (Agroecology Coalition 2024a). Members also suggested that “the 

communication, especially since we have the Secretariat, works very well” (interviewee 8). 

Several members said that the communication was active, they would get regular updates 

(interviewee 6) and information was well-shared (interviewee 2). Interviewee 7 furthermore 

said: “I think they're genuinely trying to give a comprehensive picture of what they've been 
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doing”, despite the Coalition being “a complex organization with so many different members 

and so many different things happening”. Asked about the amount of information received, 

many interviewees agreed that it was enough (interviewee 10, 11, 12). Interviewee 9 considered 

it as a good balance where they were not overwhelmed with information, but several 

interviewees however drew attention to the fact that it required time to go through all the 

information received (interviewee 5) and that it can be difficult to digest the amount of material 

shared (interviewee 10). As a concrete example, interviewee 6 mentioned that an email sent via 

the distribution list and to which many people also reply via the list can become an “email 

flood” that they cannot read through. Related to the creation of synergies with national 

coalitions, interviewee 9 suggested that this would also help to organize the information influx 

and make sure that everyone is well informed.  

Additionally, two interviewees highlighted the accessibility of the Secretariat. The Secretariat 

is described as being very responsive (8) and as interviewee 6 said: “So you just know who to 

turn to and then you have the feeling that someone is taking care of your request”.13 Some 

members also said that for them it is easy to access information because they are engaged in the 

inner planning (5) or because they are there when decisions are made (12). 

The only issue with regard to accessibility where members mentioned potential for 

improvement was translation. The annual report puts forward that “the Coalition needs to be, 

as much as possible, a multilingual space to allow members from different regions to engage” 

(Agroecology Coalition 2024a, 18). Written material as for instance the brochure, the annual 

report or the website are available in English, Spanish, French and sometimes Portuguese. For 

the meetings, however, members reported that they were mainly conducted in English 

 
13 Translated by the author from German. Original quote: “Also man weiß es einfach, an wen man sich wendet, 

und hat dann das Gefühl jemand kümmert sich um das Anliegen”. 
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(interviewee 5, 6, 7) while sometimes informal translation or assistance was provided 

(interviewee 1). For the General Assembly meetings, the Coalition had so far capacity to 

provide simultaneous translation into English, French and Spanish (interviewee 1). Missing 

translation has been described as an issue which limits the participation of some members 

(interviewee 1) and even if it is a big cost consideration, it would be a mistake not to provide it 

(interviewee 5). 

5.2.3.2 Transparent functioning and processes with uncertainties on project 

level 

Members also specifically talked about certain types of information and how they were 

convened. It was highlighted how for the WGs minutes and notes are provided for those who 

missed a meeting (interviewee 2, 10). As interviewee 8 described it: “Those who are in the 

working group, they get all the information they want. I think it's a very transparent process”. 

Furthermore, in the General Assembly meetings, the WGs present to all the members what they 

are doing (interviewee 12, 7). The newsletter then provides more general information on what 

the Secretariat, the Coalition and its members are doing and producing (interviewee 7).  

Interviewee 12 outlined how emails from the Secretariat inform the members about decisions 

made in the Steering Committee. Interviewee 7, however, explained that in some cases for them, 

it was unclear whether a real decision had been reached or what it entailed, but that they had 

not questioned it much and just went along. This uncertainty about certain decisions is also 

perceivable in the slightly deviating reports on what was decided on the participation of big 

private sector actors (refer to section 5.2.1.2). 

As far as the terms of reference are concerned, the Coalition provides these for the Steering 

Committee and the different WGs on the according website sections, which is also pointed out 

by interviewee 7 and 8. However, interviewee 7 told me that in some cases they felt that they 
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had not been informed about the terms of reference of a particular project and why certain 

people in a WG were chosen to carry out the project. The member explained: “I'm not sure if 

other people in the group feel the same way. They may feel, oh, it's wonderful that somebody's 

doing this work and I just want somebody to do it. I don't care very much exactly what they've 

agreed to do, I'm just really glad that somebody's working on it. But from my perspective, it's 

important that we get that information”.  

Regarding finance, the Coalition transparently publishes on its website in a dedicated section 

their donor partners. The only issues in relation to financing raised by interviewees were with 

regard to an international organization: For some, it seems unclear to what extent this 

organization might have provided funding to the Coalition for some specific project or to what 

extent they are sponsoring the Coalition in other ways (interviewee 7, 9). Not only finances but 

also participating entities and actors are transparently communicated in the documents of the 

Coalition. Interviewee 11 for instance mentioned that members had been informed about the 

recruitment process of the Secretariat and the co-chair election of the Steering Committee was 

communicated through different channels. Besides the general list of all the members on the 

Coalition’s website, all the members of the Steering Committee, the co-facilitators of the WGs 

as well as the staff of the Secretariat are listed and the newsletter regularly updates about new 

members who have joined (Agroecology Coalition 2023).  
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6. DISCUSSION 

After the presentation of the results of my analysis, the aim of this chapter is to discuss the 

findings in the light of the two research questions that guide this thesis: RQ1: To what extent 

are procedural justice aspects considered in the Agroecology Coalition according to its 

members? RQ2: Which elements and processes are conducive to procedural justice in the 

Agroecology Coalition?  

First, the findings for each dimension 14 are discussed in relation to the procedural justice 

framework (presented in detail in section 3.3.2) and compared to the existing literature on 

multistakeholder initiatives (MSIs) and the UNFSS. 

 6.1 Inclusion 

The dimension of inclusion is concerned with the representation of actors and knowledge forms, 

with a special focus on the inclusion of the most affected and most vulnerable actors. 

6.1.1 Who are the relevant actors? 

The results indicate that members perceive inclusivity as an ongoing process in the Coalition in 

which representation of many actor groups is assured, but differences in the strength of 

representation prevail.  

Interesting to note is that the only group not being represented are big private sector actors. The 

non-presence of these actors and the low proportion of SMEs make the Agroecology Coalition 

a rather atypical MSI, as many of them are dominated by the corporate sector (Manahan and 

Kumar 2021). In the case of the UNFSS, while individual companies were technically not 

 
14 Meaning dimension of the framework, namely inclusion, influence and information. 
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allowed to participate, it has been found that company representatives were nevertheless present 

at important agenda-setting meetings of the summit, and corporate interests were given a 

prominent space (Clapp, Noyes, and Grant 2021). In the Agroecology Coalition, different 

opinions exist on whether big private sector actors are important actors that should be involved 

in the Coalition’s work on food system transformation through agroecology. This result ties in 

with the discussion in the literature about who the actors are that should have a say in a 

particular issue. For instance, the philosophy behind the UNFSS was that all actors who wished 

to participate could participate, following the all-affected principle (Canfield, Duncan, and 

Claeys 2021). Meanwhile, Mena and Palazzo (2012, 539) argue that what creates the legitimacy 

of an MSI is not including as many actors as possible but including the “relevant ones”. The 

Coalition’s approach can be considered similarly: It decided to limit its membership to 

organizations that agreed to adhere to the 13 principles of agroecology because this is the 

foundation of what the Coalition is working on and strives for. Large private sector actors (for 

instance multinational agri-businesses) are allowed to join but have to adhere to the 13 

principles and might15 have to offer additional proof of their motivation to work on agroecology 

to be accepted. The reasons why none of these actors are present is thus most likely due to their 

lack of interest in joining under these circumstances. The evaluation of whether the 

Agroecology Coalition fails to include all perspectives on the issue at stake, as is the case for 

some multistakeholder settings (Alves Zanella et al. 2018), depends thus also on the perspective 

of who the included actors should be.  

