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Summary
Intensive agriculture is focused on increasing efficiency through maximizing production
while minimizing costs. In intensive livestock farming this means that agribusinesses keep
livestock at high densities and at a large scale. However, this way of farming entails negative
consequences for the animals, the environment, and public health. The Dutch government
expressed its ambition to transition towards sustainable agriculture. As more than half of the
greenhouse gas emissions from the Dutch agricultural sector comes from livestock farming, the
role of intensive livestock farming in this transition is important to discuss. However, this is a
complex and controversial debate that includes a variety of actors and interests. This research
aims to provide an overview and a better understanding of this debate by answering the
following research question: ‘How did the political debate around intensive livestock farming
in The Netherlands evolve over the past four years?’ To answer this research question, this
research combined a discourse and framing approach, enabling the researcher to investigate
both the more overarching discourses and the more specific framing processes. Additionally,
combining both approaches enabled the researcher to investigate how the identified discourses
emerged and are facilitated and challenged by frames. These approaches were applied to the
election programs of the political parties represented in the Dutch House of Representatives in
2017 and 2021, and to a selection of parliamentary debates from within that period.
First, a literature review was conducted, identifying six main discourses concerning
agricultural discourses (agroecology, sustainable intensification and industrial agriculture) and
human-nonhuman relationships (anthropocentric, ecocentric and relational). These discourses
served as a basis for the discourse analysis. Results showed that the sustainable intensification
discourse was dominant in 2017, and this changed to the agroecology discourse in 2021.
Regarding the discourses on human-nonhuman relationships, the relational discourse was
dominant in both 2017 and 2021.
The framing analysis analyzed frames on the basis of diagnostic, prognostic and
motivational sub-frames. Four frames were identified: ‘stop intensive livestock farming’,
‘intensive livestock farming as a threat to public health’, ‘towards a sustainable (intensive)
livestock farming’, and ‘appreciation of hardworking farmers’. It was found that the ‘stop
intensive livestock farming’ frame is part of the agroecology and ecocentric discourse, and the
‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ frame is part of the sustainable intensification and
relational discourse. The frames ‘threat to public health’ and ‘hardworking farmers’ are more
difficult to place within a discourse. Additionally, the rising support for the agroecology
discourse in 2021 is facilitated by the ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ and challenged by the
‘hardworking farmers’ frame. However, there seems to be a gap between the represented
discourses in the political debate and the actual policy development, which can be explained by
the discourses of the ruling parties and the responsible Minister. Another explanation could be
that the frames ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ and ‘threat to public health’ did not resonate
because they communicated a message that was too abstract and distant from people’s lives.
The thesis ends with some final recommendations about how to improve the political
debate on intensive livestock farming to facilitate the transition to sustainable agriculture. First,
results showed that the COVID-19 pandemic and the problems with excessive nitrogen
deposition in the Netherlands are repeatedly mentioned when discussing (intensive) livestock
farming. This suggests it is likely that these events have influenced the debate to a certain extent.
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Therefore, it is recommended to conduct future research focused on these events, as it could
provide more information on the evolution of the debate, and how these events may have
influenced it. Second, to improve the debate it is recommended that political parties understand
each other’s definitions when talking about concepts such as animal welfare and sustainability.
Third, it is detected that animal suffering in intensive livestock farming is underexposed, which
can be explained by a phenomenon called affected ignorance in which people refuse to
acknowledge the connection between intensive livestock farming and animal suffering. Further
research on overcoming affected ignorance is recommended. Moreover, to facilitate the
transition to sustainable agriculture it is recommended to conduct further research on the role
of discourses and frames in this transition. Particularly, it is recommended to investigate which
frames are most effective in empowering the change necessary. Finally, to reduce the gap
between discourses in this political debate and the actual policy development, it is
recommended to conduct further research on how the in 2021 dominant agroecology discourse
can be facilitated to be translated into policy.
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1. Introduction to the research
1.1 Context of research
Intensive agriculture is a method of agriculture that is focused on increasing efficiency
through maximizing production while minimizing costs (Bos et al., 2010). In intensive livestock
farming this means that agribusinesses keep livestock at high densities and at a large scale. The
Netherlands Court of Audit (in Dutch: Algemene Rekenkamer) defines intensive livestock
farming as “the industry in which, among other things, pigs, chickens and calves are kept «not
ground-bound» on a relatively small surface” (Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, 2008, p. 2).
Not ground-bound refers to a largely absence of production grounds on the farm itself, causing
animal feed to be generally imported from elsewhere and manure to be generally exported from
the farm (Bos et al., 2010). However, this way of farming has negative consequences. First, it
comes at cost to the animals due to animal welfare issues (Williams, 2008). Second, livestock
farming has been identified as a large contributor to climate change. Globally, livestock
production is identified as the biggest source of anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions, being
responsible for a share of 18 percent (FAO, 2006). Other ecological consequences of intensive
livestock farming include emissions of ammonia, manure surpluses (Selnes & Aalders, 2005),
and water depletion and pollution (FAO, 2006). It should also be noted that livestock farming
is an inefficient way of producing food (Appleby, 2008). An example of this is the area of landuse needed for the sector. Global trends show an increase in land-use area due to the high
demand for feed supply (FAO, 2006). Deforestation is one of the most pressing consequences
of this, which damages biodiversity and leads to a further increase of climate change (Appleby,
2008; FAO, 2006). The inefficiency of this way of food production also becomes clear in the
water usage of the sector. As an example: “it takes 990 liters of water to produce one liter of
milk” (Appleby, 2008, p. 29). Economically the sector is also not sustainable, as margins are
low and fair competition is no longer the standard (Selnes & Aalders, 2005). Finally, the sector
poses risks for human health (UNEP, 2016). Scientists have warned for the risks of zoonoses if
we keep exploiting nature and continue intensive livestock farming (Jones et al., 2013; UNEP,
2016). Through the expansion of agriculture and the increase of land use, humans are
encroaching into natural ecosystems. As a result, “livestock often serve as an epidemiological
bridge between wildlife and human infections” (UNEP, 2016, p. 18).
In 2019, there were 3.8 million cows, 12.1 million pigs and 101.2 million chickens in
the Netherlands (CBS, 2019a). This results in the Netherlands being the country with the
highest livestock density per hectare in the European Union (Eurostat, 2016). Consequently,
the Netherlands is the largest meat exporter in the European Union (CBS, 2021). This high
density of livestock in such a small country causes several sustainability problems, as discussed
in the previous paragraph. Therefore, the Dutch government regards the transition to sustainable
agriculture as necessary and pressing (Van Grinsven et al., 2011). It defines sustainable
agriculture by formulating three goals:
1. “Increasing sustainable agricultural production;
2. Adapting agriculture for the consequences of climate change;
3. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions.” (Rijksoverheid, n.d. a)
However, more than half of the greenhouse gas emissions from the Dutch agricultural sector
comes from livestock farming (CBS, 2019b; Moerkerken & Smit, 2016). Indirect emissions
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such as the production and import of animal feed are not included in this. Thus, if the Dutch
government wants to achieve sustainable agriculture, the role of intensive livestock farming in
this transition is important to discuss.
1.2 Research aim and research questions
Thus, intensive livestock farming leads to multiple pressing sustainability problems
(Appleby, 2008; FAO, 2006; Selnes & Aalders, 2005; UNEP, 2016). A transition towards
sustainable agriculture is necessary. However, the transition to a sustainable agricultural system
– and whether and how intensive livestock farming should play a role in this – is complex and
comprises a controversial debate that includes a variety of actors and interests. At the same
time, recent developments have made the debate more complex, while simultaneously making
the sustainability problems more pressing. In the past four years (during cabinet-Rutte III:
October 26th 2017 till January 15th 2021 (Rijksoverheid, n.d. b)), the debate around intensive
livestock farming increasingly gained attention. This can be illustrated by explaining a few
developments that took place within this time span. First, in 2018, two Dutch autonomous
research institutes (‘Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving’ (PBL) and ‘Raad voor de
Leefomgeving en Infrastructuur’ (RLI)) concluded that a transition towards a plant-based food
system was necessary, and therefore advised the government to reduce the number of animals
in livestock farming (PBL, 2018; RLI, 2018). A year later, in 2019, the policy plan to reduce
nitrogen depositions called ‘Programma Aanpak Stikstof’ (PAS) was judged to be invalid by
the Council of State (in Dutch: Raad van State) because it failed in fulfilling its goals and
conflicted with the European Law. Consequently, permits provided by PAS became invalid and
many projects in different sectors had to be put to a stop (Aanpak Stikstof, n.d.). One of the
sectors that particularly received an increase in attention was livestock farming. With the Dutch
agricultural sector as the source of 45% of the total nitrogen deposition in the Netherlands,
agriculture is considered to be the most polluting sector (TNO, 2019). Within the agricultural
sector, respectively cows, pigs, chickens, and fertilizer are the biggest polluters (TNO, 2019).
Proposed plans to reduce the number of animals in livestock farming led to large farmer protests
over the whole country (e.g., Valk & Rusman, 2019). Finally, in March 2020, the COVID-19
pandemic befell our society. Possibly, this also increased attention towards intensive livestock
farming as previous zoonoses outbreaks in the Netherlands strongly increased media attention
for intensive livestock farming and gave opponents more arguments for ending it (Pot &
Termeer, 2010). All this happened during the period of cabinet-Rutte III, who declared
themselves to become “the greenest cabinet ever” (Straver & Markus, 2021).
Whereas in general many people share the conception that change is necessary within
the agricultural sector, opinions differ about what form this should take (De Bakker et al., 2013).
Additionally, the debate is often dominated by perception and preconceived opinions or ideas
(Kropff, 2013). However, according to Kropff, the debate should instead be held based on
“sound scientific analysis and facts, not excluding perceptions, norms and values” (p. 1). To
achieve this, the debate on intensive livestock farming requires a wider overview (Kropff,
2013). The aim of this research is to provide this overview through analyzing the political
debate around intensive livestock farming and to understand how framing and discourses have
shaped this debate. This research tries to achieve this by answering the following research
question:
5

How did the political debate around intensive livestock farming in the Netherlands evolve
over the past four years?
In this thesis, the political debate includes the discourses and framing processes used in Dutch
politics.
1.3 Societal and scientific relevance
This research tries to provide insight into the development of the political debate around
intensive livestock farming, a topic which is currently receiving a lot of attention. De Bakker
et al. (2013) show that many people share the conception that change is necessary within the
agricultural sector. However, opinions differ about what this change should look like. Insight
into the different perspectives of actors on sustainable agriculture, including their underlying
visions on this, is necessary for a productive dialogue (De Bakker et al., 2013). Through
providing an overview of these perspectives by analyzing the evolution of a party’s discourses
and frames, this study could contribute to a constructive debate on the future of intensive
livestock farming. In doing so, it could contribute to the transition to sustainable agriculture in
the Netherlands.
In the academic literature, various studies have investigated the debate around intensive
livestock farming, although they all approach the topic from different theoretical perspectives
(e.g., with a focus on discourses in Stibbe (2001), on framing in Vergouw (2016), on attitudes
in Bokma-Bakker et al. (2011), and on transition policy in Selnes and Aalders (2005)). This
study will be of scientific relevance by taking a different theoretical perspective, namely
combining a framing approach with discourse analysis. It will do this by systematically
analyzing the evolution of the debate around intensive livestock farming by incorporating
framing and discourse approaches. How and why this combination will be a valuable addition
will be explained in the theoretical framework (section 2.1.3). Furthermore, it will apply this
combination specifically to the political debate on the Dutch intensive livestock sector. It will
also narrow down its focus to the past four years, in which several new developments took
place, as discussed in the previous section. The effect of these developments on the political
debate have not been researched, and this research will therefore provide an addition to the
existing literature.
This thesis is organized as follows. First, it discusses the literature review and both the
theoretical and conceptual framework. It will answer the research question by doing a discourse
and framing analysis on 1) the election programs of the political parties for the national
elections before and after cabinet-Rutte III, and 2) parliamentary debates on intensive livestock
farming during this government period. The methodology of these analyses is discussed in the
methods section, followed by the presentation of the results. Afterwards, the results from both
analyses and both sources of data are combined, and conclusions are drawn, followed by a
discussion and reflection on the research process. The thesis will end with some final
recommendations for praxis and further research.
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2. Literature review, theoretical and conceptual framework
This chapter starts off with the theoretical framework, followed by a literature review
on discourses relevant to this topic. After this, the conceptual framework is presented.
2.1 Theoretical framework
The debate around intensive livestock farming will be analyzed through a discourse and
framing analysis. The current section will first elaborate on the theories behind a discourse
analysis and will be followed up by theories on framing. The following section discusses how
these theories complement each other and how they can be combined.
2.1.1 Discourse
A discourse knows many definitions (e.g., Fairclough, 1995, Foucault, 1971, Gee,
1999). In this thesis the definition of Hajer (1995, p. 44) will be used, who defines discourse as
“a specific ensemble of ideas, concepts, and categorizations that is produced, reproduced, and
transformed in a particular set of practices and through which meaning is given to physical and
social realities”. With this definition, Hajer acknowledges that developments in politics are
dependent on how problems are socially construed. When a discourse is shared by other actors,
discourse coalitions can emerge. These can be defined as “the ensemble of (1) a set of storylines; (2) the actors who utter these story-lines; and (3) the practices in which this discursive
activity is based” (Hajer, 1995, p. 65). These coalitions can be seen as “discursive change agents
who possess the ability to frame or reframe certain discourses” (Somorin et al., 2012, p. 290).
Such discourse coalitions are kept together through these so-called storylines (Hajer, 1995).
Eventually, when a certain discourse prevails, it can become institutionalized through the
translation of discourses into “concrete policies and institutional arrangements” (Hajer, 1995,
p. 61).
Discourse analysis focusses on how realities are discursively constructed (Van Den
Berg, 2004). Hajer (1995) describes it as being primarily aimed at understanding “why a
particular understanding of the … problem at some point gains dominance and is seen as
authoritative, while other understandings are discredited” (p. 44). It can do this by investigating
“how a particular framing of an issue makes certain elements appear fixed or appropriate while
other elements appear problematic’’ (p. 54). One approach within discourse analysis is Critical
Discourse Analysis, which “primarily studies the way social power abuse, dominance, and
inequality are enacted, reproduced, and resisted by text and talk in social and political contexts”
(Van Dijk, 2004, p. 352). Critical Discourse Analysis is an interdisciplinary approach to
discourse analysis that regards language as social practice (Sriwimom, Zilli, 2017; Wodak &
Meyer, 2001). Additionally, it focuses on the context of language and especially on the
relationship between language and power (Wodak & Meyer, 2001). The concept of ‘critical’
within this approach is generally understood as “having distance to the data, embedding the
data in the social, taking a political stance explicitly, and a focus on self-reflection as scholars
doing research” (Wodak & Meyer, 2001, p. 9). Thus, Critical Discourse Analysis is, compared
to a more general descriptive discourse analysis, not merely focused on describing and
understanding society, but also tries to “speak to and, perhaps, intervene in, social or political
issues, problems, and controversies in the world” (Gee, 2011, p. 9). In other words, it is
explicitly aimed at making a difference (Toolan, 1997). For this reason, this approach is chosen
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in this thesis. The author hopes to not only provide insight into the political debate around
intensive livestock farming, but also contribute to the change necessary within this field.
Discourse analysis focusses on all sorts of language. It is important to mention that the
word ‘language’ is used here as a broad concept, referring to any form of communication that
carries meaning (Van Den Berg, 2004). Discourse analysis is, rather than adhering to the notion
that language reflects or expresses reality, assuming that language creates reality (Van Den
Berg, 2004). It focusses on how realities are discursively constructed. Another assumption is
that the construction of reality is partly happening without people being aware of it. Instead of
seeing language use as a conscious process, it acknowledges that language use itself is not
neutral and therefore compasses all sorts of meaning that we perceive as self-evident (Van Den
Berg, 2004).
2.1.2 Framing
The notion of framing, shortly touched upon in the previous paragraph by Hajer, is an
approach that is closely related to discourses. Schon and Rein (1994) define framing as:
The broadly shared beliefs, values and perspectives familiar to the members of a societal culture
and likely to endure in that culture over long periods of time, on which individuals and
institutions draw in order to give meaning, sense, and normative direction to their thinking and
action in policy matters. (p. 13)