Furthermore, our results show that it is also important to define what the issue at stake is to 

define who the relevant actors are. This is especially important in the presence of power 

asymmetries which can give influential actors the possibility to implement their interpretation 

of an issue on others. In the Coalition, there is agreement that only actors willing to work on 

 
15 Reports from interviewees on this issue have been slightly diverging, so the word “might” is used.  
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the issue of agroecology as defined by the 13 principles should join, but opinions diverge on 

how strictly these principles should be applied. The risk of co-optation and a watering down of 

the transformational view on agroecology, mentioned by some of the interviewees (interviewee 

5, 7, 2), is also an issue that was raised by the CSIPM in relation to the UNFSS (Liaison Group, 

CSIPM 2022).  

6.1.2 Inclusion of the most affected and vulnerable actors 

Another aspect of procedural justice is the inclusion of particularly affected and vulnerable 

groups in the transformation of food systems. According to Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 

(2021) these groups include the various forms of small-scale producers, indigenous peoples, the 

young, and women. Previous research on MSIs has shown that they fail to bring previously 

marginalized communities, that align with the above groups, more fully into global governance 

(Pattberg and Widerberg 2016). In the case of the Coalition, farmers and frontline people are 

represented but were mentioned as part of the groups where representation should be increased. 

Give that they currently hold a small share of the overall membership, and it is hard to judge 

whether the organizations present can be representative of the whole actor group, it seems to be 

reasonable to aspire a more balanced representation by having further organizations joining. It 

can thus be seen that not only whether there is representation but also the quality of this 

representation is relevant. However, as will be discussed more in detail with regard to influence, 

increasing representation or membership does not automatically mean that voices are better 

heard.  

Interesting is also that the reservation of some of the social movements to join seems to be due 

in part to the fact that they do not find the 13 principles as a criterion and/or the way they are 

currently applied convincing to prevent co-optation or a less transformative view. Again, a 
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connection between inclusivity, clearly defining the issue worked on and how to handle power 

asymmetries is perceivable.  

6.1.3 Inclusive of knowledge forms and practical experiences 

The inclusion of traditional and practical knowledge is positively assessed by the interviewees. 

It is perceived that practical knowledge from projects on the ground is considered as relevant 

within the Coalition, and its distribution is promoted by the Secretariat. This stays in contrast 

to the findings in the context of the Summit according to which the lived food system realities 

of people were not considered as a source for the Summit’s recommendations (Spires et al. 

2023) and its scientific group lacked representatives of these forms of knowledge (Nisbett et al. 

2021). Furthermore, while in the context of the UNFSS bypassing and attempts of 

delegitimization of existing UN-level bodies such as the HLPE were reported (Canfield, 

Anderson, and McMichael 2021; Tanzer, Gläsel, and Egermann 2022), the Coalition 

incorporates their work, such as the 13 principles, prominently in the Coalition. Furthermore, 

the extent to which a community of practice is established and the exchange of knowledge from 

different projects, region and perspectives happens, the Coalition confirms the role MSIs can 

have in nurturing knowledge exchange on various dimensions of complex agricultural issues 

(Hermans et al. 2017) and filling knowledge resource gaps (Pinkse and Kolk 2012).  

6.2 Influence  

The dimension of influence addresses the level of influence of actors, representativeness of 

actor groups in leadership positions, capabilities disparities and power asymmetries.  

6.2.1 Level of influence  

Tanzer, Gläsel, and Egermann (2022) found in their research on the UNFSS that the Summit 

successfully included a variety of actors and knowledge but failed to include their inputs into 
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decisions and outcomes. These results emphasize that looking at the representation of actor 

groups does not reflect the whole picture, it is also important to see whether they can actively 

participate and influence outcomes. For judging the level of influence of the different actors, 

the tripartite categorization by Simcock (2016), ranging from listening as a spectator (receiving 

information) to consultative influence (giving an opinion but decisions are made by others) to 

direct authority (taking the decision together with others) can be applied. Given the existing 

opportunities and openness for participation, it can be interpreted that members had consultative 

influence for instance in the development of the strategy or by providing their inputs in 

conferences or meetings of the Coalition. For the strategy development, to the extent that 

feedback has been included, they also had direct authority. Furthermore, the consensus and 

discussion-based decision-making process points towards the fact that everyone can exercise 

direct authority by actively participating in the decisions made, for instance by approving the 

missions of the WGs or raising objections.  

Generally, it can be stated that members can exert influence on the second and third levels of 

the categorization and that no differences were found between the members' available options 

for exerting influence. Interesting in terms of decision-making is also that many interviewees 

felt that not many hard decisions had to be taken and that people were aligned with their 

opinions. This seems to be related to the 13 principles that are seen as helpful in defining how 

and what the Coalitions intends to work on. This is an important finding as a common problem 

of MSIs is the lack of clear rules and objectives (Aubert, Brun, and Treyer 2016). It has also 

been shown that MSIs are likely to fail when not having an agreed framework (Canfield, 

Anderson, and McMichael 2021). However, as the discussions on the different views on 

agroecology in relation to the wait-and-see approach of certain civil society actors to join 

shows, the strategy process was an important next step to define even more clearly what is 

aimed at and what is focused on.  
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6.2.2 Resources and power disparities 

My results (section 5.2.2.2) show that not all actors participate to the same extent in the 

Coalition, partially because for some actors it is not a priority to be actively engaged but mostly 

because they cannot use the opportunities to the same degree. The barriers to participation relate 

mostly to resources, be it financial, human capital or time constraints. While de jure 

participatory equality is ensured, de facto participatory equality seems not to be realized. 

Barriers to de facto equality are also discussed in the literature and are related to power 

asymmetries and capabilities disparities (Tribaldos and Kortetmäki 2022).  Unequal capacity to 

mobilize resources creates power asymmetries (Avelino and Rotmans 2009). The differences 

in resource endowment of members can be interpreted in a way that certain power asymmetries 

are present in the Coalition that affect a wide range of members. This finding resonates with 

the existing literature that puts forward the presence and insufficient accounting of power 

asymmetries in MSIs (e.g. Gleckman 2016; Alves Zanella et al. 2018).  