Like discourses, framing is about the construction of meaning (Gabriëls, 2011). According to
Van Gorp (2006), a frame gives answers to questions such as: ‘What is the problem?’, ‘What
is the cause of the problem?’, ‘Who is responsible?’ and ‘What are possible solutions?’. The
answers represent the narrative element of a frame, also called reasoning devices. Another
aspect are the framing devices, consisting of the lexical choices (Gagestein, 2015). Benford and
Snow (2000) argue that framing processes are “a central dynamic in understanding the character
and course of social movements” (p. 611). They call the result of these processes collective
action frames, which are “action-oriented sets of beliefs and meanings that inspire and
legitimate the activities and campaigns of a social movement organization” (p. 614). These
frames can also be applied to the formation of policy. To reveal such frames, one can look at
the stories people (implicitly) adhere to (Rein & Schön, 1986). This can be done by looking at
the characteristic features of collective action frames. One of these are the core framing tasks,
referring to the action-oriented function of collective action frames. Snow and Benford (1988)
identify three core framing tasks, similar to the reasoning devices of Van Gorp (2006):
• Diagnostic sub-frame: involves problem identification and the assignment of a blame
or causality;
• Prognostic sub-frame: involves the suggestion of solutions and identification of
strategies, tactics and targets;
• Motivational sub-frame: involves the “elaboration of a call to arms or rationale for
action that goes beyond the diagnosis and prognosis” (Snow & Benford, 1988, p. 202).
These core framing tasks enable movement actors to promote agreement (“consensus
mobilization”) and action (“action mobilization”). Consequently, mobilization effort is likely
to be more successful when the three tasks are fully developed and interconnected.
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Besides characteristic features of collective action frames, scholars have also identified
variable features. Benford & Snow (2000) identified four important variable features: problem
identification and direction/locus of attribution; flexibility and rigidity, inclusivity and
exclusivity; variation in interpretive scope and influence; and resonance. The last feature,
resonance, is relevant for explaining the effectiveness of a frame. Benford and Snow argue that
the degree of resonance can be explained by two factors: the credibility of the frame and its
salience. These characteristic and variable features of collective action frames try to illustrate
the workings of framing processes. They indicate that action frames are “not static, reified
entities but are continuously being constituted, contested, reproduced, transformed, and/or
replaced” (Benford & Snow, 2000, p. 628). Thus, framing is an active, dynamic and continuous
process.
2.1.3 Discourse and framing
Discourse and frame analysis “share fundamental ontological and epistemological
assumptions” (Lindekilde, 2014, p. 4) and therefore it can at times be difficult to tell the
difference. Geels and Verhees (2011) propose that discourses are “shared, sedimented, more
general ways of thinking and talking” (p. 914) that include various specific frames which appeal
to the broader public, whereas frames are focused more specifically “on the meaning and
interpretation of specific issues” (p. 914). Lindekilde specifies this into two main differences:
the context of their analytical ambition and their “assumptions about the nature of discursive
practices” (p. 3). First, discourse analysis has a wider analytical scope through focusing on how
social phenomena are formed, whereas framing analysis has a narrower scope focusing on how
existing social phenomena are framed. Second, discourse analysis assumes strategic rationality
is low and thereby discursive practices develop partly unconscious, whereas framing analysis
highlights “the strategic and deliberative side of language use” (Lindekilde, 2014, p. 8).
Framing analysis thereby puts more emphasis on the “agentic and innovative side of framing”
(Lindekilde, 2014, p. 10). This can be better understood with the help of the structure-agency
debate. The essence of this debate can be reduced to whether humans are autonomous over their
own actions (‘agency’), or whether their actions are controlled by larger structures (‘structure’)
(Tan, 2011). Giddens (1984) tries to reconcile both stances by acknowledging the dialectical
relationship between both perspectives. His structuration theory states that ‘structure’ and
‘agency’ mutually influence each other and are both important factors in determining social life
and organization (Tan, 2011). Discourse and framing can be placed within this debate, with
discourse more on the ‘structure’ side and framing more on the ‘agency’ side. Whereas
discourses are seen as more wider and overarching frameworks, framing supposes a more active
role of actors (Somorin et al., 2012). Framing is seen as a “deliberative, communicative process
through which actors seek to mobilize a consensus and collective action around a given issue”
(Martin, 2016, p. 150). This reflects the agency aspect in framing, as “frames are deliberately
applied and intended to mobilize supporters and demobilize opponents of a given cause”
(Lindekilde, 2014, p. 10), for instance through highlighting some aspects of a problem while
minimizing others (Taylor, 2018). As a result, frames can be used as a strategic attempt to
influence the general discourse (Geels & Verhees, 2011; Lindekilde, 2014).
In line with Giddens’ structuration theory, discourses and framing can be seen as having
a reciprocal relationship. Somorin et al. (2012) describe this as follows: “On the one hand, their
9

understanding of their interest may motivate them to frame a policy issue in a particular way.
On the other hand, their framing of the situation affects their perception of their interests.” (p.
290). Ellingson (1995) describes this reciprocal relationship through the dynamics between
collective action frames, discourses and collective action. According to Ellingson, frames play
a role in legitimating and enabling collective action and, conversely, these actions transform
discourses, which in turn contributes to limiting some and enabling other opportunities for
collective action. Thus, after discourses affect events, they can, then, “change the underlying
ideas or beliefs that make up the discourses and frames used by movement actors, resignify
which set of collective beliefs are salient, and alter the meaning of actors’ interests–all of which
affect the power of a particular discourse or frame” (p. 136). Similar to this is the dialectical
relationship between discourses and agents: “discourses shape the perspectives of agents, and
agents often in turn reshape discourses” (Somorin et al., 2012, p. 290). Additionally, discourses
and framing can be seen as having a recursive relationship. Geels and Verhees (2011) describe
this as: “Existing discourses enable and constrain how actors can frame specific issues, but
framing struggles can also influence broader discourses if particular frames become salient and
influence broader ways of talking and thinking; certain elements of frames may thus find their
way into discourses.” (p. 914).
Combining both approaches enable us to investigate both the more overarching
discourses and the more specific framing processes. Hajer and Versteeg (2006) describe this as
one of the strengths of the study of discourse: it should not be seen as an approach merely
focused on studying the passive side of a debate, but it also recognizes the important role actors
play in a discussion. This is where framing processes come in. The study regards actors as
playing an active role in construing the debate, as they are “actively positioning themselves and
others drawing on discursive categories” (Hajer & Versteeg, 2006, p. 177). According to Hajer
and Versteeg (2006), this also leads to another strength of discourse analysis, namely its
capacity to answer ‘how’ questions, such as the research question of this study.
2.2 Literature review
This section will discuss identified discourses that are relevant for researching the
political debate on intensive livestock farming. First, broader agricultural discourses are
discussed. These are not specifically about (intensive) livestock farming, but they tell us
something about how one perceives the agricultural system. Then, discourses on humannonhuman relationships will be discussed.
2.2.1 Agricultural discourses
Dryzek (2013) made an overview of different ecological discourses, in which he
assumed they emerged as a counter reaction to the hegemonic discourse of industrialism.
Industrialism is characterized by “its commitment to unlimited growth in goods and services as
part of the ‘good’ life” (Tuler, 1998, p. 65). The ecological discourses identified are defined as
arguments against industrialism (Tuler, 1998). They are classified based on two axes. The first
axis is reformative versus radical and refers to the proposed solutions to conditions created by
industrialism. It talks about whether change should occur within the current system or whether
radical change is necessary (Dryzek, 2013). The second axis is prosaic versus imaginative,
referring to the proposed alternatives. Whereas imaginative alternatives “seek to redefine the
10

chess-board” (Dryzek, 2013, p. 13), prosaic discourses take the “political economic chessboard
set by industrial society as pretty much given” (p. 13). The ecological discourses categorized
by these two axes are survivalism (radical, prosaic), environmental problem solving (reformist,
prosaic), sustainability (reformist, imaginative), and green radicalism (radical, imaginative).
This taxonomy provides a clear overview of environmental discourses that can be used as a
starting point. However, the taxonomy refers to perspectives on variable issues of
environmental concern and are thereby widely applicably. A few researchers tried to generate
a more specific view on discourses applicable to an agricultural setting, who will be discussed
next.
One of these researchers is Constance et al. (2018), who identified sustainability
discourses in the agri-food system. Constance and colleagues refer to two competing
approaches: the sustainable intensification approach and the agroecology approach, both
responses to the emerging environmental problems and visions for pathways to sustainably feed
the world (Levidow, 2015). The agroecology approach “strives to maximize diversity through
holistic systems that create long-term fertility” and focusses on “honoring indigenous cultures
and appropriate technologies that support a decentralized agri-food system aligned with
concepts of ecological resilience, food sovereignty, fair trade and social justice” (Constance et
al., 2018, p. 4). The focus of food sovereignty lies on sustainability, the availability of food for
all, valuing food providers, localizing food systems and local decision making, and building
knowledge and skills (Nyéléni, 2007). The FAO (2018) defines agroecology as:
Agroecology is an integrated approach that simultaneously applies ecological and social
concepts and principles to the design and management of food and agricultural systems. It seeks
to optimize the interactions between plants, animals, humans, and the environment while taking
into consideration the social aspects that need to be addressed for a sustainable and fair food
system. (p. 1).