Generally, the impression is transmitted that ones who have the means and resources to actively 

participation lead and shape the Coalition. This means that the power asymmetries are related 

to an inequality in participation and influence consequently. As there are no big private sector 

actors present in the Coalition, it is the more institutionalized, larger, and resource-rich 

organizations that are most influential.  

6.2.3 Measures to work towards de facto participatory equality 

As concluded by Williams and Doyon (2019), the question of how to address power disparities 

remains to a large extent unstudied in procedural justice literature. My results show, however, 

that measures are already implemented or could be implemented to facilitate participation in 

the case of the Agroecology Coalition. First, interviewees mentioned the importance of creating 

synergies, with existing coalitions or networks on a more regional/national level, or also with 
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other global coalitions. In their study on the UNFSS, Diaz-Bonilla et al. (2022) also suggested 

increasing consolidation between coalitions working on similar issues. This creation of 

synergies and joint representation in the global coalition would reduce the workload and need 

for resources for members. It could make their involvement more efficient and targeted, and 

thus also strengthen their participation and influence. Second, the Coalition is described as a 

space for small organizations and the Global South to get visibility and a platform for 

partnerships for their mission and projects. Providing these organizations with access to more 

resources or a platform for visibility, which may otherwise be unattainable given their own 

resources, can be seen as a way of balancing resource asymmetries.  

Capabilities disparities are the other barrier identified in the literature to equal participation of 

actors in just transition processes (Williams and Doyon 2019). My results illustrate the space 

and importance given to learning processes and knowledge exchange within the Coalition, 

possibly also a reason why no members raised lacking capabilities for their participation. While 

the literature addresses the issue of building capacity to influence decisions (e.g. Barnaud and 

Van Paassen 2013), in the context of the Coalition, capacity-building was mentioned with 

regard to making tools for the implementation of agroecology accessible to people on the 

ground. According to my results, it would be important for the Coalition to put greater focus on 

the topics of empowerment and capacity-building for local communities and farmers. The 

potential of the Coalition to work on this capacity-building for marginalized communities could 

also help to establish greater connectedness to grassroot organizations. 

6.2.4 Inclusive and volunteer-based leadership 

The Steering Committee of the Coalition is perceived by the members as an inclusive body 

where all the constituencies are equally represented. Overall, the mode of recruitment of 

leadership positions reinforces the impression that the influential actors in the Coalition are the 
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ones who have the capacity to put time and other resources and for instance take on a leadership 

position as a volunteer. However, actor groups could decide on their representatives and often 

were happy that someone with expertise took on the responsibility. It thus seems that no one 

was bypassed to take on a leadership position, as it has been shown in the case of the UNFSS 

(Canfield, Anderson, and McMichael 2021). Furthermore, in the case of the Steering 

Committee, the composition formula explicitly reserves seats for all the constituencies in the 

committee. For instance, a separate representation of the three constituencies of CSOs/NGOs, 

farmers and indigenous peoples is ensured on purpose. Given the rather low share of farmers 

and indigenous peoples organizations in the overall membership, this measure can help to a 

certain extent to balance out their underrepresentation which becomes important for procedural 

justice especially because these groups are considered to be part of the most affected and 

vulnerable actors in the food system (Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys 2021). The case of the 

Agroecology Coalition thus shows that a volunteer-based structure for leadership positions that 

favors resource-rich organizations can be balanced out by explicit rules on inclusive 

compositions. Furthermore, given that all the leadership positions are held by volunteers and 

thus have limited time capacity, the Secretariat is perceived as having an important role in 

supporting the leadership and keeping the organization running. 

6.3 Information 

The indicators of the information dimension relate to the accessibility, timeliness, objectivity 

and sufficiency of information, as well as the type of information shared, for instance on the 

process and functioning, the funding structure and involved actors, and on food systems. 

6.3.1 Information accessibility and sufficiency 

The objectivity and timeliness of information provision did not come up as a topic. For the two 

other criteria of how information should be shared, accessibility and sufficiency, the perception 
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of the interviewees was overall very positive, except for translation where potential for 

improvement was identified. The difficulty in digesting the amount of information received, 

can also be interpreted as a limited capacity to receive and process information from the side of 

the members, which would link to the time barriers they face in participation (discussed in 

section 6.2.2). To make information receiving more efficient, the creation of synergies and 

common representation could help (as discussed in section 6.2.3). 

One of the main findings in the information dimension is the important role of the permanent 

Secretariat in information provision and distribution. The Secretariat, with increasing capacity, 

was not only able to launch several communication channels and improve the structure and 

organization of the Coalition, but it also provides an accessible point to go to in case of 

questions. The results furthermore show that the next important development to enhance 

information provision would be the expansion of translation, which in turn is resource- and 

capacity-intensive.   

6.3.2 Importance of transparency in multistakeholder initiatives 

My results provide an insight into the perceived differences in the type of information received. 

The sharing of information about food systems transformation and the consequences of 

decisions and actions was not that much raised or discussed, which might be related to the fact 

that the Coalition so far has not established any new guidelines and the 13 principles as a 

guiding tool are known to and accepted by everyone.  

In the context of the UNFSS, findings showed that the recruitment of participants and important 

positions happened in an untransparent manner, and the overall structure was hard to understand 

because of its convoluted nature (Canfield, Anderson, and McMichael 2021). Nothing of this 

kind was reflected in the results on the Coalition, which is probably due not only to the simpler 

structure and smaller setting but also the clear and transparent communication on it. However, 
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it was also convened that some decisions and terms of reference, on a project level, were 

unclearly communicated. While this was only brought up by one interviewee it might have 

further relevance as the interviewee also said they had not questioned it too much at the time 

and that other people might have reacted in the same way. Furthermore, Simcock (2016) 

highlights that people can have different perceptions of whether a process or situation was 

procedurally just due to different normative expectations or differing experiences of the 

situation.  

Compared to UNFSS where a disconnection between different steps of the process and 

uncertainty of participants on how their inputs will be further processed was noted (Tanzer, 

Gläsel, and Egermann 2022), information on the process and functioning of the Coalition is 

transparent. Related to transparency is also the discussion on new forms of accountability 

needed in multistakeholder settings. For example, Canfield, Duncan, and Claeys (2021) 

identified a transparent decision-making process as a mean to conceptualize accountability in 

these contexts. In this light, the importance of sharing information to make sure that the 

involved people feel informed becomes even more relevant.  
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7. CONCLUSIONS 

This research aimed to uncover to what extent procedural justice aspects have been considered 

and which processes and elements have been conducive to procedural justice in the context of 

the Agroecology Coalition. The findings provided insight into how the theoretical concept of 

procedural justice is operationalized in practice and contributed to the knowledge on how 

procedurally justice multistakeholder collaboration in food system transformation governance 

can be achieved. Furthermore, the qualitative research approach allowed to open a discussion 

and provided the opportunity for members to reflect on their experiences within the Coalition 

and share their perceptions with regard to fair and inclusive governance and processes.  