Rosset and Altieri (1997) argue that agroecology is fundamentally different to organic
agriculture. Organic agriculture is applying relatively small changes, such as replacing
pesticides with biological substitutes, with beneficial effects for the environment. However, it
does not address the key forces driving the agricultural crisis: “extensive monoculture,
excessive use of machinery, input control by agribusiness, dependence on fossil fuels, and very
high capital requirements” (Rosset & Altieri, 1997, p. 289). Agroecology does address this, as
it “goes beyond the use of alternative inputs to develop integrated agroecosystems with minimal
dependence on external, off-farm inputs” (p. 289). It has a broader understanding of agriculture
that includes also social and economic dimensions. A movement within the agroecology
approach is ‘veganic’ agriculture (also called ‘vegan organic’, or plant-based agriculture)
(Nobari, 2021). Nobari argues that agroecology is necessary to fundamentally change our food
system, but not sufficient. Vegan agroecology is what emerges when combining agroecology
and animal liberation. It does not use any animals or animal products in the growing process.
In the Netherlands this movement is represented by the network to promote bio-cyclical vegan
agriculture (in Dutch: Het netwerk ter bevordering van Biocyclische-Veganlandbouw), in short
‘netwerk Bio-Vegan’, which categorizes themselves as part of the agroecology approach (BioVegan.nl, n.d.).
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The sustainable intensification approach started with similar roots as the agroecology
approach but is currently prevailed by a “focus on high-technology solutions applied to
specialized monocultures designed for growing more food on less land with more efficient use
of resources” (Constance et al., 2018, p. 4). This approach is characterized by a focus on food
security and sustainable development. Through sustainable intensification, this approach wants
to feed the world. It aims to do this through ‘greening’ the existing system. On the contrary, the
agroecology approach is more based on a social justice agenda and aims for transformative
change of the system. Constance et al. summarize this the following: “Where the current system
promises to sustainably intensify, the agroecologists prefer to intensify sustainability” (p. 5).
López-i-Gelats & Tàbara (2009) make this more specific by identifying discourses
specifically for policy and in the European Union. They argue the different, often incompatible,
agro-food policy discourses reflect an identity crisis of the agricultural sector. These policy
discourses are free tradism, multifunctionality, and agroecology. Free tradism is characterized
by reliance on the functioning of the market and minimal intervention by the government. It is
focused on economic growth, efficiency and scaling up (López-i-Gelats & Tàbara, 2009;
McNeill, 2019). McNeill (2019) talks about a similar discourse, which he calls industrial
agriculture. Multifunctionality argues that both increasing the productive capacity of the
agricultural sector and preserving natural and social capital is simultaneously possible (Lópezi-Gelats & Tàbara, 2009). Advocates of this discourse believe negative and unwanted
consequences in the agro-food domain can be solved within the current system and with the
help of existing institutions. Agroecology has a transformative agenda and can be compared to
the agroecology approach from Constance et al. (2018).
Based on this literature review, the following differentiation will be used in the analysis
(Table 1). The table represents a clear overview, although in practice these distinctions may not
always be so clear.
Table 1. Characteristics of the agroecology, sustainable intensification, and industrial
agriculture discourses. Table composed by author, based on Constance et al. (2018), Dryzek
(2013), López-i-Getals & Tàbara (2009), McNeill (2019) and Nobari (2021).
Discourses
Main concepts
Agroecology
Transformation
Decentralized agrifood system
Food sovereignty
Sustainability
Fair prices
Veganic agriculture (stream within agroecology)
Sustainable
High-tech solutions
intensification
Food security
Multifunctionality
Fair prices
Industrial agriculture
Upscaling
Efficiency
Neoliberalism
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Economic growth
2.2.2 Human-nonhuman relationships discourses
The agricultural discourses tell us something about how one perceives the agricultural
system and how one aims to overcome sustainability challenges within this sector. However,
these discourses do not explicitly focus on perspectives on (intensive) livestock farming. To
create an understanding of the discourses on intensive livestock farming, the current research
investigated not only visions on how to sustainably feed the world, but also perspectives on
animals and nature, and how humans relate to those. The term human-nonhuman relationships
will be used throughout this thesis and will include relationships with all nonhuman beings and
nature. The next paragraphs will discuss three discourses that can serve as a motivation for a
party’s agricultural discourse.
The first discourse is the anthropocentric discourse. Arcari (2017) argues that in policy
documents animals are often “effectively de-animated and rendered invisible” (p. 70). Arcari
argues this happens through aggregation (“as livestock, units of production or resources”) or
materialization (“as meat and protein”). This reflects a discourse where animals are seen as a
human resource. It also includes an implicit conception that meat is necessary for human
survival. Arcari (2017) argues this discourse is used to normalize and accept the continuation
of activities in the livestock sector, despite the negative effects on animal welfare, human
health, and the environment. This discourse is also touched upon by Stibbe (2001). Stibbe
describes “how language contributes to the oppression and exploitation of animals by animal
product industries” (p. 145). It does this by representing animals as different and inferior. This
can be seen in metaphors, which can be of strong influence on our thinking (Stibbe, 2001).
There is often a negative reference to animals in metaphors. For example: you greedy pig; ugly
dog; stupid cow; bitch; you are so catty; crowing over your achievements; you chicken. As a
result, “the use of animal names as insults is based on, and reproduces, an ideology in which
animals are considered inferior” (Stibbe, 2001, p. 150). Additionally, Stibbe points out
linguistic mechanisms that create a distance from animal suffering. Often, in everyday language
humans are not seen as animals. Moreover, the words we use for the animals that get eaten are
concealing its origin. This can be seen in the use of the word beef instead of bull, or pork instead
of pig. Another difference at the lexical level can be found in how we use the word killing:
“whereas animals are slaughtered, humans are murdered” (p. 150). Interchanging these terms
creates discomfort (Stibbe, 2001). Thus, the anthropocentric approach is focused on the human
perspective. From this perspective “the human being interacts with the planet to serve his own
interests and attributes mere instrumental value to Nature” (Nista et al., 2020, p. 9). Therefore,
the anthropocentric discourse can be recognized by the attribution of instrumental value to
nature and animals. Instrumental values are often prevailed by self-interest (West et al., 2018).
Opposite to this discourse is the ecocentric approach. In recent years, there has been an
increasing recognition of animals as sentient beings, although it is still far away from being part
of a hegemonic discourse (Maciel & Bock, 2012; Stibbe, 2001). An example can be found in
the European Union Treaty of Amsterdam from 1997 (Treaty of Amsterdam, 1997), where
animals are referred to as sentient beings (Maciel & Bock, 2012). This can be seen as a
significant change, as before animals were still seen as commodities. Additional to this
perspective on animals, ecocentrism places all living beings as having the same intrinsic value
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(Nista et al., 2020). It places, according to Nista and colleagues, “nature at its very center” (p.
9). Possible implications of this are granting legal rights to nature – which has happened in over
25 countries (Den Outer, 2021) – and animals. Therefore, the ecocentric discourse can be
recognized by the attribution of intrinsic value to nature and animals, and the granting of legal
rights to them.
Nevertheless, only using the anthropocentric and ecocentric concepts – based on
instrumental and intrinsic values – may miss important concerns for nature (Chan et al., 2016).
Therefore, a third approach was introduced based on relational values. These values are
obtained from the relationships between humans and nature. Chan et al. (2016) defines
relational values as “preferences, principles, and virtues associated with relationships, both
interpersonal and as articulated by policies and social norms” (p. 1462). This can be explained
based on what the relevant values relate to: “Whereas intrinsic values pertain only to the value
inherent in an object, and instrumental values pertain to the value of the object for a person,
relational values pertain to all manner of relationships between people and nature” (Chan et al.,
2016, p. 1462). Instead of people valuing benefits for either themselves, others, or nature, they
are more valuing the relationship as an end in itself. Thus, they refer to “a normative human
sense of connection or kinship with other living things, reflective and expressive of care,
identity, belonging and responsibility, and congruent with notions of what it means to live a
‘good life’” (West et al., 2018, p. 30). The notion of a ‘good life’ includes a meaningful, ethical,
and satisfying life – also called eudaimonic values (Himes & Muraca (2018). In line with this
thinking of connection or kinship and responsibility is taking care of the environment for future
generations (Arias-Arévalo et al., 2017; Bremer et al., 2018). Associated with this is the
stewardship tradition, where nature is seen as God’s creation and humans serve as stewards to
take care of it. An implication of this is the duty to pass on the natural environment to future
generations. However, there is some discussion whether this entails ‘improving’ the
environment or passing it on in the same state (Barry, 2007). Associated with the stewardship
tradition, humans are given ‘dominion’ over animals (Stibbe, 2001). This can be seen as a
relational value, as the responsibility to take care of the Earth stems from our relationship with
it (Chan et al., 2016).
Based on this literature review, the following differentiation will be used in the analysis
(Table 2). Like Table 1, these discourses can co-exist (Arias-Arévalo et al., 2017). In fact, many
environmental concerns can be seen as connected to both anthropocentric and ecocentric
approaches, via the relational approach as they “link and enliven intrinsic and instrumental
considerations” (Chan et al., 2016, p. 1463). Often, nature provides multiple benefits to people,
and can therefore be valued from different perspectives (Díaz et al., 2015). Himes and Muraca’s
(2018) research can be helpful to understand the differences between instrumental, intrinsic and
relational values. They emphasize the difference by showing that instrumental and relational
values are “fundamentally rooted in the relationships people have with nature and each other”,
whereas intrinsic values are “independent of a specific relation to human interests, needs,
preferences, and meanings” (p. 35). Additionally, relational and intrinsic values are not
substitutable, whereas instrumental values are.
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Table 2. Characteristics of discourses on human-nonhuman relationships. Table composed by
author, based on Arcari (2017), Barry (2007), Chan et al. (2016), Himes & Muraca (2018),
Nista et al. (2020), Maciel & Bock (2012) and Stibbe (2001).
Discourses
Main concepts
Anthropocentric
Instrumental value of nature and animals
Ecocentric
Intrinsic value of nature and animals
Nature and animal rights
Relational
Humans as dependent on/part of nature
Future generations
Stewardship
Eudaimonic values
2.3 Conceptual framework
This study combines a discourse and framing analysis to answer the research question.
It investigates discourses and framing processes and their relationship, by looking at how they
are used by different political parties and how they have influenced each other. To analyze
discourses and framing processes, the study uses the previously given definition on discourse
by Hajer (1995) and the definition on frames by Schon and Rein (1994). Discourses are
analyzed on the basis of the identified discourses in the literature review (see Table 1 and 2),
using its main concepts. A detailed description on the operationalization of discourse analysis
can be found in section 3.3.1 (methods). The discourse analysis then served as a starting point
for the framing analysis. This way, framing analysis can be used to investigate how the
identified discourses emerged and are facilitated and challenged by (counter-)frames
(Lindekilde, 2014). Frames are analyzed through investigating the three core framing tasks:
diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational sub-framing (see Table 3).
Table 3. The three core framing tasks (Snow & Benford, 1988).
Sub-frame
Diagnostic
Problem identification and the assignment of blame or causality.
Prognostic
Suggestion of solutions and identification of strategies, tactics and targets.
Motivational Rationale for action. Goes beyond the diagnosis and prognosis of a problem.
Frames and discourses are seen as having a reciprocal and recursive relationship
(Ellingson, 1995; Geels & Verhees, 2011; Somorin et al., 2012). This means that frames have
the potential to change discourses, but they are in turn themselves influenced by discourses,
and vice versa. Additionally, discourses are seen as “shared, sedimented, more general ways of
thinking and talking” that include various specific frames, and frames are seen as more focused
“on the meaning and interpretation of specific issues” (Geels & Verhees, 2011, p. 914). This
means that frames can be seen as a function within discourses, that can reveal underlying
assumptions in one’s discourse (Taylor, 2018). Therefore, the relationship between discourses
and frames is operationalized in this research through 1) investigating how frames are part of
discourses, and 2) how frames and discourses influence each other and whether they exert a
positive or negative effect.
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3. Methodology
This chapter describes the research methodology, by describing the research strategy
and design, the research philosophy, the research methods and the approach to data analysis.
3.1 Research strategy
The research strategy can be defined as “the overall design or logical procedure that will
be followed” (Van Thiel, 2014, p. 57). The research strategy in this study consists of desk
research, which is a suitable strategy for describing developments over a period of time (Van
Thiel, 2014). The nature of the data derived from desk research is qualitative, as researching
the evolution of discourses requires comprehensive, thorough and constructive investigation.
For the same reason, the study mainly adheres to inductive reasoning, as it is not based on
testing a specific theory. This would be the case in a deductive study, where it would be clear
from the beginning that a theoretical explanation is tested (Van Thiel, 2014). However, in
practice the research combines the inductive study with some deductive aspects, as data is held
against the theories discussed in the theoretical framework. This way, the research combines
data with theory and follows the iterative research cycle.
The research is performed based on the following steps, serving as a guidance for the
research (see Figure 1). First, a literature review was conducted to explore relevant discourses
identified by previous research. These were used as a starting point to guide the discourse
analysis. Then, the dominant discourses in the debate about intensive livestock farming were
identified. Afterwards, the evolution of the debate was investigated. Second, the use of framing
processes by political parties was investigated, including how they contributed to the
development of discourses.

Figure 1. Phases of the research process.
3.2 Research philosophy
Research philosophy is “the philosophical orientation of the researcher that guides her
or his action” (Moon & Blackman, 2014, p. 1176). Thus, it steers how one conducts research.
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As touched upon earlier, discourse and framing analysis “share fundamental ontological and
epistemological assumptions” (Lindekilde, 2014, p. 4). These assumptions are related to
constructivism, as both are focused on how language and language use construct social reality
(Van Den Berg, 2004). Constructivism is a theoretical perspective that suggests reality is shaped
through meaning making of the individual mind (Moon & Blackman, 2014). It assumes reality
consists out of “multiple, intangible mental constructions” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 110).
Knowledge is created according to a transactional and subjectivist epistemology, meaning that
it is assumed that the researcher and research object are interactively linked. Consequently,
findings are “literally created as the investigation proceeds” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 111).
Its inquiry aim is to understand (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Moon & Blackman, 2014).
3.3 Methods
3.3.1 Data collection
Within the research strategy of a desk study, content analysis is a method used for
collecting and analyzing existent data (Van Thiel, 2014). This research conducted a content
analysis on two sorts of texts. First, election programs of the political parties for the national
elections before and after cabinet-Rutte III were analyzed. This enabled us to investigate the
hegemonic discourses and frames on intensive livestock farming in 2021, and whether they
differed compared to 2017. The elections programs of the political parties in Table 4 were
examined, as they were represented in the House of Representatives during the past four years.
Table 4. Political parties represented in the House of Representatives from 2017-2021. The
orange cells represent the parties that are part of cabinet-Rutte III.
Political party

Number of
political seats
Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en Democratie (VVD) 33*
Partij voor de Vrijheid (PVV)
20
Christen-Democratisch Appèl (CDA)
19
Democraten 66 (D66)
19
GroenLinks (GL)
14
Socialistische Partij (SP)
14
Partij van de Arbeid (PvdA)
9
Christen Unie (CU)**
5
Partij voor de Dieren (PvdD)
5
50PLUS (50+)
4
Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij (SGP)
3
DENK
3
Forum voor Democratie (FvD)
2
* Former VVD-member Van Haga is no longer part of the VVD but is still tied to the coalition agreement.
** CU provides the Minister for the Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality (LNV): Carola Schouten.

Second, a content analysis was performed on a selection of parliamentary debates that
took place during cabinet-Rutte III, to investigate how the use of discourses and frames changed
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within those four years. These debates were selected through the search engine provided by the
‘Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal’ (n.d. b), using its functions to search debates on topic,
time period and relevance. The debates were then selected based on their content (see Table 5).
These debates have been chosen because they cover a wide range of topics within livestock
farming. Hereby, it is attempted to get as comprehensive a picture as possible. When studying
other debates, no new perspectives seemed to be discernible. Additionally, the debates
complement each other as debate 1 and 2 are more about specific issues in livestock farming,
whereas debate 3 is more focused on zooming out and reflecting on the past four years.
Table 5. Analyzed parliamentary debates
Debate
Topic
Debate 1 Plenary debate on animal agriculture
Debate 2 Committee meeting on animal agriculture
Debate 3 Plenary debate on annual budget Ministry of LNV