The thesis contributed to filling the research gap on the UNFSS follow-up process, specifically 

on the Coalitions of Actions and their relationship to procedural justice. The focus on the 

follow-up process of the UNFSS was chosen in light of existing research on the Summit that 

revealed several discrepancies concerning the legitimacy and recruitment of participants, the 

role and level of inclusivity of science, power asymmetries and lacking accountability (refer to 

literature review section 2.3). The case of the UNFSS and the specific case study of the 

Agroecology Coalition is significant in that it is an example of a multistakeholder approach to 

food system governance. These forms of collaboration are gaining ground even if it has been 

shown that they do not always succeed in higher inclusivity of actors and ensuring participatory 

equality (refer to literature review section 2.1 and 2.2). However, procedurally just decision-

making processes are a crucial component of the transformation to sustainable food systems 

(refer to theory section 3.2).  

The findings revealed that for all three dimensions of procedural justice, aspects were found 

that are well considered but also some areas where improvement can be made. For the 
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dimension of inclusion, the research uncovered that inclusive representation is ensured but that 

the strength of representation is for now not the same for all actors. The findings also raised the 

question of how to define membership and the relevant actors to strike a balance between 

ensuring openness to different actor groups and ensuring a certain alignment of these groups 

with the principles of the Coalition. Concerning the dimension of influence, the research shed 

light on how power asymmetries impact participation and influence patterns. Furthermore, it 

discussed measures to balance inequalities in participation and showed the importance of 

capacity-building not only within the Coalition but also on the grassroot level. In the case of 

information sharing, the research revealed how barriers to smooth information sharing can be 

overcome and discussed for which types of information transparency can be enhanced. 

Additionally, the research provided theoretical implications for the operationalization of 

procedural justice, in particular highlighting the interconnectedness of the different dimensions 

of procedural justice and how many issues have an impact or appear across dimensions. This 

reaffirms the importance of considering the three dimensions of procedural justice in 

conjunction in order to paint a holistic picture of a process.  

Given the importance of considering the development of a multistakeholder initiative and the 

associated development of procedural justice aspects over time, my findings have to be 

understood as a snapshot of the situation in the Coalition. One implication of this is that 

examining the same case study in a few years’ time could provide new relevant insights into 

for instance the consequences of the finalized strategy process, the further recruitment of 

members or the development of communication.  

Furthermore, the thesis has reaffirmed the importance of conducting research on MSIs to see to 

what extent they consider procedural justice aspects. This concerns specifically the other 

Coalitions of Actions that emerged from the UNFSS and work on further driving food system 
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transformation on a global scale. While the coalitions are encouraged to follow certain 

principles, they are free to organize themselves , so other coalitions might be very different in 

their functioning from the Agroecology one. It would thus be insightful to see what processes 

and structures they have set in place and whether their members had similar or different 

experiences. Comparing and bringing these results and experiences from different coalitions 

together could foster mutual learning on how to ensure fairness and inclusiveness.  

The research raised important questions on how procedurally just multistakeholder 

collaboration can be achieved. The findings on what elements and processes are conducive to 

different aspects of procedural justice also have relevance beyond the scope of the case study. 

The in-depth findings that generated the lessons learned of the Agroecology Coalition 

(presented below) can inform and guide practitioners involved in setting up or managing other 

multistakeholder initiatives in food system transformation governance. Given that a 

considerable number of findings on the Coalition have parallels with the existing literature on 

MSIs (refer to discussion sections 6.1 to 6.3), these lessons cannot be directly generalizable but 

of relevance to other cases. Based on my research, the following lessons learned on how to 

achieve procedurally just multistakeholder collaboration in food system transformation 

governance are proposed:  

(1) Proactive recruitment and targeted efforts to motivate specific actors to join are 

needed to ensure a balanced representation of actor groups and knowledge forms. 

(2) A staffed secretariat as an administrative entity plays an important role in enabling 

sufficient information sharing and supporting leadership positions, especially when they 

are held by volunteers with limited time capacity.  

(3) Guiding principles such as the 13 principles help to define the issue at stake and the 

relevant actors to collaborate on it. They can limit the room for contestation or co-optation 
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and facilitate decision-making, which can enhance the inclusivity of marginalized and less 

powerful groups.  

(4) Disparities in power and participation can be mitigated by facilitating the creation of 

synergies and joint representation of different regions or subgroups, fostering visibility 

and partnerships for less resource-rich organizations and having inclusive composition 

formula for leadership bodies. 

(5) Limited capacities of an administrative body on the transferring side or/and of 

members on the receiving side can hinder a sufficient exchange of information and thus 

transparency in the process. 

(6) With the development of an MSI, procedural justice aspects can be increasingly 

considered, if made a priority, due to increased capacity and learning processes.  

In the broader context, my findings showed the potential for the consideration of procedural 

justice aspects in multistakeholder initiatives. However, my research highlighted that for 

transformation processes to be inclusive and fair, adequate and specific measures conducive to 

procedural justice need to be implemented in practice. It is thus crucial to exchange practices 

and lessons learned from cases such as the Agroecology Coalitions in the broader umbrella of 

the UNFSS and with the other Coalitions of Actions to enable them to unfold their role in 

driving a just transformation of food systems on a global level.  

 

 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



82 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Action Track 3. 2021. ‘Action Track 3: Boosting Nature Positive Production Potential Game 

Changing and Systemic Solutions: A Second Compilation’. 

https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/fss_action_track_3_-

_wave_2_ideas_paper_final.pdf. 

Agroecology Coalition. 2023. ‘Agroecology Coalition First Newsletter’. https://us9.campaign-

archive.com/?u=e826869c7b012dcb1a6a60aca&id=bcda8542ea. 

———. 2024a. ‘Agroecology Coalition Annual Report 2023’. https://agroecology-

coalition.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/AE-Coalition_AR_2023_EN.pdf. 

———. 2024b. ‘Home’. Agroecology Coalition. Accessed 18 February 2024. 

https://agroecology-coalition.org/. 

———. 2024c. ‘Members’. Agroecology Coalition. Accessed 5 February 2024. 

https://agroecology-coalition.org/members/. 

———. 2024d. ‘Research, Innovation and Education Working Group’. Agroecology Coalition. 

Accessed 12 May 2024. https://agroecology-coalition.org/research-innovation-and-

education-working-group/. 

———. n.d. ‘The Coalition for Food Systems Transformation through Agroecology’. 

https://agroecology-coalition.org/wp-

content/uploads/2023/08/AC_BROCHURE_ENGLISH.pdf. 

Agroecology Europe. n.d. ‘The 13 Principles of Agroecology’. Agroecology Europe. Accessed 

19 March 2024. https://www.agroecology-europe.org/the-13-principles-of-

agroecology/. 

Alsaawi, Ali. 2014. ‘A Critical Review of Qualitative Interviews’. European Journal of 

Business and Social Sciences 3 (4). http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2819536  

Alves Zanella, Matheus, Ariane Goetz, Stephan Rist, Oscar Schmidt, and Jes Weigelt. 2018. 