Date
24-01-2019
29-10-2020
24-11-2020 & 25-11-2020

Discourse analysis. Data was collected through studying text, where qualitative codes
were assigned as values to parts of the text (Van Thiel, 2014). Codes are “labels that assign
symbolic meaning to the descriptive or inferential information compiled during a study” (Miles
et al., 2013, p. 3). This study used descriptive coding, which means that the assigned labels will
summarize the essence of parts of the text (Miles et al., 2013). Both deductive coding (when a
start list of codes is developed prior to data collection) and inductive (when codes are coming
up progressively during data collection) were used (Miles et al., 2013), to incorporate the
literature review on previously identified discourses and simultaneously not limiting the
research to this. The process of data collection was structured through using First Cycle coding
and Second Cycle coding. Miles and colleagues explain these steps as follows: “First Cycle
coding is a way to initially summarize segments of data. Pattern coding, as a Second Cycle
method, is a way of grouping those summaries into a smaller number of categories, themes, or
constructs” (2013, p. 15). Thus, the text was analyzed multiple times to simultaneously code
and categorize the codes. The same procedure was used when analyzing the election programs
as well as the parliamentary debates.
Framing analysis. Data was collected in a similar manner as with the discourse analysis,
namely through using descriptive coding and structuring the process in a similar way as First
and Second Cycle coding. Information deemed useful for the framing analysis while performing
the discourse analysis was used as a starting point. Specifically, the steps of Van Gorp and van
der Goot (2009) for conducting a framing analysis were used:
1. Collecting material for analysis;
2. Open coding (similar to First Cycle coding), in which an inventory was made of parts
of possible frames;
3. Axial coding (similar to Second Cycle coding), in which patterns are identified in the
inventory of codes. This was structured on the basis of the diagnostic, prognostic and
motivational sub-frames from Snow and Benford (1988);
4. Creating a frame matrix, where the identified frames are shown in a table. In this step,
also actors who use the frames (in this case: (members of) political parties) and possible
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framing devices were linked to the three core framing tasks. The frame matrix was the
result of an iterative process, combining the cycles of coding with input from literature
and the discourse analysis.
3.3.2 Data analysis
Data collection and data analysis occurred simultaneously, in an iterative process of
collecting material, coding, and categorizing and structuring codes. The data was analyzed with
the software program ATLAS.ti. This is a program for “the qualitative analysis of large bodies
of textual, graphical, audio and video data” (ATLAS.ti, n.d.). It helps to order, reassemble and
manage data systematically. After analysis in ATLAS.ti, findings were be organized through
the use of tables and diagrams.
Reliability and validity are often used to assess the quality of the research. However,
they are based on a quantitative research design and therefore different criteria are used for
qualitative research. Lincoln and Guba (1985) talk about trustworthiness when assessing
qualitative research. They identify four criteria for this: credibility, dependability,
confirmability, and transferability (see Table 6). One of the strategies to address trustworthiness
is by using methods triangulation, which strengthens your research due to using multiple
sources (Cope, 2014). The current research does this by conducting both discourse and framing
analysis. Another used strategy to increase trustworthiness, and more specifically credibility, is
keeping an audit trail. Here the researcher writes down decisions and presumptions throughout
the research process and thereby justifies the choices made (Cope, 2014).
Table 6. Lincoln and Guba’s four criteria for trustworthiness (Forero et al., 2018).
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4. Results
This chapter presents the results generated by the discourse and framing analysis. It will
do this by first describing the results from the election programs of 2017 and 2021, followed
by the results obtained from the parliamentary debates.
4.1 Election programs
In this section, the results from the election programs will be presented by first giving
an overview per discourse and frame, followed by an overview per party. The tables with the
original quotes can be found in Appendix A.
4.1.1 Results per discourse
The analysis revealed six main discourses, which will be discussed one by one below.
Agroecology. The first concept discussed here as part of the agroecology approach is
aiming for transformative change to the agricultural system (Constance et al., 2018), which is
expressed by D66 and PvdD in 2017 and D66, GL and PvdD in 2021. In 2017, D66 and PvdD
varied in how they envisioned this change. D66 wants a “fundamental structural change in the
Dutch agricultural sector”, although their program does not explain what this exactly entails.
PvdD specifically talks about a transformation focused on agriculture and horticulture, and thus
shifting away from the current conventional livestock farming as they see this sector as
unsustainable. In 2017, GL and SP also wanted intensive livestock farming to end, but they do
not talk about a transformation. Rather, they speak of a gradual change towards a more animal
friendly and sustainable livestock sector, where animals can display their natural behavior.
PvdA also recognizes the current agricultural system is unsustainable, but do not explicitly state
they aim to transform the system. In 2021, GL also stated they wanted to fundamentally change
the Dutch agricultural system. The program of D66 in 2021 is more specific on their aim of
transforming the agricultural system, namely through circular agriculture. The program of
PvdD in 2021 also aims for fundamental change again and suggests the COVID-19 pandemic
as a turning point for this. Overall, the perspective of transformation was not represented by
most parties in the House of Representatives, although there has been an increase in 2021.
Second, the PvdD (2017 and 2021) adhered to a perspective of a decentralized agrifood
system, where they want to move away from export-oriented production towards production
for the regional market. The CU and PvdD (both in 2017 and 2021) propose aspects of food
sovereignty, although both are not explicitly referring to this term. PvdD proposes a
regionalization of agriculture, not only for the sustainability of Dutch agriculture, but also to
limit damage in developing countries. Furthermore, they want to enhance local decision making
by granting power back to farmers and citizens. CU proposes to achieve this by uniting farmers
through cooperatives. Additionally, the perspective of sustainability can be found in various
election programs (2017: CDA, D66, PvdA, GL, SP, PvdD, DENK; 2021: PvdA, GL, PvdD).
However, not all parties elaborate on how they define this concept. In 2017, the PvdA does
elaborate on this by talking about a sustainable food chain that works for humans, animals and
nature, and is thereby focused on these aspects of sustainability. The PvdD (in 2017) describes
components of sustainable agriculture as restoring natural cycles, paying farmers a fair price,
full transparency into the origins of our food, and a short and open food chain. Other parties do
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not specify how they interpret sustainability, and therefore it is hard to pin down a party’s
position on this. Another concept which can be part of both the agroecology and sustainable
intensification approach, is promoting fair prices (Constance et al., 2018). This was suggested
by a high number of political parties (2017: VVD, CDA, PvdA, GL, SP, CU, PvdD, SGP, 50+;
2021: CDA, D66, PvdA, GL, SP, CU, PvdD, SGP). This included paying a fair price to farmers
(e.g., “Farmers … are literally working day and night to produce sufficient, affordable and safe
food for everyone. And that as sustainable as possible. But … that is only possible if you also
get a fair price for that honest product” (SGP, 2017, p. 68)) and incorporating societal and
environmental costs in food products (e.g., “We introduce a fair price for meat and fish in which
all costs have been passed on. In this way we also tax climate and nature damage” (GL, 2021,
p. 28)).
Finally, a possible but not necessary movement within the agroecology approach is
veganic agriculture, which can be found in PvdD’s program of 2021. They want to “free animals
from the food chain” (2021, p. 20) and stimulate plant-based fertilizers (“we will largely replace
the current fertilization with plant-based fertilizers and green manures” (2021, p. 35)). This is
in contrast with plans of the SGP, who state that “animal manure products that can serve as a
fertilizer substitute must be able to be used more often.” (2021, p. 121). Additionally, several
other parties stated they wanted to stimulate plant-based foods (2017: D66, GL, CU, PvdD;
2021: D66, PvdA, GL, CU, PvdD) (e.g., “We strive for a diet with more plant-based and less
animal proteins” (CU, 2021, p. 121)), but except for the PvdD none of them combined animal
liberation with the agroecology approach.
Sustainable intensification. A high number of programs proposed high-tech solutions as
a means to improve sustainability in the agricultural sector (2017: VVD, CDA, D66, PvdA, GL,
CU, PvdD, SGP, 50+; 2021: VVD, CDA, D66, GL, CU, PvdD, SGP, FvD). However, they
varied in the extent innovation can solve problems. For example, the PvdD (2017) sees
innovation as part of a comprehensive approach, where both technological solutions and a
change in our consumption pattern are needed. Other programs suggested innovation as a means
with a more prominent role (2017: VVD, CDA, CU; 2021: VVD, CDA). Particularly VVD
expressed the importance of innovation multiple times in both programs. For example:
We must fully focus on innovation so that there is still room for farmers to do business while
reducing the emission of polluting substances. … Innovation is the core of the agriculture … of
the future and can further reduce CO2 emissions from livestock farming. (VVD, 2021, p. 90)

As a result, changes in production and consumption patterns were not placed on the foreground.
Second, the importance of food security as part of this discourse was expressed by VVD, CDA,
PvdA and 50+ in 2017, and by VVD and CDA in 2021 (“The Netherlands must take the lead
in transforming European policy into an agricultural and food policy in which the themes of
food safety and food security are central” (VVD, 2017, p. 80)). Thirdly, the concept of
multifunctionality came forward in the programs of the largest liberal parties: VVD (2017,
2021) and D66 (2017). Within this concept, preserving the environment and economic
development is perceived to be possible at the same time (López-i-Gelats & Tàbara, 2009). The
VVD (2021) said about this:
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For too long green and growth have been seen as opposites, also by liberals. However, this is a
false contradiction. A good climate policy can make us more sustainable, more prosperous and
less dependent on unfree countries. This includes looking at methods that contribute to the fight
against climate change and that at the same time strengthen the economy. (p. 74)

D66 (2017) stated they want clean and green growth. Finally, like within the agroecology
approach, promoting fair prices can be seen as part of the sustainable intensification approach
(Constance et al., 2018), as discussed in the results for the agroecology approach.
Industrial agriculture. Within the industrial agriculture discourse, the role of
governments should be limited and only “to intervene extraordinary circumstances when
market fails” (López-i-Gelats & Tàbara, 2009, p. 336). This perspective was found in the
programs of VVD and CDA (2017 and 2021), who relied on the functioning of the market and
were in favor of reducing regulation to enhance entrepreneurship. In 2021, a way to reduce
governmental intervention that was found in the programs of VVD, CDA and SGP was the
setting of target requirements, rather than prescribing means. The sector can then decide for
itself how they want to achieve these goals. Other parties also mentioned they wanted to reduce
‘unnecessary’ regulations (2017: VVD, CDA, D66, CU, SGP; 2021: VVD, PVV, SGP, FvD).
However, it is unclear which regulations were meant and therefore whether the aim was to rely
more on the market or to ‘only’ make it less complicated for farmers. At the same time, there
were also opposing views, where neoliberalist thinking is criticized (2017: DENK, SP; 2021:
PvdA, SP, CU, PvdD). Consequently, in the programs of 2021 there seemed to be a revaluation
of the public sector (VVD, PVV, D66, PvdA, GL, SP, CU). The VVD’s program (2021)
illustrates this:
For decades, a retreating government has been regarded as the recipe for a good business
climate, economic growth and increasing prosperity for people. Those goals are still leading for
us, but we must critically examine the recipe, because the market alone has not always been able
to regulate this properly. During the liberal struggle against a government that is too big and
patronizing, the power of some private parties has sometimes gone too far. … The Netherlands
cannot do without its entrepreneurs, large and small, and companies need a healthy business
climate. That can only exist if the government acts as a market master against excesses. (p. 10)

Another perspective within industrial agriculture, namely that of efficiency, was found
only in the VVD’s program of 2017. They proposed stimulating highly productive and efficient
agriculture. This is in contrast with the programs of parties that see increased productivity and
intensification as root causes of sustainability problems (2017: PvdA, SP; 2021: SP). Finally,
within industrial agriculture, economic development is seen as most suited to increase human
welfare. Whereas several parties (2017: PvdD, SP, CU, DENK; 2021: PvdD, SP, CU, DENK,
D66, GL) stressed the need for a more encompassing perspective on development or growth
(e.g., D66: “We know that a one-sided focus on the growth of the gross domestic product is not
the answer. We want to get rid of growth that does not provide a quality of life, that is at the
expense of future prosperity” (2021, p. 202)), other parties (2017: VVD, CDA, D66, 50+; 2021:
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VVD, CDA, 50+) also stressed the need for the continuation of economic development (e.g.,
VVD: “Investing in economic growth: more prosperity means more opportunities to live longer,
healthier and happier” (2021, p. 13). However, this was not expressed in combination with plans
for the agricultural sector. The same holds for the vision to upscale agricultural practices, which
was not expressed in any of the party programs.
Anthropocentric. The first concept within the anthropocentric approach is that humans
attribute merely instrumental value to nature (Nista et al., 2020). For example, D66 (2017) and
VVD (2021) attribute economic value to nature. In addition, VVD and D66 also attribute
recreative value to nature, together with 50+ in 2017 and CU, SGP, DENK and FvD in 2021.
They state this recreational value of nature provides relaxation and enjoyment for people and
is beneficial for mental and physical health. Finally, no parties explicitly say they perceive
animals as subordinate to humans. However, sometimes choices must be made about what we
prioritize. In their program of 2021, the VVD acknowledges it is not possible for all sectors to
grow indefinitely: “Space is limited and growth can collide with other interests, such as the
preservation of nature reserves. That does not mean that nature automatically comes first. But
some nature reserves are protected and we must maintain them in good condition.” (p. 90).
Ecocentric. The first concept within the ecocentric approach is recognizing the intrinsic
value of all living beings (Nista et al., 2020). The intrinsic value of nature is recognized by D66
and CU in 2017, and by GL, CU and PvdD in 2021. For a selection of these parties (2017: CU,
PvdD; 2021: GL, CU, PvdD), this recognition implies to grant rights to nature. GL motivates
their plans to grant rights to nature and criminalize ecocide as: “Nature deserves a voice and a
place of its own at the negotiating table.” (2021, p. 20). For animals, the same parties and SGP
(2017: D66, GL, PvdD, SGP; 2021: GL, CU, PvdD, SGP), recognized their intrinsic value.
However, whereas SGP recognized the intrinsic value of the animal, they also state humans can
use animals, but not abuse them. Whether the right to use animals is consistent with the idea
that animals are intrinsic creatures is questionable. Just like with nature, animals can also be
given legal rights. Whereas in 2017 only GL and PvdD wanted to grant animals legal rights, in
2021 also the PVV and D66 shared this idea. PVV (2021) and PvdD (2017, 2021) wanted to
include animal rights in the Constitution.
In line with this, a high number of parties agreed on the importance of animal welfare
(2017: VVD, D66, PvdA, GL, SP, CU, PvdD, SGP, 50+, FvD; 2021: VVD, PVV, CDA, D66,
PvdA, GL, SP, CU, PvdD, SGP, FvD). Measures that have been proposed to improve animal
welfare include preventing barn fires, ensuring that animals can exhibit natural behavior,
shortening livestock transports, abolishing slaughter without stunning and stopping pig tail
docking. Motivations for such measures seems to vary. For example, in their program of 2017,
VVD said “It is good that there is attention for the welfare of farm animals in Europe. This also
leads to fair competition. The Netherlands is already at the forefront when it comes to animal
welfare.” From this statement it can be deducted that the motivation for animal welfare is fair
competition. Another example can be found in the program of FvD: “It is a sign of civilization
that we treat the animals in our environment well.” (2017, p. 28). These statements are in
contrast with motivations focused on the animals themselves, e.g., “animals are entitled to
respectful treatment.” (GL, 2017, p. 58). Another difference was found in where animal welfare
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should be improved. Some parties explicitly referred to improving animal welfare in livestock
farming (“However, we still see practices in animal husbandry that are at the expense of animal
welfare. D66 wants good care for animals to be further strengthened.” (D66, 2017, p. 45)),
whereas others spoke about animal welfare in a broader context (“Animal suffering is
combated. Animal abuse is punished more severely.” (50+, 2017, p. 8)).
Relational. The first relational value is about our relationship with nature and
acknowledging our dependence on and being part of nature. This is acknowledged by D66 and
PvdD in 2017, and by CU and PvdD in 2021. Additionally, the relational approach can become
visible in one’s motivation of preserving the environment. Most parties (CDA, D66, PvdA, GL,
CU, DENK, 50+, PvdD), both in 2017 and 2021, mentioned future generations as their
motivation for preserving the environment. Associated with this is the stewardship tradition,
which came forward in the 2017 and 2021 programs of the Christian parties: CDA, CU and
SGP. They see it as our responsibility – as stewards – to take care of the environment so we can
pass it on to future generations. The SGP also specified their assumptions for applying the
stewardship tradition to the agricultural sector: “sufficient and healthy food, sufficient income
and fair prices, good care for animals, soil management without depletion, prudent use of raw
materials, avoiding damage to nature and the environment, and a critical attitude towards
tinkering with the DNA, with respect for species boundaries” (SGP, 2021, p. 96). At the same
time, the SGP highlights it is our responsibility to take care of the Earth, but we should not
overestimate ourselves. Humans are not in control and “we can leave it in good faith to the
Creator and Sustainer of heaven and earth” (p. 96). Finally, part of the relational approach is
eudaimonic values. These are values associated with a good life in the sense of it being
meaningful and having purpose (Chan et al., 2016; Himes & Muraca, 2018). D66 and PvdD,
both in 2017 and 2021, saw preserving the environment as our moral duty. PvdD visualizes a
sustainable society as follows: “Life will become more meaningful, more relaxed and
supportive, with more certainty, compassion and sustainability. The Earth is given the
opportunity to recover.” (2017, p. 3). Furthermore, the CU (2017) expressed eudaimonic values:
The CU believes that our country is in a deep identity crisis … that makes it clear that these
times call for more than financial sustainability and economic growth. We need a moral answer
that goes deeply into the question: what kind of society do we want to be? What values support
our existence? What do we think is really important? (p. 5)

Although they do not link this to the environment or the (animal) agricultural sector, it still
shows their quest for a meaningful life.
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4.1.2 Results per frame
Additional to the analyzed discourses, framing patterns were identified in the election
programs. Figure 2 comprises a summary of the frames with the diagnostic, prognostic, and
motivational sub-frames.

Figure 2. Frame matrix with the summary of framing processes in election programs.
* Party is not using all three sub-frames. Section 4.1.3 discusses differences per party.

Frame 1: Stop intensive livestock farming. The first frame emphasizes the need to ‘stop
intensive livestock farming’. The diagnostic sub-frame defines the problem as a lack of animal
welfare and negative effects on biodiversity and the environment. Additionally, this frame
problematizes the current agricultural system itself and emphasizes how it pushes farmers into
a disadvantageous position. This can be illustrated through a quote from the PvdD (2021):
The farmers themselves also do not flourish in the so-called success model of Dutch agriculture.
The lack of political courage to tackle the core issues has left agricultural policy completely off
track. Rather than reducing the number of animals, cabinets have only focused on symptom
control and devising laws and regulations that are more difficult to enforce. Everything to
prevent the agricultural system from being overthrown. Farmers have thus been forced into a
vicious circle of constant adjustments, always accompanied by new loans and further increases
in scale. And now the agricultural sector itself is also struggling with the consequences of
drought, soil depletion and loss of biodiversity. Farmers have become increasingly trapped in a
system that has turned against them. (p. 32)
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This quote also touches upon one of the causes of the problem: the focus on symptom control
instead of addressing the roots of the problem. Such as the intensification in the agricultural
sector, which is according to SP the “main cause of the destruction of nature in our country”
(2017, p. 47). Supporters of this frame suggest the ending of intensive livestock farming as a
solution to the problem, as part of the prognostic sub-frame. As they recognize, this is a drastic
change with comprehensive consequences, which cannot be achieved overnight. Therefore, the
PvdD argues that changes must be introduced as soon as possible that will lead us to an ultimate
agricultural system without the use of animals. Such changes are reducing the number of
animals in livestock farming and replacing the production and consumption of animal proteins
through plant-based products. The PvdD (2021) summarizes this as follows:
The [PvdD] wants to free animals from the food chain. In the meantime, the suffering of animals
in livestock farming must be limited as much as possible. Tasty, plant-based, and sustainable
alternatives to meat offer hope for the animals and our future. The cabinet must make an active
effort to achieve this transition as quickly as possible. (p. 20)

As can be deduced from this quote, the responsibility for this lies (primarily) with the
government. It is partly seen as the cause of the problem – through only focusing on symptom
control – but also as responsible for solving the problem, by making clear choices that address
the core of the problem. Additionally, investors, such as banks and pension funds, should take
responsibility and withdraw investments from intensive livestock farming. The motivational
sub-frame, involving the rationale for action (Snow & Benford, 1988), is based on the intrinsic
value of nature and animals, and on environmental and social justice.
Framing devices that are used in this frame signify a negative connotation to intensive
livestock farming. For example, PvdD used (both in 2017 and 2021) the term plofkip
(translated: booster-broiler). After the animal welfare organization Wakker Dier coined this
term in 2012 it became a dominant framing device, stressing the issue of animal welfare in the
broiler industry (Stevens et al., 2019). Another framing device often used in this frame is the
term megastal (translated: mega-stable). This term has been widely used in Dutch media and
policy debates, and “evolved into a common denominator for all large farms” (Stevens et al.,
2019, p. 5). In contrast to the term plofkip, the issue of mega-stables “was related to multiple
issues and events, and had no clear solution or alternative” (p. 5). Consequently, it widened the
discussion to the intensive livestock farming sector as a whole. This term was used by various
parties (2017: GL, SP, 50+, PvdD; 2021: GL, PvdD) to indicate that they are against the
intensification of the livestock sector. However, the SGP also used this term in their programs
of 2017 and 2021 to indicate they are not necessarily against mega-stables, which reflects how
widely used this term is. Although they did use quotation marks that could indicate they do not
fully stand behind the load of this term.
A ban on "mega stables" sounds nice. But where the line should be drawn is arbitrary. And the
profit from a ban on mega stables for animal welfare and the environment is almost zero. Animal
welfare mainly depends on the barn layout and management by the farmer. There are sufficient
other instruments to prevent unwanted scaling-up. (2021, p. 70)
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Other used framing devices include bio-industrie and vleesindustrie (translated: factory
farming) that emphasize the industrial aspect of intensive livestock farming. This was done by
PVV, D66, GL, SP and PvdD. It implies animals are seen as products, rather than sentient
beings.
Parties adhering to this frame are the PvdD and GL in 2017, and D66, SP, GL and PvdD
in 2021. Although the PVV (2021) also want to end intensive livestock farming (“We are in
favor of a controlled reduction of factory farming in the long term” (p. 39)), they do not follow
the same reasoning devices. Their motivation seems to be that they stand up for animals,
although they do not explicitly link poor animal welfare to intensive livestock farming. In
addition, they emphasize conditions for reducing intensive livestock farming: “But …
[reduction of factory farming] is only possible if we do not kill our farmers. They should not
be forced to lead the way and then be outcompeted by farmers in other countries who are cutting
corners.” (p. 39). Thus, they do not share similar diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational subframes.
Frame 2: Intensive livestock farming as a threat to public health. The second frame sees
intensive livestock framing mainly as a threat to public health. Within the diagnostic-subframe,
the problem is defined as public health issues due to intensive livestock farming, such as poor
air- and water quality and a growing resistance to antibiotics (2017: D66, PvdA, SP, CU, PvdD;
2021: VVD, GL, PvdD). Often, this was aimed towards the public health effects in regions with
a high animal density. Moreover, this sub-frame problematizes the (risk of) future outbreaks of
zoonosis (PvdD: Dutch livestock farming is “a ticking time bomb for a zoonosis pandemic”
(2021, p. 62)). Animal diseases that are mentioned are COVID-19, Q-fever, bird flu, swine
fever and foot-and-mouth disease. Whereas in 2017 only the PvdD pointed out the risk of
livestock farming on future zoonosis outbreaks, in 2021 they were accompanied on this vision
by D66, CU and SGP. For D66, this can be explained through the outbreak of COVID-19:
The corona crisis shows that it is no longer tenable how we deal with nature. Massive
deforestation and the illegal wildlife trade are bringing animals and humans closer together and
spreading infectious diseases more quickly ("zoonosis"). The recent corona pandemic is an
example of this. In addition, the way in which we keep animals within intensive livestock
farming poses major risks to public health. (2021, p. 81)

The main cause for this is by GL (2021) and PvdD (2017 and 2021) seen as our
unsustainable relationship with nature, also highlighted in the quote above. GL illustrates this
disturbed relationship through our relationship with food: “Our food is a painful reflection of a
disturbed relationship between ourselves and others, between humans and the planet, and
between humans and animals.” (2021, p. 26). Therefore, restoring our relationship with nature
provides a rationale for action, which can be seen as part of the motivational sub-frame.
Proposed solutions that result from this are ending intensive livestock farming and reducing
animal density, which are both presumed to lead to a smaller risk of a zoonosis outbreak. Within
this frame, this line of reasoning gained importance in the election programs of 2021,
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presumably due to the outbreak of COVID-19. Other proposed solutions are reducing the use
of antibiotics in livestock farming and reducing livestock transports.
In 2021 there was an increase in election programs that talked about future zoonoses
outbreaks (2017: PvdA, SGP, PvdD; 2021: VVD, D66, PvdA, CU, SGP and PvdD). Some
parties mentioned this risk but did not propose measures to reduce the risk. E.g., “In the future,
the Netherlands could be confronted with new health crises. For example, there is an increasing
risk of infectious diseases that can pass from animals to humans and develop into a pandemic.”
(VVD, 2021, p. 37). No measures regarding animal agriculture were proposed. The PvdA also
mentioned a future zoonosis outbreak, both in 2017 and 2021, but did not elaborate on the
causes of a possible future outbreak. The other parties that talked about future zoonoses
outbreaks (D66, CU, SGP, PvdD) did connect this risk to livestock farming, and proposed
measures to downsize intensive livestock farming and a more extensive use of agricultural land.
Only the SGP did not propose concrete measures, although they did warn that “livestock
farming must be alert to zoonoses” (2021, p. 124). Overall, PvdD was the only party using this
frame in 2017 but was accompanied by D66 in 2021. CU (in 2021) could also be, to a lesser
extent, seen as adhering to this frame, as they recognize the public health risks of intensive
livestock farming – including the risk on zoonoses – and propose similar measures to reduce
this risk. However, they do not see a disturbed relationship with nature as one of the causes,
although they recognize “that agricultural policy in recent decades has seriously disrupted the
balance between intensive agricultural production and the carrying capacity of the soil and
nature” (p. 121).
Frame 3: Towards a sustainable (intensive) livestock farming. The third frame wants to
move towards a sustainable (intensive) livestock farming. SP illustrates this as follows:
“Animal-unfriendly factory farming must be transformed into animal-friendly and sustainable
livestock farming” (2017, p. 47). This frame recognizes the problems caused by the current
intensive agricultural system, although they also acknowledge the benefits this system has
brought us (“Dutch agriculture is very innovative, productive and a leader in the world. This is
an economic force, it promotes our prosperity, but it also causes damage to nature, landscape,
soil and public health.” (D66, 2017, p. 44)). The rationale for action is therefore based on
multifunctionality, where environment and economic development are expected to go well
together. The cause for these problems can be found in unsustainable production and
consumption, which diffuses the responsibility on both producers and consumers. The
government also has a responsibility, although the exact role of the government remains
unclear. Producer and retailer responsibility can be increased through arrangements with
supermarkets and other retailers. CU (2021) envisions this as follows: “Supermarkets and other
sales channels play an essential role in the sale of regional and seasonal products, stimulating
short chains and paying a fair price. … . This requires a chain approach in which companies
are encouraged to work towards sustainability.” (p. 124).
The prognostic sub-frame proposes possible solutions such as reducing emissions
through innovations – and therefore increasing the sustainability of the sector – and increasing
animal welfare through improved regulations and innovations (e.g., reducing barn fires,
increasing outdoor grazing, shortening livestock transports, etc.). Additionally, consumption
patterns need to be changed through paying fair prices to the producers of food. ‘Je kunt niet
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groen doen als je rood staat’ (translated: you cannot do ‘green’ if you are in debt (‘red’)), used
by SGP in 2017, and by CDA, PvdA and SGP in 2021, implies performing sustainable
agriculture costs more money. Financial support should enable farmers to make their business
more sustainable.
Parties adhering to (large parts of) this frame are VVD, CDA, D66, PvdA, SP, CU, SGP
and 50+. These parties use the frame in both 2017 and 2021, with D66 and SP being the
exception by only using it in their 2017 program. These parties do not all adhere to all reasoning
devices, as some see intensification as part of sustainable agriculture (VVD), whereas others
do not think this should be part of it (PvdA, SP, CU, 50+). The remaining parties (CDA, D66,
SGP) do not explicitly state what their vision on intensification is. Additional differences
concerning which sub-frames parties use are discussed per party in section 4.1.3.
Frame 4: Appreciation and importance of the hardworking farmers. This last frame tells
a story in which the appreciation and importance of the hardworking farmers is emphasized.
The diagnostic sub-frame points to the deteriorating position of farmers, where their business
model is under pressure. As a result, “the unfavorable business model and sustainability
challenges force entrepreneurs to increase their business scale or even sell their company”
(SGP, 2021, p. 118). Additionally, according to this frame, farmers are disproportionally
blamed for environmental problems, both in politics and media. However, as the frame
emphasizes, the agricultural sector has made a lot of progress in making the sector more
sustainable. This is illustrated by the following quote from SGP (2021):
In recent decades, agriculture and horticulture have done a lot in the field of the environment:
since 1990 CO2 emissions have decreased by almost 20%, ammonia emissions and antibiotics
use by two thirds, as well as the environmental impact of the use of pesticides has fallen sharply.
The nitrogen surplus on agricultural soils has been halved and the phosphate surplus has been
minimized. … Farmers are indeed doing their work as stewards. (p. 117)

Within this frame they also emphasize the importance of the agricultural sector, e.g.:
Without farmers, horticulturists and fishermen, we have no food on the table. The Netherlands
has a world-class and world-renowned agricultural sector. This is reflected in exports and in
the many jobs in agriculture, arable farming and horticulture and at the food processing
companies. We are proud of this and want to maintain and strengthen this leading position.
(VVD, 2017, p. 80)

As a cause for the deteriorating position of farmers they point at the constantly changing
rules and regulations that make it difficult to carry out their work. There is a growing gap
between farmers, citizens, and conservationists. Additionally, low and fluctuating prices ensure
that farmers do not get fair prices for their products:
Many [agricultural] sectors are faced with generally low and in any case very volatile prices due
to the disappearance of production restrictions, boycotts by third countries and thus
overproduction. … Entrepreneurs, even those who want to produce more sustainably, do not
receive the price they deserve for their products. (CU, 2017, p. 68)
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Rationale for action is therefore based on respect and appreciation for ‘our’ farmers
(“We want: respect, attention and support for our farmers” (FvD, 2021, p. 72). The following
quote from CDA illustrates the value ascribed to the Dutch agricultural sector:
The Netherlands without farmers, horticulturists and fishermen is like the Rijksmuseum without
Rembrandts. Together they represent the best that our country has to offer the world. Rembrandt
is world famous as a great craftsman and innovator in his field, and so are our farmers,
horticulturists, and fishermen. That is why we must be as careful with them as we are with our
Rembrandts. (2021, p. 73)

More specifically this results in a prognostic sub-frame with proposed solutions such as paying
a higher price for food products. Additionally, the government should set target requirements,
rather than means regulations. Farmers should be able to determine themselves how they want
to comply to (sustainability) targets. The government should not take the farmer’s seat, but
instead “use and appreciate the farmer’s craftmanship” (SGP, 2021, p. 121). The VVD
summarizes this point as: “The government sets clear and achievable goals, such as reducing
harmful emissions. It is not the means, such as animal numbers or compulsory grazing, that is
prescribed, but the goal.” (2021, p. 19).
Framing devices that are used in this frame signify appreciation and recognition of the
hard work of the farmers. They emphasize the human side of agricultural companies through
referring to family businesses and hardworking families (e.g., “hard-working families and
healthy family businesses are destroyed” (PVV, 2021, p. 39)), and emphasize the hard work
performed by farmers (e.g., “Farmers … are literally working day and night to produce
sufficient, affordable and safe food for everyone” (SGP, 2017, p. 68)). The importance of the
sector is often illustrated by emphasizing the fact that without farmers there is no food on the
table and that the Dutch agricultural sector is one of the bests of the world. Here, the word ‘our’
is often used (e.g., “our farmers make an important contribution to dealing with the
consequences of climate change” (VVD, 2017, p. 88), “The PVV is happy with our farmers”
(PVV, 2021, p. 39)). This seems to emphasize that the farmers belong to the Dutch people, and
proudly suggests that this is the case. Other framing devices that came up repeatedly were
signifying a negative connotation to the number of rules and regulations for the agricultural
sector. Especially the PVV (2021) dismissed legislation and regulations as “panic measures”
(p. 39), “blown environmental and nature legislation” (p. 40) and “interference” (p. 41). CU
contrasts legislation and regulations with common sense, in Dutch referred to as ‘healthy
farmers sense’: “Instead of common sense (gezond boerenverstand), we see an accumulation
of laws and regulations” (2017, p. 68). Parties that adhere to this frame are VVD, CDA, CU
and SGP in 2017, and VVD, PVV, CDA, CU, SGP and FvD in 2021.
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4.1.3 Results per party
Because the results in the previous sections were organized per discourse and frame,
some nuances might have been missed. Therefore, this section presents the results per political
party (in order of the political number of seats). Figure 3 presents the party’s positions and how
they changed in 2017 and 2021.