‘Deliberation in Multi-Stakeholder Participation: A Heuristic Framework Applied to the 

Committee on World Food Security’. Sustainability 10 (2): 428. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/su10020428. 

Anderl, Felix, and Michael Hissen. 2021. ‘How Trust Is Lost: The Food Systems Summit 2021 

and the Delegitimation of UN Food Governance’. Europoean Journal of International 

Relations 30 (1): 151-175. https://doi.org/10.1177/13540661231173553. 

Anderson, Molly D, and Marta Rivera-Ferre. 2021. ‘Food System Narratives to End Hunger: 

Extractive versus Regenerative’. Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability 49 

(April):18–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2020.12.002. 

Anderson, Molly, Lesli Hoey, Peter Hurst, Michelle Miller, and Maywa Montenegro de Wit. 

2022. ‘Debrief on the United Nations Food Systems Summit (UNFSS)’. Journal of 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



83 

Agriculture, Food Systems, and Community Development 11 (2): 13–17. 

https://doi.org/10.5304/jafscd.2022.112.008. 

Aubert, Pierre-Marie, Matthieu Brun, and Sébastien Treyer. 2016. ‘Recent Trends in the Global 

Governance of Food and Nutrition Security: Policy Implications for the EU’. IDDRI 7 

(Policy Briefs). https://www.iddri.org/en/publications-and-events/policy-brief/recent-

trends-global-governance-food-and-nutrition-security. 

Avelino, Flor, and Jan Rotmans. 2009. ‘Power in Transition: An Interdisciplinary Framework 

to Study Power in Relation to Structural Change’. European Journal of Social Theory 

12 (4): 543–69. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368431009349830. 

Barnaud, Cecile, and Annemarie Van Paassen. 2013. ‘Equity, Power Games, and Legitimacy: 

Dilemmas of Participatory Natural Resource Management’. Ecology and Society 18 (2). 

https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-05459-180221. 

Béné, Christophe, Peter Oosterveer, Lea Lamotte, Inge D. Brouwer, Stef de Haan, Steve D. 

Prager, Elise F. Talsma, and Colin K. Khoury. 2019. ‘When Food Systems Meet 

Sustainability – Current Narratives and Implications for Actions’. World Development 

113 (January):116–30. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.08.011. 

Bloodgood, Elizabeth A. 2022. ‘Chapter 4 New Multilateralism: The United Nations and 

Governance in the Era of Nonstate Actors’. In Does the UN Model Still Work? 

Challenges and Prospects for the Future of Multilateralism, 57–77. Leiden, the 

Netherlands: Brill. 

https://brill.com/display/book/9789004516489/BP000014.xml?language=en. 

Braun, Joachim von. 2023. ‘UN Food Systems Summit 2021 – What Role Science and 

Innovation in the Summit and in Countries’ Plans and Why?’ SSRN Scholarly Paper. 

Rochester, NY. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4328583. 

Braun, Virginia, and Victoria Clarke. 2006. ‘Using Thematic Analysis in Psychology’. 

Qualitative Research in Psychology 3 (2): 77–101. 

https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa. 

Bruin, Annemarieke de, Imke J.M. de Boer, Niels R. Faber, Gjalt de Jong, Katrien J.A.M. 

Termeer, and Evelien M. de Olde. 2023. ‘Easier Said than Defined? Conceptualising 

Justice in Food System Transitions’. Agriculture and Human Values 41 (June):345–362. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-023-10482-y. 

Canfield, Matthew, Molly D. Anderson, and Philip McMichael. 2021. ‘UN Food Systems 

Summit 2021: Dismantling Democracy and Resetting Corporate Control of Food 

Systems’. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems 5. 

https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsufs.2021.661552. 

Canfield, Matthew C., Jessica Duncan, and Priscilla Claeys. 2021. ‘Reconfiguring Food 

Systems Governance: The UNFSS and the Battle Over Authority and Legitimacy’. 

Development 64 (3):181–91. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-021-00312-1. 

Clapp, Jennifer, and Doris A. Fuchs. 2009. Corporate Power in Global Agrifood Governance. 

MIT Press. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



84 

Clapp, Jennifer, Indra Noyes, and Zachary Grant. 2021. ‘The Food Systems Summit’s Failure 

to Address Corporate Power’. Development 64 (3): 192–98. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-021-00303-2. 

Covic, Namukolo, Achim Dobermann, Jessica Fanzo, Spencer Henson, Mario Herrero, Prabhu 

Pingali, and Steve Staal. 2021. ‘All Hat and No Cattle: Accountability Following the 

UN Food Systems Summit’. Global Food Security 30 (September):100569. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2021.100569. 

Creswell, John W., and J. David Creswell. 2018. Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, 

and Mixed Methods Approaches. Fifth edition. Los Angeles: SAGE. 

CSIPM. 2020. ‘Open Letter to the UN Secretary-General on the UN Food System Summit’. 

https://www.csm4cfs.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/EN_CSO-Letter-to-UNSG-on-

UN-food-systems-summit.pdf. 

———. 2021. ‘Hundreds of Grassroots Organizations to Oppose the UN Food Systems 

Summit’. CSIPM (blog). 19 July 2021. Accessed 24 November 2023. 

https://www.csm4cfs.org/hundreds-of-grassroots-organizations-to-oppose-the-un-

food-systems-summit/. 

Davies, Anna. 2006. ‘Environmental Justice as Subtext or Omission: Examining Discourses of 

Anti-Incineration Campaigning in Ireland’. Geoforum 37 (September):708–24. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2005.06.005. 

Diaz-Bonilla, Eugenio, Brian McNamara, Jemimah Njuki, Johan Swinnen, Rob Vos. 2022. 

‘The UN Food Systems Summit 2021: Lessons of the Gender and Finance Levers’. 

https://doi.org/10.22004/AG.ECON.322751. 

Fakhri, Michael, Un Secretary-General, and UN Human Rights Council Special Rapporteur on 

the Right to Food. 2021. ‘The Right to Food :: Note /: By the Secretary-General’, July. 

https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3936776. 

FAO. 2016. ‘Food and Agriculture - Key to Achieving the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 

Development’. https://www.fao.org/3/i5499e/i5499e.pdf. 

———. 2018. ‘Sustainable Food Systems: Concept and Framework’. 

https://www.fao.org/3/ca2079en/CA2079EN.pdf. 

———. 2021. ‘A Coalition for Food System Transformation through Agroecology: A Major 

Outcome of the UN Food Systems Summit’. FAO. Accessed 4 April 2024. 

http://www.fao.org/agroecology/database/detail/en/c/1447459/. 

Fears, Robin, and Claudia Canales. 2021. ‘The Role of Science, Technology and Innovation for 

Transforming Food Systems Globally: Food Systems Summit Brief Prepared by 

Research Partners of the Scientific Group for the Food Systems Summit April 2021’. 

https://doi.org/10.48565/scfss2021-q703. 