•

VVD: can be placed in between the sustainable intensification and industrial agriculture
discourse. In 2017 they put their focus on innovation to make the agricultural sector more
sustainable. To achieve this, it was considered especially important that regulation should
not hinder innovation. In 2021, they seem to revalue the role of the public sector and
government intervention (“We adhere to three anchor points: that adjustment of capitalism
is sometimes necessary to make sure that liberalism continues to work for the people, [and]
that a strong government is needed to provide protection where necessary, ….” (p. 8)). In
this area, the VVD therefore seems to be moving slightly further away from the industrial
agriculture discourse compared to 2017. However, also in 2021, they still suggest
prescribing goals instead of means regulations. Moreover, they recognize the negative
effects of (intensive) livestock farming on the environment, but do not propose changes
related to changing our diet.
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Livestock farming causes the emission of polluting substances, so we should eat less meat, it is
often said. This creates the image that to save nature and the climate, humanity must become
vegetarian en masse. That in turn evokes understandable resistance from people who do not
want to give up their meatball or steak. … The production of cultured meat is not yet
commercially viable, but as liberals with an optimistic attitude to life, we have high expectations
of this technology. (2021, p. 93)

Additionally, they assume that the environment and the economy go well together, which is in
line with the multifunctionality principle. Concerning relationship with nature, in 2021, the
VVD emphasizes the instrumental value of nature and therefore fits within the anthropocentric
discourse. In 2017, they do not discuss their position on this.
Within these discourses, they mainly adhere to the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame (both
in 2017 and 2021), as they emphasize the importance of the farmers as it provides, among
others, to export and jobs. They also adhere to parts of the ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock
farming’ frame (both in 2017 and 2021), as they aim to reduce emissions and improve animal
welfare through innovation, but do not aim to change the fundaments of our animal husbandry.
However, they don’t fully adhere to this frame as they do not use the same diagnostic subframe. Although they want to set long-term goals for sustainability in the agricultural sector,
they do not explicitly address the negative effects livestock farming has on biodiversity,
environment or animal welfare.
•

PVV: cannot be placed within the identified agricultural policy discourses. In their program of
2017, they do not speak about (animal) agriculture at all. In 2021, they state they want a
controlled reduction of intensive livestock farming in the long term. However, they do not
specify how they envision this and therefore do not provide enough information to categorize
them into one of the agricultural policy discourses. For this reason, they also do not fit within
the ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ frame. They also do not specify their relationship with
nature, although they do state that “all defenseless living beings deserve our protection” (2021,
p. 39). This perspective best fits the stewardship tradition with humans taking care of other
living beings, although here this perspective is not based on a Christian belief. Finally, they
strongly adhere to the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame in 2021. This becomes clear in the
following quote, which also shows the aversion to environmental measures and the actors who
cause(d) them:
The self-invented 'nitrogen crisis', which has locked half the country, was and is the last straw
for the farmers: several times the Malieveld in The Hague was full of protesting farmers. They
are angry and worried about their future – and rightly so. (2021, p. 39)

•

CDA: fits best in the sustainable intensification discourse (in 2017 and 2021), as they suggest
paying farmers fair prices and improving food security. Moreover, they aim to make animal
agriculture more sustainable through modernization and innovation. However, they do not
address the fundaments of this system and therefore do not fit within the agroecology approach.
Although they place a large focus on regionalization and localization of our food systems, this
does not align with the concept of a decentralized agrifood system, as it does not aim to change
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the system, but instead only focusses on changing the distribution of food. Moreover, they also
adhere to some neoliberalist thinking, fitting somewhat in the industrial agriculture discourse,
as they suggest a reduction of regulation and government intervention through, among others,
goal prescription rather than means regulations. Concerning their relationship with nature, CDA
can be seen as adhering to the relational discourse. They emphasize humans have the
responsibility as stewards to take good care of the Earth. We do this “for ourselves, but certainly
for the generations that come after us” (2021, p. 68). They do not specify their relationship with
animals.
In their election programs, they mainly adhere to the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame. They
stress the importance of the farmers to the Netherlands by comparing them to “the Rijksmuseum
without Rembrandts” (2021, p. 73) They not only contribute to our economy, but also play a
large role in managing nature. Furthermore, they have made great progress in making the sector
more sustainable (“Few other sectors have made such environmental gains in recent years by
reducing emissions and developing new sustainable technologies.” (2021, p. 73). They also, in
line with the frame, see the responsibility of the government as only setting goals and
monitoring. Furthermore, they partly adhere to the ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’
frame, as they aim to make agriculture more sustainable through, among others, innovation,
and express their commitment to sustainable development. Therefore, they use the prognostic
and motivational sub-frames. However, both in 2017 and 2021, they do not use the same
diagnostic sub-frame. Similar to VVD, they want to set long-term goals for sustainability in the
agricultural sector, they do not explicitly address the negative effects livestock farming has on
biodiversity, environment or animal welfare.
•

D66: shifts from the sustainable intensification in 2017 towards the agroecology discourse in
2021. In 2017, they did not propose concrete measures to make farming more sustainable
(although they did recognize a fundamental structural change was necessary). At the same time,
they expressed their vision on combining preserving the environment and economic growth,
consistent with the multifunctionality concept. In 2021 they took a stronger stance on this by
wanting to end intensive livestock farming and reducing the number of animals by half. Because
of these points, D66 can be seen as part of the agroecology discourse, although they still suggest
innovation, which is part of the sustainable intensification discourse. However, innovation is
not necessarily excluded in the agroecology approach. At the same time, both in 2017 and 2021,
D66 suggests paying a fair price to farmers, which is consistent with both the agroecology and
sustainable intensification discourse. Concerning D66’s relationship with nature, aspects of
several discourses were found. They recognize the instrumental value of nature, both economic
(2017) and recreative (2017 and 2021), as part of the anthropocentric discourse. They recognize
the intrinsic value of nature in 2017, as part of the ecocentric discourse, although they do not
state this in 2021. Nevertheless, in 2021 they suggest “fundamentally improving the legal
position of the animal” (p. 80). Finally, they recognize that we are dependent on nature and
want to preserve the environment for future generations, as part of the relational discourse.
In 2017, D66 uses the ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ frame. In 2021, D66
uses frames: ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ (2021), and ‘threat to public health’. In the first
frame, they propose systemic change where abolishing intensive livestock farming and
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reducing the number of animals are suggested as solutions. Instead, they want to stimulate
plant-based diets and a circular agriculture. In the second frame, they acknowledge the negative
effects of livestock farming on public health, including the risk of zoonoses. The corona-crisis
shows us we need to restore our relationship with nature.
•

GL: shifts from the sustainable intensification in 2017 towards the agroecology discourse in
2021. In 2017, they want to end intensive livestock farming, but do not stress the need for
systemic change in the agricultural sector. Additionally, GL mentions characteristics of the
sustainable intensification discourse, such as innovation and paying a fair price. In 2021, they
shift more towards the agroecology discourse as they recognize the unsustainability of the
current agricultural system and as a result plead for systemic change. They use the corona-crisis
to emphasize the need for change:
The corona crisis presents us with a clear choice. Do we want to go back to the world before
corona? By opting for large companies and the fossil economy at the expense of the planet,
employees, and society? Or do we dare to opt for a green future in which well-being comes
first and we share prosperity? … We are fully committed to that green future. (2021, p. 9).

To achieve this, they propose ending intensive livestock farming and stimulating plant-based
diets. As alternative they propose nature inclusive agriculture, permaculture and a more local
and regional agricultural. Concerning GL’s relationship with nature, in 2017 and 2021 they
adhere to both the ecocentric and relational discourse. Within the ecocentric discourse, they
recognize the intrinsic value of nature and animals, and propose giving them a voice through
granting them legal rights. Within the relational discourse, they emphasize the necessity for
leaving an inhabitable world for the next generations.
In 2017 and 2021, GL uses the ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ frame, where they
propose to put an end to factory farming. They use the same diagnostic sub-frames through
emphasizing the unsustainability of the current system by displaying its negative environmental
effects and the deteriorating position of the farmers. However, although this also means they
use the same diagnostic sub-frame as the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame, they are not part of this
frame as they arrive at different prognostic and motivational sub-frames. The conclusions they
draw from the deteriorating positions of farmers include stopping intensive livestock farming,
switching to a plant-based diet and achieving environmental and social justice, and thereby do
not match the prognostic and motivational sub-frames of the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame.
•

SP: uses only parts of the sustainable intensification and agroecology discourse in both 2017
and 2021. In both programs, SP recognizes the unsustainability of the current system and
proposes paying a fair price to farmers, which can be part of either one of these discourses. SP
cannot be placed in any of the discourses on human-nonhuman relationships, as they did not
state their position on this.
In 2017, they aimed to transform intensive livestock farming into animal-friendly and
sustainable livestock farming. Thereby, they also did not adhere to the ‘stop intensive livestock
farming’ frame, but rather to ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’. However, they did not
envision intensification as part of this, as “intensive agriculture is the main cause of the
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destruction of nature in our country” (2017, p. 47). In 2021, they sharpened their stances and
were in favor of ending intensive livestock farming completely. As a result, they used the frame
‘stop intensive livestock farming’, where they used the same diagnostic and prognostic subframes addressing the unsustainability of the current system and proposing an end to factory
farming. Environmental and social justice can be seen as part of their motivation, as they aim
to protect small-scale farms from large industrial farms and want to preserve nature and
biodiversity. However, they do not explicitly recognize the intrinsic value of nature and
animals.
•

PvdA: can be placed between sustainable intensification and agroecology discourse. Both in
2017 and 2021, they recognized the unsustainability of the current agricultural system and
therefore pleaded for an agricultural transition. Intensification was considered one of the causes
for this. Part of this transition should be reducing the number of animals and moving towards
a ground-bound animal husbandry. They want to encourage alternatives for meat. Additionally,
they suggest paying a fair price to farmers, part of both agroecology and sustainable
intensification discourse. Only in 2017, they propose innovation and emphasize the importance
of food security, both part of the sustainable intensification discourse. Concerning their
relationship with nature, PvdA can mainly be seen as adhering to the relational discourse. They
emphasize preserving the environment for future generations as their motivation, both in 2017
and 2021. However, they do not specify how they perceive nature and other living beings, and
therefore the position of PvdA remains unclear on this.
Both in 2017 and 2021, they can be seen as adhering to the ‘sustainable (intensive)
livestock farming’ frame, although they do not regard the ‘intensive’ part to be part of their
vision. They used all diagnostic and prognostic sub-frames, although they did not use the
motivational sub-frame of sustainable development. Instead, they talk about sustainability,
which should work for “humans, animals and nature”.

•

CU: does not let itself be placed onto one of the discourses easily. In 2017, it shared some
perceptions with the industrial agriculture discourse, as it was in favor of less rules and
regulations, and the prescription of goals rather than means regulation. However, they did not
suggest efficient and upscaling practices in the agricultural sector. In 2021, it let go of the
positions on reducing rules and regulation, and instead focused on paying fair prices to farmers,
food sovereignty and innovation, which can be seen as parts of the agroecology and sustainable
intensification discourse. At the same time, it perceived intensification as a problem but did not
recognize the unsustainability of the current system. Concerning its discourses on humannonhuman relationships, characteristics of all three discourses can be found in the programs of
CU. They recognize the recreational and economic value of nature in 2017 (anthropocentric
discourse), the intrinsic value of nature and animals in 2021 (ecocentric), and our dependence
on nature, value the stewardship tradition, and consider future generations in 2017 and 2021
(relational).
In 2017 and 2021, CU uses the ‘hardworking farmers’ and ‘sustainable (intensive)
livestock farming’ frame. For the first frame, they emphasize their pride of the Dutch farmers
and the importance of this sector. For the second frame, CU proposes to make livestock farming
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more sustainable through alternatives such as a more extensive method of agriculture, circular
agriculture, and more local and regional farming. They do not use the ‘stop intensive livestock
farming’ frame, because although they share similar diagnostic and prognostic sub-frames, they
arrive at a different conclusion, which does not include stopping intensive livestock farming.
Instead, they propose the measures discussed above and place more responsibility at the
consumers to stimulate the ‘protein-transition’. At the same time, CU’s positions are moving,
as in 2021 they suggested reducing the number of animals in agriculture, whereas in 2017 they
explicitly stated being against this. Possibly proposing ending intensive livestock farming is a
step too far, especially as this is often seen as disadvantageous for farmers, while the CU
adheres to the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame. CU also adheres to part of the ‘threat to public
health’ frame in 2021. They recognize the negative effects of livestock farming on public health
and the risk on future zoonoses outbreaks. They propose measures to reduce this risk, such as
reducing animal density. However, they do not recognize a disturbed relationship between
humans and nature.
•

PvdD: can be placed in the agroecology discourse in 2017 and 2021. They aim for
transformation of the food system. They not only want to end intensive livestock farming but
want to free animals out of the food chain completely. This points toward a complete shift
towards a plant-based food system, rather than merely stimulating alternatives for meat. They
also make suggestions on food sovereignty and a decentralized agrifood system. Furthermore,
PvdD can also be placed within the ecocentric discourse (2017 and 2021), as they recognize
intrinsic value of nature and animals, and consequently suggest granting them legal rights. As
part of the relational discourse, PvdD mentions preserving the environment for future
generations (2017 and 2021).
To express their discourses, they make use of the frames ‘stop intensive livestock
farming’ and ‘threat to public health’, both in 2017 and 2021. Within the first frame, they
emphasize negative effects of intensive livestock farming on the environment and animals and
highlight how farmers have been trapped in the system that does not work for them. They
criticize the system and propose measures to fundamentally change it. Within the second frame,
they repeatedly stress the risks of intensive livestock farming to public health and warn for
future outbreaks of zoonoses. Measures such as restoring our relationship with nature through
ending intensive livestock farming should reduce this risk. Overall, the position of the PvdD
remains the same in 2017 and 2021.

•

50+: provides little information about their position on this topic. They want to limit large-scale
intensive livestock farming, without mega-stables and with small-scale companies. This
suggests they perceive intensification as part of the problem, although this is not explicitly
stated. Additionally, in 2017, they suggest innovation and paying fair prices. All in all, this
suggests they adhere to parts of the ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ frame, without
intensification. However, they do not explicitly address the negative effects livestock farming
has on biodiversity, environment or animal welfare, which is the diagnostic sub-frame. They
also do not elaborate on their rationale for action, and therefore their position on this is not
clear. Concerning their relationship with nature, they use parts of the anthropocentric discourse
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in 2017, as they talk about the recreational value of nature. However, they do not mention
economic or other instrumental values of nature. Additionally, both in 2017 and 2021 they state
their motivation of preserving the environment for future generations (relational discourse).
•

SGP: can be largely placed within the industrial agriculture discourse, due to their focus on
minimizing government intervention in both 2017 and 2021. They propose a reduction in rules
and regulations and prescribing goals instead of means regulations. Specifically, they do not
think the number of animals should be regulated. Also mega-stables should not be prohibited,
as “the advantages from a ban on mega-stables for animal welfare and the environment is
virtually zero” (2017, p. 70). Additionally, characteristics of the sustainable intensification
discourse can be found (2017 and 2021), such as paying fair prices, innovation, and not seeing
intensification as a problem in itself. Concerning SGP’s relationship with nature, characteristics
of the ecocentric discourse can be found in the recognition of intrinsic value of animals (2021),
although the intrinsic value of non-living beings is not explicitly recognized. The relational
discourse is reflected in the focus on stewardship (2017 and 2021).
The sustainable intensification discourse is in line with the ‘sustainable (intensive)
livestock farming’ frame they partly adhere to (2017 and 2021). They suggest financial support
for making the agricultural sector more sustainable. However, like VVD, CDA and 50+, they
do not acknowledge the unsustainability of the system. The SGP also adheres to the
‘hardworking farmers’ frame in 2017 and 2021. They also recognize the public health risks of
intensive livestock farming, including the risk on zoonoses, although they do not share a similar
diagnostic, prognostic or motivational sub-frame.

•

DENK: provides little information about their position on this topic. They do not explicitly state
they see intensification as a problem, but they propose measures to reduce agricultural intensity
and animal density. This way they want to stimulate small-scale farms. They do not specify
how they aim to achieve this. Their relationship with nature can be perceived in the recreational
value they ascribe to nature, and the motivation of preserving it for future generations (relational
discourse).
They do not fully adhere to any of the frames. However, opposing to the ‘hardworking
farmers’ frame, which states that farmers are getting blamed for environmental problems,
DENK believes that “the emphasis is on the wrong solution direction with regard to nitrogen.
Agriculture is spared as the largest source of emissions, while the car driver is bullied” (2021,
p. 77).

•

FvD: provides little information about their position on this topic, especially in 2017. Therefore,
all information about FvD’s position comes from 2021. Here, they put a focus on limiting rules
and regulations, which is part of the industrial agriculture discourse. They propose means such
as innovation, but do not specify wanting to use this for sustainability. FvD denies the influence
of greenhouse gasses on climate, and therefore also the contribution of livestock farming to
global warming. FvD does not discuss their perspective on the relationship with nature or
animals, although they do mention the recreational value of nature. FvD uses the ‘hardworking
farmers’ frame, where they express their respect, trust and support for the farmers.
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4.2 Parliamentary debates
This section presents the results from the discourse and framing analysis on the
parliamentary debates per debate, followed by a summary of the three debates. An overview of
the original quotes can be found in Appendix B.
4.2.1 Debate 1 (plenary debate about animal agriculture)
Speakers in this debate were from VVD, CDA, D66, GL, PvdA, SP, PvdD, CU and the
Minister of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality (LNV) (CU). Discourses on agro-food policy
were harder to identify in the debates, as it was less aimed at what change should look like, and
more on how change should occur. This will be discussed more elaborately below. The only
aspect on agro-food policy discourses that could be identified is the one of transformative
change, part of the agroecology discourse. Both PvdD and D66 speak about a fundamental
change in our agricultural system. Discourses on human-nonhuman relationships came forward
more clearly. The intrinsic value of animals was explicitly recognized by PvdD, CU and SP.
However, as referred to by PvdD and CU, the intrinsic value of animals is agreed upon by most
parties in the Animals Act 2011. Nevertheless, although the law recognizes the intrinsic value,
PvdD argues exceptions are made in subordinate legislation:
The intrinsic value of the animal is recognized, but not if it is a production animal and we can
earn money from it. What you are not allowed to do with a dog and for which you rightly receive
a hefty fine or punishment, we do agree with when it comes to pigs, cows, goats, and chickens.

Joy (2010) calls this carnism, which can be viewed as “an ideology in which we make
distinctions between different kinds of animals that are suitable for consumption” (van der
Linden, 2016, p. 10). According to Joy (2010), this distinction is based on a different set of
beliefs about animals and how we relate to them. This points out that which animals we consider
‘normal’ to eat has little to do with the actual animals, and more with our perception and the
normative beliefs we attach to it (van der Linden, 2016).
The Minister also elaborates her perspective on animals:
Animals are creatures to me. You should treat creatures with respect. You must take good care
of creatures. They are entrusted to us, and we can enjoy them. I also believe that we can use
them, also for our own benefit … but we certainly must take good care of them and with respect.
At the same time, I believe that we cannot ascribe human qualities to animals. There is a
difference between a human and an animal. This is already reflected in the fact that we are
allowed to use animals in our work and for our food supply. That's the balance in my opinion.

This can be seen as part of the stewardship tradition, and therefore fits within the relational
discourse. Furthermore, the difference in perspectives on human-animals relationship is
illustrated by CDA:
We were visiting a pig farmer. Mrs. Ouwehand [PvdD] and I looked through the same stable
window and both saw something completely different. I saw a well-fed, healthy sow with

38

piglets, kept in a modern barn, compared to other countries. Colleague Ouwehand sees an animal
in the worst possible miserable circumstances.

Regarding the frames used in this debate, similar frames as in the election programs
were being used. However, some aspects can be added. First, for the ‘stop intensive livestock
farming’ frame, used by PvdD and D66, the PvdD added a proposed solution to the prognostic
sub-frame, namely increasing transparency of animal agriculture. Consequently, they asked the
government to “ensure that the full reality behind meat, fish, dairy and eggs is made known to
citizens, including through labeling of animal products that makes clear what animal suffering
has been associated with the product in question.”
The ‘hardworking farmers’ frame was mostly used by CDA and VVD, who repeatedly
expressed their appreciation and support for the farmers. The PvdA placed a critical note with
this frame by wondering whether this creates a false contradiction by suggesting praise and
criticism are mutually exclusive:
Can Mrs Lodders [VVD] imagine that you can be very proud of the farmers in the Netherlands
and have respect for all the efforts that farmers make … and at the same time criticize the level
of animal health and welfare in the Netherlands? Can Mrs Lodders also imagine that it is
legitimate to argue in favor of improving this?

Finally, a recurring topic in the debates was about how change should occur. Three main
trends could be distinguished. The first one suggests that the food industry itself has the best
chance of success to achieve sustainability. The government should focus on making supply
chain agreements, and only when this does not lead to the expected results, the government can
interfere through for example adopting legislation. The main party pleading for this approach
is D66, who state that:
It's about looking at the chain. The farmers themselves cannot keep to agreements, because they
are simply tied to the processor. Thus, it is much smarter to sit down with the processor. … The
past has shown that … you can indeed make agreements with the sector and then things go very
fast. That's why it's effective. But you are right about what to do if that proves impossible: …
keep legislation on hand. But it's not that effective to say that in advance. (p. 8)

The minister joins this frame (“Sector plans can be very effective. … Not everything can always
be enforced through legislation”). She completes this with: “I think it is of the utmost
importance that this action plan is from the sector itself. Otherwise, I'm the one who [makes the
rules] again and then the rest can sit back a bit.”
The second trend suggests the government should intervene, as the sector has not
succeeded in improving animal welfare and sustainability independently. This frame is mainly
adhered to by SP, PvdD and GL. SP illustrates this as follows:
The sector has failed recently in terms of agreements … [and] I think the government should
now take on that role. If you go in the direction that De Groot [D66] wants, my question is
actually how long you are still willing to work on agreements. The minister can again sit down
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with people and then there will indeed be another covenant. That will be worked out and then it
will take so many years to make changes.

The PvdD also asks “the government to stop sector plans and take responsibility for animal
welfare policy itself” (p. 48). The PvdA combines aspects of both frames, as illustrated by the
following quote, where Moorlag is asked whether he prefers legislation or a supply chain
approach: “I don't think it's an either-or story. … I think we should talk with the supply chain,
but at the same time we should also not be afraid to set rules to ban excesses.”
The third trend points towards the role consumers play:
Everyone always knows exactly what needs to be done differently on a farm. … But if one
stands in the supermarket and has the choice between the more expensive and the cheaper piece
of meat, the cheaper piece of meat is nevertheless chosen. If you really care about how those
animals are doing, you also make a responsible choice. (Minister of LNV)

After questioned by PvdD that there is “a gap between what people are told and the daily reality
for the animals”, the minister responds consumers have “a duty to investigate it themselves if
they wants to delve into what is going on”.
4.2.2 Debate 2 (committee meeting about animal agriculture)
Speakers in this debate were from VVD, PVV, CDA, D66, GL, PvdA, SP, PvdD and
the Minister of LNV (CU). Like debate 1, discourses on agro-food policy were less detectable.
One aspect of the agroecology discourse, namely the pursuit of transformative change, was
mentioned by PvdD and D66. The Minister also suggested taking on a different perspective
towards the system regarding the slaughterhouses. However, the SP questions this: “The
Minister started so beautifully. She said: we should actually look at the slaughterhouses in a
different way. But I didn't recognize that other way in the sequel.”
Discourses on human-nonhuman relationships came forward again more clearly.
Concerning the ecocentric discourse, the intrinsic value of animals was not mentioned
explicitly. However, seeing animals as production items was criticized by PvdA, GL and PvdD,
e.g.:
The hard-hitting cynicism of modern livestock farming …: the cow is exhausted, milked out,
written off, discarded. A worn-out couch can be collected by the waste collector and a
depreciated cow can be picked up to be taken to slaughter. Intensive livestock farming is a tough
business and a system with animals as production units that is corrupted to the bone. Everything
revolves around production. (PvdD)

Additionally, PVV, D66 and PvdD pleaded for improving the legal position of the animal. D66
aims to do this through changing the legal position in the Animals Act 2011, whereas PVV and
PvdD want to embed animal rights into the Constitution. Concerning the anthropocentric and
relational discourses, no evidence was found.
Regarding the frames used in this debate, the frames ‘stop intensive livestock farming’
(used by D66, PvdD) and ‘hardworking farmers’ (used by VVD, CDA) were used in a similar
manner as in the election programs with the same diagnostic, prognostic and motivational sub40

frames. For this first frame, PVV also suggests putting an end to factory farming, similar to
their election program in 2021. As their motivation for this they state the bad situation
concerning animal welfare in intensive livestock farming. Again, they do not use other parts of
the diagnostic sub-frame (such as the problematic system and negative effects on the
environment), prognostic sub-frame (such as stimulating a plant-based diet), and motivational
sub-frame (such as environmental and social justice). For this last frame, in addition to the
previously used sub-frames, VVD and CDA added the investment burden as a diagnostic subframe:
I am concerned about the investment burden for the farmer. Everyone wants to take measures
to reduce the risk of barn fires. But it must be paid. Or perhaps better said, it must be possible
to pay. We ask a lot from the farmers, and not just on this file. (VVD)

Consequently, the VVD asked for an impact analysis of the measures for an average livestock
farmer in the various sectors. CDA agrees with this and also emphasizes the ‘regulatory
pressure’ farmers are going through. Finally, the frames ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock
farming’ and ‘threat to public health’ were not used in this debate.
4.2.3 Debate 3 (plenary debate about annual budget Ministry of LNV)
Speakers in this debate were from VVD, PVV, CDA, D66, GL, PvdA, SP, PvdD, SGP,
CU and the Minister of LNV (CU). Like the previous debates, discourses on agricultural policy
were less detectable. Nevertheless, for the agroecology discourse, CU emphasized the aspect
of decentralized agrifood systems. CU wants to “make a strong effort to get more short chains
off the ground, for a good earning model for the farmer, but also for more appreciation for the
food among citizens” to eventually create regional food strategies. Additionally, the importance
of fair prices was pointed out by the PvdA, and the problematic system by PvdD.
For the sustainable intensification discourse, VVD and the Minister emphasize the
importance of high-tech solutions to make the sector more sustainable (VVD: “And our most
important commitment is innovation to ensure that sufficient food is produced with fewer
emissions”; Minister: “Knowledge and innovation form the basis of the success of a sustainable
Dutch agriculture”). Furthermore, the VVD elaborates their perspective on intensification and
sustainability:
Some still live in the delusion of a romanticized small-scale: as long as our food is organic,
locally and fairly produced, it will be fine. Once it is clear that we will not get there with a small
scale, there is only one solution for many: … produce less, consume less and earn less.
Fortunately, there is another view, a liberal, optimistic view. Because it is certainly possible to
remain a major agricultural exporter in a sustainable and environmentally conscious manner.
The solutions to many of the challenges within agriculture and nature lie in a convinced choice
to give innovation even more scope. With even more efficient use of raw materials and land, we
increase the yield per hectare, reduce the environmental impact and create more space for nature
and biodiversity.

This quote also shows the VVD’s perspective on multifunctionality, where preserving the
environment and fostering economic growth are assumed to go well together.
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Regarding discourses on human-nonhuman relationships, there was not much
discussion on the value of animals and nature, and therefore no new insights on this topic
emerged. The intrinsic value of animals was recognized by the SP and PVV (PVV: “It is about
living beings with intrinsic values, about hypersensitive animals, more sensitive than all of us
here put together.”), and the instrumental value of nature was recognized by the VVD. The
Minister ended the debate with emphasizing the interdependence of humans and nature, part of
the relational discourse:
“The sun and the moon, the cedar and the flower, the eagle and the sparrow: the spectacle of
infinite variety and dissimilarity means that no creature is self-sufficient. They exist only in
interdependence to complement each other in the service of one another." I think that goes for
us too. We have diversity, sometimes infinite diversity, but in the end we are also here to
complement each other and to serve each other, to each other here, to society and to creation.

Regarding the frames used in this debate, similar frames were used (‘stop intensive
livestock farming’ by D66, GL and PvdD, ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ by VVD
and the Minister, ‘threat to public health’ by D66 and PvdD, ‘hardworking farmers’ by VVD,
PVV, CDA and SGP). These parties used the same diagnostic, prognostic and motivational subframes as used by them in previous debates and election programs. Therefore, these will not be
discussed here in detail. Instead, nuances of frames will be discussed. First, CDA criticizes the
PVV, who used the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame, for also being critical towards animal welfare
in livestock farming and towards the use of pesticides:
The [PVV] tries to keep farmers … happy, but also tries to keep other parts of society happy.
… How can you try to tell a pro-agriculture story here, while voting against the farmers when it
comes to animal welfare and voting against the farmers when it comes to crop protection?

By criticizing this, CDA seems to point out the incompatibility of standing up for the
farmers while simultaneously trying to improve issues such as animal welfare. PVV refutes
this: “You can be both good for the farmers and good for the animals. Small family businesses
and an end to factory farming, that's how it should be.” This is in line with the critical noted on
the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame placed by the PvdA in debate 1, where praise and criticism
should not be seen as mutually exclusive.
Second, CDA, GL, PvdA, SP and PvdD talk about the polarization in the debate about
agriculture. According to the PvdD, this polarization is increased by the ‘hardworking farmers’
frame:
If you don't say you are proud of the farmers every five seconds, you will be accused of bashing
the agricultural sector. That's not how it works. We all want the best for farmers. The VVD
would be wise to recognize the problems that exist and opt for solutions that free farmers from
this system, which only works against them.

GL agrees with this and emphasizes the importance of acknowledging the problems in the
sector, instead of focusing on symptom relief:
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We give farmers the feeling that they can continue on the current road, without knowing where
to go. It's better to name them where to go, because then they can act instead of you all the time
denying that something is wrong and saying that they've done so much and that's enough.

This touches upon another issue as well, namely that of a shared diagnostic sub-frame where
parties agree on what the actual problem is. And, as highlighted by GL, “if you want to solve a
problem — I think we were appointed to do that here — you first have to agree on what the
problem is”. This discussion was a response to what CDA said:
We can be proud of and praise the agricultural and fishing sectors. What they have achieved
over the past decades is evidence of craftsmanship and decisiveness. For example, ammonia
emissions from agriculture and horticulture have been reduced by more than 65% since 1990.
Meanwhile, we are constantly told that nature is getting worse. Can the minister explain why
with such a significant reduction in ammonia emissions we are still being told that the state of
nature continues to deteriorate?

Consequently, SP raises the question “whether it is counterproductive in a time of declining
biodiversity for coalition parties to occasionally question this deterioration”. It is therefore
important that all parties agree on the facts surrounding the issue. Alternatively, PvdA suggests
a long-term agricultural, nature and food agreement, set up with all actors involved in the
agricultural and food industry, as a way to decrease polarization. PvdD places its questions with
the idea of an agreement, and instead points toward the responsibility of the government:
Are you going to solve these problems and this transition with an agreement? … You cannot
bring nature's interests to the table with the animal feed industry, which simply has very different
interests. Get away from that idea of that agreement. We [the government] must make the
decisions here.

As this debate is about the annual budget for the Ministry of ANF, and was the last
budget debate of Rutte III, parties reflected on the past government term. First, positive
reflections were expressed by, among others, the minister:
In recent years we have seen that more and more attention and appreciation has been given to
nature and agriculture. Due to the corona crisis, an extra spotlight has also been placed on this.
This spring, all Dutch people really felt what it means that agriculture and the entire food chain
behind it are a vital sector. We rediscovered the value of locally traceable food, and rightly so,
there was a lot of praise for all the people who care for our food. Our relationship with nature
also got an upgrade. Forests, sea and open field: we never appreciated them as much as we do
now.