Fraser, Nancy. 1997. Justice Interruptus: Critical Reflections on the ‘Postsocialist’ Condition. 

London: Routledge. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



85 

Gleckman, Harris. 2016. ‘Multistake-holder Governance: A Corporate Push for a New Form of 

Global Governance’. State of Power 2016. 

Gliessman, Steve. 2023. ‘Strengthening the Voices for Agroecology’. Agroecology and 

Sustainable Food Systems 47 (3): 327–29. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21683565.2023.2158555. 

Hebinck, Aniek, Laurens Klerkx, Boelie Elzen, Kristiaan P. W. Kok, Bettina König, Katharina 

Schiller, Julia Tschersich, Barbara van Mierlo, and Timo von Wirth. 2021. ‘Beyond 

Food for Thought – Directing Sustainability Transitions Research to Address 

Fundamental Change in Agri-Food Systems’. Environmental Innovation and Societal 

Transitions, Celebrating a decade of EIST: What’s next for transition studies?, 41 

(December):81–85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2021.10.003. 

Herens, Marion C., Katherine H. Pittore, and Peter J. M. Oosterveer. 2022. ‘Transforming Food 

Systems: Multi-Stakeholder Platforms Driven by Consumer Concerns and Public 

Demands’. Global Food Security 32 (March):100592. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2021.100592. 

Hermans, Frans, Murat Sartas, Boudy van Schagen, Piet van Asten, and Marc Schut. 2017. 

‘Social Network Analysis of Multi-Stakeholder Platforms in Agricultural Research for 

Development: Opportunities and Constraints for Innovation and Scaling’. PLOS ONE 

12 (2): e0169634. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169634. 

HLPE. 2014. ‘Food Losses and Waste in the Context of Sustainable Food Systems: HLPE 

Report 8’. https://www.fao.org/3/i3901e/i3901e.pdf. 

———. 2017. ‘Nutrition and Food Systems: HLPE Report 12’. https://www.fao.org/cfs/cfs-

hlpe/publications/hlpe-12/en. 

———. 2023. ‘Reducing Inequalites for Food Security and Nutrition: HLPE Report 18’. 

https://www.fao.org/cfs/cfs-hlpe/publications/hlpe-18. 

Horton, Joanna. 2024. ‘Producing Food Utopia(s) at the UN Food Systems Summit: A Thematic 

Discourse Analysis of Australia’s Summit Dialogues’. Environmental Science & Policy 

151 (January):103605. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2023.103605. 

Huttunen, Suvi, Anni Turunen, and Minna Kaljonen. 2022. ‘Participation for Just Governance 

of Food-System Transition’. Sustainability: Science, Practice and Policy 18 (1): 500–

514. https://doi.org/10.1080/15487733.2022.2088187. 

IPBES-Food. 2021. ‘Withdrawal from the UN Food Systems Summit: Memo from the IPES-

Food Panel, 26 July 2021’. IPBES-Food. https://www.ipes-

food.org/_img/upload/files/UNFSS%20Withdrawal%20Statement.pdf. 

———. 2023. ‘Who’s Tipping the Scales? The Growing Influence of Corporations on the 

Governance of Food Systems, and How to Counter It.’ https://www.ipes-

food.org/_img/upload/files/tippingthescales.pdf. 

Janin, Pierre, Eric-Joël Fofiri Nzossié, and Sylvain Racaud. 2023. ‘Governance Challenges for 

Sustainable Food Systems: The Return of Politics and Territories’. Current Opinion in 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



86 

Environmental Sustainability 65 (December):101382. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2023.101382. 

Jenkins, Kirsten, Benjamin K. Sovacool, and Darren McCauley. 2018. ‘Humanizing 

Sociotechnical Transitions through Energy Justice: An Ethical Framework for Global 

Transformative Change’. Energy Policy 117 (June):66–74. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2018.02.036. 

Kalibata, Agnes. 2022. ‘Reflections on Food Systems Transformation: An African 

Perspective’. Global Social Challenges Journal 1 (1): 138–50. 

https://doi.org/10.1332/OYYL3696. 

Kaljonen, Minna, Teea Kortetmäki, Theresa Tribaldos, Suvi Huttunen, Kaisa Karttunen, 

Renato S. Maluf, Jyrki Niemi, et al. 2021. ‘Justice in Transitions: Widening 

Considerations of Justice in Dietary Transition’. Environmental Innovation and Societal 

Transitions 40 (September):474–85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2021.10.007. 

Kallio, Hanna, Anna-Maija Pietilä, Martin Johnson, and Mari Kangasniemi. 2016. ‘Systematic 

Methodological Review: Developing a Framework for a Qualitative Semi-Structured 

Interview Guide’. Journal of Advanced Nursing 72 (12): 2954–65. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13031. 

Knudsen, Jørgen K., Line Camilla Wold, Øystein Aas, Jens Jacob Kielland Haug, Susana Batel, 

Patrick Devine-Wright, Marte Qvenild, and Gerd B. Jacobsen. 2015. ‘Local Perceptions 

of Opportunities for Engagement and Procedural Justice in Electricity Transmission 

Grid Projects in Norway and the UK’. Land Use Policy 48 (November):299–308. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.04.031. 

Kortetmäki, Teea. 2016. ‘Reframing Climate Justice: A Three-Dimensional View on Just 

Climate Negotiations’. Ethics, Policy & Environment 19 (3): 320–34. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21550085.2016.1226238. 

Lagerspetz, Eerik. 2015. ‘Democracy and the All-Affected Principle’. Res Cogitans 10 (1). 

Liaison Group, CSIPM. 2022. ‘Risks of the Increased Systemic Corporate Capture  Fueled by 

the UN Food Systems Summit (UNFSS) and Its Follow-up Process’. Food Systems For 

People. https://www.foodsystems4people.org/wp-

content/uploads/2022/05/UNFSSAnalysisReportMay2022_FS4P.pdf  

Long, T., and M. Johnson. 2000. ‘Rigour, Reliability and Validity in Qualitative Research’. 

Clinical Effectiveness in Nursing 4 (1): 30–37. https://doi.org/10.1054/cein.2000.0106. 

Loo, Clement. 2014. ‘Towards a More Participative Definition of Food Justice’. Journal of 

Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 27 (5): 787–809. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-014-9490-2. 

———. 2016. ‘Participative Inequalities and Food Justice’. In The Routledge Handbook of 

Food Ethics. Routledge. 

Maguire, Moira, and Brid Delahunt. 2017. ‘Doing a Thematic Analysis: A Practical, Step-by-

Step Guide.’ All Ireland Journal of Higher Education 9 (3). 

https://ojs.aishe.org/index.php/aishe-j/article/view/335. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



87 

Manahan, Mary Ann, and Madhuresh Kumar. 2021. The Great Takeover: Mapping of 

Multistakeholderism in Global Governance. People’s working group on 

multistakeholderism. 

Margulis, Matias. 2012. ‘The Challenge of Food Security’. In Global Food Security 

Governance: The Committee for World Food Security, Comprehensive Framework for 

Action and the G8/G20, Rayfuse, R Wiesfelt, N, 231–54. Edward Elgar. 

http://dspace.stir.ac.uk/handle/1893/21849. 

Mbow, C., C. Rosenzweig, L.G. Barioni, T.G. Benton, M. Herrero, M. Krishnapillai, E. 

Liwenga, et al. 2019. ‘Food Security’. In Climate Change and Land: An IPCC Special 

Report on Climate Change, Desertification, Land Degradation, Sustainable Land 

Management, Food Security, and Greenhouse Gas Fluxes in Terrestrial Ecosystems. 

P.R. Shukla, J. Skea, E. Calvo Buendia, V. Masson-Delmotte, H.-O. Pörtner, D.C. 

Roberts, P. Zhai, et al. Eds., Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 

https://ntrs.nasa.gov/api/citations/20200001724/downloads/20200001724.pdf. 

Melissa DeJonckheere and Lisa M Vaughn. 2019. ‘Semistructured Interviewing in Primary 

Care Research: A Balance of Relationship and Rigour’. Family Medicine and 

Community Health 7 (2): e000057. https://doi.org/10.1136/fmch-2018-000057. 

Mena, Sébastien, and Guido Palazzo. 2012. ‘Input and Output Legitimacy of Multi-Stakeholder 

Initiatives’. Business Ethics Quarterly 22 (3): 527–56. 

https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201222333. 

Michaele; Heasman, Tim Lang. 2004. Food Wars: The Global Battle for Mouths, Minds and 

Markets. London: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781849776011. 

Montenegro de Wit, Maywa, and Alastair Iles. 2021. ‘Woke Science and the 4th Industrial 

Revolution: Inside the Making of UNFSS Knowledge’. Development 64 (3): 199–211. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-021-00314-z. 

Nisbett, Nicholas, Sharon Friel, Richmond Aryeetey, Fabio da Silva Gomes, Jody Harris, 

Kathryn Backholer, Phillip Baker, Valarie Blue Bird Jernigan, and Sirinya Phulkerd. 

2021. ‘Equity and Expertise in the UN Food Systems Summit’. BMJ Global Health 6 

(7): e006569. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2021-006569. 

Nyéléni. 2015. ‘Declaration of the International Forum for Agroecology, Nyéléni, Mali: 27 

February 2015’. Development 58 (2): 163–68. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-016-

0014-4. 

Pattberg, Philipp, and Oscar Widerberg. 2016. ‘Transnational Multistakeholder Partnerships for 

Sustainable Development: Conditions for Success’. Ambio 45 (1): 42–51. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-015-0684-2.  

Pinkse, Jonatan, and Ans Kolk. 2012. ‘Addressing the Climate Change—Sustainable 

Development Nexus: The Role of Multistakeholder Partnerships’. Business & Society 

51 (1): 176–210. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650311427426. 

Polit, Denise F., and Cheryl Tatano Beck. 2010. ‘Generalization in Quantitative and Qualitative 

Research: Myths and Strategies’. International Journal of Nursing Studies 47 (11): 

1451–58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2010.06.004. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



88 

Proudfoot, Kevin. 2023. ‘Inductive/Deductive Hybrid Thematic Analysis in Mixed Methods 

Research’. Journal of Mixed Methods Research 17 (3): 308–26. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/15586898221126816. 

Schlosberg, David. 2004. ‘Reconceiving Environmental Justice: Global Movements and 

Political Theories’. Environmental Politics 13 (3): 517–40. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0964401042000229025. 

Sethi, S. Prakash, and Donald H. Schepers. 2011. ‘United Nations Global Compact: An 

Assessment of Ten Years of Progress, Achievements, and Shortfalls’. In Globalizaiton 

and Self-Regulation, 249–75. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Shrader-Frechette, Kristin. 2002. Environmental Justice: Creating Equality, Reclaiming 

Democracy. Oxford University Press. 

Silveira, André, and Paul Pritchard. 2016. ‘Justice in the Transition to a Low Carbon Economy’. 

University of Cambridge Institute for Sustainability Leadership (CISL). 

https://www.cisl.cam.ac.uk/resources/working-papers-folder/justice-in-transition-low-

carbon-economy. 

Simcock, Neil. 2016. ‘Procedural Justice and the Implementation of Community Wind Energy 

Projects: A Case Study from South Yorkshire, UK’. Land Use Policy 59 

(December):467–77. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.08.034. 

Spires, M., J. Battersby, N. Cohen, M. Daivadanam, K.M. Demmler, D. Mattioni, R. Pradeilles, 

et al. 2023. ‘“The People’s Summit”: A Case for Lived Experience of Food 

Environments as a Critical Source of Evidence to Inform the Follow-up to the 2021 UN 

Food Systems Summit’. Global Food Security 37 (June):100690. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2023.100690. 

Stec, Stephen, Susan Casey-Lefkowitz, and Jerzy Jendrośka. 2000. ‘The Aarhus Convention: 

An Implementation Guide’. United Nations. 

Tanzer, Magdalena, Astrid Gläsel, and Markus Egermann. 2022. ‘Elucidating the Capabilities 

of International Mechanisms to Foster Procedural Just System Change – The Case of 

the 2021 UN Food System Summit’. Environmental Innovation and Societal 

Transitions 45 (December):72–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2022.09.002. 

Thorpe, Jodie, Thom Sprenger, Joost Guijt, and Darian Stibbe. 2022. ‘Are Multi-Stakeholder 

Platforms Effective Approaches to Agri-Food Sustainability? Towards Better 

Assessment’. International Journal of Agricultural Sustainability 20 (2): 168–83. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/14735903.2021.1921485. 

Tribaldos, Theresa, and Teea Kortetmäki. 2022. ‘Just Transition Principles and Criteria for 

Food Systems and Beyond’. Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions 43 

(June):244–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2022.04.005. 

UN Food System Coordination Hub. n.d. ‘UNFSS +2 Stocktaking Moment’. UN Food System 

Coordination Hub. Accessed 6 December 2023.  

https://www.unfoodsystemshub.org/fs-stocktaking-moment/. 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



89 

UN Food System Summit (UNFSS). 2021. ‘Private Sector Engagement Guidelines’. 

https://www.un.org/sites/un2.un.org/files/2021/03/unfss_private_sector_guidelines_fe

b2021.pdf. 

UNCCD. 2022. ‘Global Land Outlook 2nd Edition: Land Restoration for Recovery and 

Resilience’. https://www.unccd.int/resources/global-land-outlook/global-land-outlook-

2nd-edition. 

UNDP. 2024. ‘Sustainable Development Goals’. UNDP. Accessed 21 May 2024. 

https://www.undp.org/sustainable-development-goals. 

UNEP, FAO and UNDP. 2023. ‘Rethinking Our Food Systems: A Guide for Multi-Stakeholder 

Collaboration’. FAO; UNEP; UNDP; https://doi.org/10.4060/cc6325en. 

UNFSS. n.d. ‘Relevant Actors’. UNFSS. Accessed 19 March 2024. https://sc-

fss2021.org/community/relevant-actors/. 

UNFSS Coordination Hub. 2022. ‘Food Systems Coalitions FAQs’. 

https://www.unfoodsystemshub.org/docs/unfoodsystemslibraries/default-document-

library/food-systems-coalitions-faqs.pdf?sfvrsn=c8ca6cb_3. 

United Nations. n.d.a. ‘About the Summit’. United Nations. Accessed 23 November 2023. 

https://www.un.org/en/food-systems-summit/about. 

———. n.d.b. ‘Vision and Principles’. United Nations. Accessed 13 December 2023. 

https://www.un.org/en/food-systems-summit/vision-principles. 

Williams, Stephen, and Andréanne Doyon. 2019. ‘Justice in Energy Transitions’. 

Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions 31 (June):144–53. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2018.12.001. 

Young; Iris Marion. 1990. Justice and the Politics of Difference. REV-Revised. Princeton 

University Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvcm4g4q. 

Zurek, Monika, Aniek Hebinck, and Odirilwe Selomane. 2021. ‘Looking across Diverse Food 

System Futures: Implications for Climate Change and the Environment’. Q Open 1 (1): 

qoaa001. https://doi.org/10.1093/qopen/qoaa001. 

 

  

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



90 

ANNEX 1: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS TEMPLATE 

Part 1 

• How did you hear about the Agroecology coalition and when did you join it? 

• What is your role in the coalition and which functions do you have? 

 

Part 2 

• From your perspective, how was this coalition established? 

• How would you describe the governance of the coalition? 

• How do you perceive the actors that are represented in the coalition? 

• What are criteria for membership? 

• How are leadership positions attributed? 

 

Part 3 

• How do you make inputs and contribution to the coalition?  

• How do the working groups operate?  

• From your experience, how is the decision-making process within the coalition? 

• How did you experience the consultation process for the five-year strategy? What 

contributions did you make to the five-year strategy? 

• Could you tell me about a situation in which you were able to make a difference or in 

which your input was taken into account in the coalition? 

• Was there maybe also a time when you did not agree with a decision that was made or 

a project that was implemented?  

• What are barriers to your participation in the coalition? What facilitates your 

participation? 

• How do you receive information about decisions that are made and about what is 

happening in the coalition?  

• What kind of knowledge is consulted to inform the work of the coalition? 
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• How are translations provided for meetings and documents?  

• Final questions: Is there anything else you would like to tell me about the coalition and 

its mode of work? Do you have any questions for me about my research?  
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 

Table 1: List of interviewees. Source: Developed by the author. 

Pseudonyms Coalition Date of the interview 

Interviewee 1 Agroecology Coalition 27.02.2024 

Interviewee 2 Agroecology Coalition 29.02.2024 

Interviewee 3 Agroecology Coalition 29.02.2024 

Interviewee 4 Other coalition 04.03.2024 

Interviewee 5 Agroecology Coalition 08.03.2024 

Interviewee 6 Agroecology Coalition 11.03.2024 

Interviewee 7 Agroecology Coalition 21.03.2024 

Interviewee 8 Agroecology Coalition 25.03.2024 

Interviewee 9 Agroecology Coalition 28.03.2024 

Interviewee 10 Agroecology Coalition 04.04.2024 

Interviewee 11 Agroecology Coalition 04.04.2024 

Interviewee 12 Agroecology Coalition 12.04.2024 

 

 

C
E

U
eT

D
C

ol
le

ct
io

n



93 

ANNEX 3: CONSENT FORM AND INFORMATION SHEET 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

My name is Hanna Della Casa and I am currently a Master student in Environmental Sciences, 

Policy and Management at the Central European University (CEU). Under the supervision of 

Anke Schaffarztik, I am conducting research for my Master thesis about the Coalitions of 

Actions that emerged out of the UN Food System Summit (UNFSS).  

More specifically, I am interested in the governance structure and decision-making processes 

of the Coalitions of Actions rooted in Action Track 3 “boosting nature-positive production”. 

The purpose of this research is to uncover the functioning and decision-making processes of 

the coalitions with regard to the three concepts of inclusion, transparency and influence. The 

focus is on gathering the experiences of the participating actors. By studying the procedures 

and dynamics of decision-making in the coalitions, I hope to conclude “lessons learned” about 

how fair and inclusive multistakeholder collaboration for food system transformation can be 

achieved. 

As part of this research, I would like to conduct an interview with you of approximately 30 

minutes to 1 hour to talk about your experiences. It would assist me if I could audio or video 

record the interview with your permission. This would allow me to revisit the conversation, 

transcribe it accurately, and ensure that I capture all relevant details. The data will be stored on 

my computer and on my iPad, both locked with a password and only I will have access to it. 

One year after the completion of my thesis project, the recording will be deleted.  

The conversation will be confidential and anonymous. Nor your name neither any other 

identification will be used, your ideas and quotations will be referred to by a pseudonym. The 

data gathered will only be used for my Master thesis. 

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary and you can withdraw from it at any 

time by contacting me via email. No renumeration for the participation in this research will be 

made and no payment from your side is needed. If you wish so, you can get access to the final 

findings and the thesis project which may provide you with valuable insights.  

The risks for your participation are no more than what happens in everyday life. If you do not 

want to answer a question or it makes you feel uncomfortable, please let me know and we will 

move on to another question. 

If you have at any time questions about this research, do not hesitate to contact me. If needed, 

you can also reach out to my supervisor at any time. 

Thank you in advance and with best regards, 

Hanna Della Casa 

[redacted]  

Supervisor: Anke Schaffartzik [redacted] 
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Consent Form for Interview as part of the thesis project on the Coalitions of Actions of 

the UNFSS  

 

 

Name and position of the interviewee: ____ 

 

 

The participant confirms to have been informed about the purpose and nature of the research 

project and to have had the opportunity to ask questions about it. The participant confirms that 

they know what this study is about. 

 

YES    NO 

 

 

The participant understands that their participation in this research is completely voluntary 

and that their participation can be withdrawn at any time, and they can refuse to answer a 

question/questions. 

 

YES    NO 

 

 

The participant understands that their data will be treated confidentially.  

 

YES    NO 

 

 

The participant agrees to participate in the research by giving an interview. 

 

YES    NO 

 

 

The participant gives their consent for the audio or video recording of the interview. 

 

YES (audio)   YES (video)   NO 

 

 

The participant agrees that quotations and ideas from the conducted interview may be used in 

the thesis paper, without mentioning names. 

 

YES    NO 

 

 

 

 

Date ____   Name ______ 

 

Signature _______ 
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