The CU – the Minister's party – also positively reflects on this term:
What is in any case clear is that this cabinet term marks the start of many necessary changes and
that this minister has initiated many necessary changes. … As far as my group is concerned, this
is the most significant government term in decades for agriculture and the future for agriculture.
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At the same time, negative reflections were expressed by, among others, the PVV (“the only
conclusion is that this cabinet has failed miserably”) and SP:
Beyond those tough words, this coalition has been holding itself in an ideological hold for three
years, leading to stagnation and passivity. We have seen the worst regarding the nitrogen
dossier. That is the tragedy of this government in this policy area. Never before, the problems
in rural areas have been so great, and rarely have government actions been so minor.

GL attributes the progress that has been made to the judicial power, who initiated the change.
At the same time, almost all parties acknowledge the complexity of this policy area at this time,
with protesting farmers, procedural environmental organizations, declining biodiversity,
nitrogen- and climate-related problems, and a deteriorating position of the farmers.
In this reflection, a few events were repeatedly mentioned. The first one is COVID-19.
On the one hand, “corona and the zoonoses are additional reasons to be critical of intensive
livestock farming. … Near livestock farms, corona struck harder and more deadly” (D66). On
the other hand, COVID-19 made us revalue nature (PvdD, Minister) and showed us our
vulnerability (D66). Second, the nitrogen ‘crisis’ has showed us “we demand a lot from our
small country” (Minister). Although GL expressed their disappointment in not addressing these
crises, under the guise of “never waste a good crisis”, these can possibly be seen as dislocation
events. Hajer (1995) defines these as “moments, in which political routines seems to be lifted
from their institutional hinges and where things occur that seem to disrupt a symbolic order”
(p. 5).
Additionally, parties expressed their visions for the future. The Minister explains how
they have, together with representatives from the sector, the society, and nature organizations,
formulated a vision towards circular agriculture. However, there is unclarity about what this
exactly entails (PvdA: “There is a circular vision which each party interprets differently”). For
example, for the PvdD this leads to the conclusion of a 75% reduction of animal numbers in
livestock farming. However, the Minister emphasizes there are alternatives, making it clear
there is no agreement on the role of (intensive) livestock farming within circular agriculture:
We can also ensure in other ways — through new techniques, but also by using things that we
now render worthless, those residual flows — that we really have a future for livestock farming
in the Netherlands, and at the same time ensure that livestock farming is in balance with its
environment.
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4.2.4 Summarizing the three debates
Figure 4 presents the political party’s positions and how they changed throughout the
three debates. It does not include 50+, DENK and FvD as they were not present at the
parliamentary debates. Additionally, PVV was not present at debate 1, CU not at debate 2, and
SGP not at debate 1 and 2.

Regarding the agricultural discourses, the agroecology approach came forward the most,
as it was represented by D66 and PvdD, and partly by PvdA and CU. The sustainable
intensification approach (VVD, Minister) was represented less, although often repeated and by
powerful parties as it includes the largest political party and the responsible Minister. The
industrial agriculture approach was not represented. For the discourses on human-nonhuman
relationships, the ecocentric discourse was represented most (PVV, D66, SP, PvdA, CU, PvdD),
followed by the relational (Minister) and anthropocentric discourse (VVD).
Regarding the frames, the ‘hardworking farmers’ frame was used most (VVD, PVV,
CDA, SGP), followed by ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ (D66, GL, PvdD), and both
‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ (VVD, Minister) and ‘threat to public health’ (D66,
PvdD).
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When looking at the development of the political debate, the following changes were
observed. First, not many positions seemed to have changed throughout the debates. Generally,
parties did not change their discourses. However, the debates discussed topics deemed
important by the participating parties, and therefore did not provide the full picture of a party’s
position on intensive livestock farming - as was the case for the election programs.
Consequently, not all positions could be observed. For example, agricultural policy discourses
did not come forward often, and also discourses on human-nonhuman relationships were not
represented as many times as in the election programs. Second, in debate 3 an increase in the
use of frames was observed. This was particularly the case for the 'hardworking farmers' frame,
which was used by VVD and CDA in all debates, and which the PVV and SGP joined in debate
3. The rise in the use of this frame resulted in increased polarization in the debate, particularly
between parties who use the ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ frame (D66, GL, PvdD) and the
‘hardworking farmers’ frame (VVD, PVV, CDA, SGP). Additionally, the ‘threat to public
health’ and ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ were both used by two parties
(respectively D66, PvdD and VVD, Minister), whereas they were not used before in debate 1
and 2. The ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ frame was used by D66 and PvdD in all three
debates and was joined by GL in debate 3.
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5. Conclusion
This research answered the following research question:
How did the political debate around intensive livestock farming in the Netherlands evolve
over the past four years?
To analyze this debate, a discourse and framing analysis was performed to understand how
discourses and framing processes have shaped the political debate. First, on the basis of a
literature review, six main discourses concerning agricultural policies (agroecology, sustainable
intensification, industrial agriculture) and human-nonhuman relationships (anthropocentric,
relational, ecocentric) were identified. These discourses served as a basis for the following
discourse and framing analysis. Figure 5 shows an overview of the results. When examining
Figure 5, it should be noted that the election programs do not include the positions of the
following parties:
- SP does not specify their perspective on human-nonhuman relationships in their
programs of both 2017 and 2021 and can therefore not be categorized in one of these
discourses. However, in the debates they recognized the intrinsic value of animals, part
of the ecocentric discourse;
- PVV and FvD do not mention agriculture and livestock farming at all in their 2017
election program;
- DENK does not use agricultural discourses or frames in their 2017 and 2021 election
programs;
- 50+ does not use agricultural discourses in their 2021 program.
The results of the debates do not include the positions of 50+, DENK and FvD as they were not
present in the debates. Additionally, PVV was not present in debate 1, CU not in debate 2, and
SGP not in debate 1 and 2. When a party uses parts of a frame or discourse this means parties
use not all three sub-frames or main characteristics of a discourses. For which sub-frames and
characteristics this is the case is discussed in section 4.1.3 and 4.2. Figure 5 also shows the size
of the parties and whether or not the party is part of cabinet-Rutte III, as these parties are
generally the most influential in policy development. Although smaller parties might be less
influential in policy development, they can assert influence in an indirect way through changing
discourses and shifting the public opinion, which can eventually lead to policy change.
When keeping in mind these comments, Figure 5 shows the following developments in
the use of discourses and frames. Regarding the agricultural policy discourses, sustainable
intensification was the dominant discourse in 2017. Most parties agreed that intensive livestock
farming has negative effects on the environment and that sustainability could be increased.
However, they differed in their views on the scope and method. In 2021, the agroecology
discourse gained support and became the dominant discourse. The industrial agriculture
discourse was less common, both in 2017 and 2021, although not absent. In the parliamentary
debates the agricultural policy discourses were less present. Nevertheless, it was found that the
agroecology approach came forward the most (D66, PvdD and partly PvdA, CU), followed by
the sustainable intensification approach (VVD, Minister). The industrial agriculture approach
was not represented. Throughout the three debates, parties did not change their discourses.
Regarding the discourses on human-nonhuman relationships in the election programs, the
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relational discourse was dominant in both 2017 and 2021, followed by the ecocentric discourse
and finally the anthropocentric discourse. In the debates, most emphasis was placed on the
intrinsic value of animals, part of the ecocentric discourse. However, it is not possible to sketch
a full picture of the development of these discourses, as not all parties expressed their vision on
human-nonhuman relationships.
Regarding the frames, in 2017 the ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ frame was
most prevalent, although not all parties use the same diagnostic, prognostic and motivational
sub-frames. In 2021, both ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ and ‘hardworking
farmers’ frames were most prevalent. In the parliamentary debates, the frame ‘hardworking
farmers’ was most prevalent. Regarding the development in the use of frames, in the election
programs the frames ‘stop intensive livestock farming’, ‘threat to public health’ and
‘hardworking farmers’ all gained prevalence in 2021 compared to 2017. On the other hand, the
‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ frame was less used in 2021 compared to 2017,
because D66 and SP – who used this frame in 2017 – shifted to the ‘stop intensive livestock
farming’ frame in 2021. In the parliamentary debates especially the ‘hardworking farmers’
frame increased in its use.
In addition to the four identified frames, it was investigated how the political parties
used the three sub-frames by Snow and Benford (1988). Concerning the diagnostic sub-frame,
parties using ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ and ‘hardworking farmers’ agree on the
deteriorating position of farmers (2017: VVD, CDA, CU, SGP, GL, PvdD; 2021: VVD, PVV,
CDA, D66, SP, GL, PvdD, CU, SGP, FvD). However, they arrive at opposite conclusions, as
the first frame proposes transformational change to the system, whereas the other frame wants
to stay within the system and leave it up to the sector themselves. Second, parties adhering to
‘stop intensive livestock farming’, ‘threat to public health’ and most of ‘sustainable (intensive)
livestock farming’ agreed on the negative effects of intensive livestock farming on the
environment, biodiversity, animals, and humans (2017 and 2021: D66, SP, GL, PvdA, CU,
PvdD, SGP). The parties sharing this problem definition stayed the same in 2017 and 2021.
Only PVV and FvD deny the negative effects on nature and environment in their election
programs. The remaining parties neither deny nor confirm it. CDA does not deny it but
depreciates it in one of the parliamentary debates (debate 3) by mainly focusing on the
reductions realized by the farmers. To agree on what measures should be taken, it is important
that parties first agree on the problem definition. Concerning the prognostic sub-frame, parties
using ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ and ‘threat to public health’ agreed that the number of
animals in livestock farming should be reduced (2017: GL, PvdD; 2021: D66, SP, GL, PvdD,
CU). Additionally, a large number of parties agreed on plans to use high-tech solutions to
reduce emissions (2017: VVD, CDA, D66, PvdA, GL, CU, PvdD, SGP, 50+; 2021: VVD,
CDA, D66, GL, CU, PvdD, SGP, FvD). However, parties using the frame ‘sustainable
(intensive) livestock farming’ ascribe a larger role to innovation than other parties. Concerning
the motivational sub-frame, parties agreed on rationales for action based on the previously
identified frames they used.
To investigate the relationship between discourses and frames, this research looked at:
1) how frames are part of discourses, and 2) how frames and discourses influence each other
and whether they exert a positive or negative effect. First, when examining frames as part of
discourses, it was found that the ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ frame is part of the
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agroecology and ecocentric discourse, and the ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’ frame
is part of the sustainable intensification discourse and often also the relational discourse. The
‘hardworking farmers’ frame can be either part of the sustainable intensification or industrial
agriculture discourse. For sure, this frame is not part of the agroecology discourse, as the frame
is defending the system whereas the agroecology approach aims to transform the system.
Finally, the ‘threat to public health’ frame could not be placed within a discourse.
Second, when examining the mutual influence from discourses and frames, a partial
relationship was found. First, the 'stop intensive livestock farming' frame positively affects the
agroecology discourse, resulting in an increase of support for this discourse in the election
programs on 2021. At the same time, this discourse seems to be opposed by the ‘hardworking
farmers’ frame. As a result, agroecology (as well as the ‘stop intensive livestock farming’
frame) is portrayed as an opponent of the 'hardworking farmers' frame, while both want to stand
up for the farmers, but via a different route. Possibly, because both frames are part of a different
discourse, it becomes more difficult to communicate with others who use a different frame,
because they arise from a different kind of worldview. For example, political parties represent
different human-nature relationships discourses, and thereby have different perspectives on
whether or how humans should treat animals. This maintains the opposing frames of 'stop
intensive livestock farming' and 'hardworking farmers'. In addition, it was found that the
‘hardworking farmers’ frame increased polarization and thus exerted an adverse influence on
the course of the debate. PvdA and PvdD both addressed this in the parliamentary debates,
emphasizing that support and respect for the farmers and critique on animal welfare should not
be seen as mutually exclusive.
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5.1 Discussion
This research showed how the Dutch political debate around intensive livestock farming
evolved over the past four years. Using discourse analysis provided insights into how political
parties perceived intensive livestock farming, as this sets the stage for policies and institutional
arrangements (Hajer, 1995). Framing analysis provided insights into the core framing tasks the
parties used, such as the problem definition and cause, possible solutions and rationale for
action. This shed light on the more active role the political parties take within the debate. As
frames and discourses can reinforce each other (Ellingson, 1995), combining these analyses
yielded valuable insights into the emergence of different perspectives on intensive livestock
farming.
When looking at the evolution of discourses and frames within this political debate,
there seems to be a gap between the political debate and the actual policy development. At the
end of the cabinet period of Rutte III, no significant policy changes were made in regard to
changing the Dutch animal husbandry. This is not in line with the respectively dominant
relational and ecocentric discourses, and the rising support for the agroecology discourse in
2021. This can be explained by the power relations in the Dutch House of Representatives. The
cabinet consists of VVD, CDA, D66 and CU and together represent 76 political seats (thus a
small majority of the 150 seats). In 2017, the cabinet represented the industrial agriculture
discourse (VVD, CU) and the sustainable intensification discourse (CDA, D66). In 2021,
representations shifted towards the sustainable intensification discourse (VVD, CDA, CU) and
the agroecology discourse (D66). Regarding the frames, in 2017 they all used the ‘sustainable
(intensive) livestock farming’ frame, and VVD, CDA and CU used the ‘hardworking farmers’
frame. In 2021, D66 used the ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ frame, D66 and partly CU used
the ‘threat to public health’ frame, and VVD, CDA, and CU used both the ‘sustainable
(intensive) livestock farming’ and ‘hardworking farmers’ frames. Mainly D66 shifted their
position on intensive livestock farming, by starting to use the ‘stop intensive livestock farming’
and ‘threat to public health’ frame and representing the agroecology discourse. But also CU
shifted from representing the industrial agriculture discourse to the sustainable intensification
discourse, while also representing some parts of the agroecology discourse. Additionally, they
recognize the effects of intensive livestock farming on public health and the risk on zoonoses,
and want to reduce animal numbers in livestock farming. However, these parties were still
bound to the coalition agreement and were therefore not able to deviate much from their
positions in 2017. Additionally, the Minister of LNV (Carola Schouten, CU) elaborated on her
positions in the debates, where she represented the sustainable intensification discourse and
relational discourse. In line with this, she used the ‘sustainable (intensive) livestock farming’
frame. These positions of the most powerful parties in the House of Representatives could
explain why policies are lagging behind on the sustainable agriculture transition.
Another explanation could be found in the (in)effectiveness of the ‘stop intensive
livestock farming’ and ‘threat to public health’ frames. As discussed in the theoretical
framework (in section 2.1.2) the effectiveness of frames can be explained through its resonance.
The degree of resonance can be explained by two factors: the credibility of the frame and its
salience (Benford & Snow, 2000). The first factor – credibility – seem to function, as especially
the empirical credibility is gaining support by academics and institutions in the Netherlands,
such as research institutes advising the government to change our agricultural system to one
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with less animals (PBL, 2018; RLI, 2018). The other factor – salience – could explain why the
‘stop intensive livestock farming’ and ‘threat to public health’ frames are not used by many
parties. One dimension of salience is the experiential commensurability and concerns the
resonance of a frame with people’s personal and daily experiences (Snow & Benford, 1988).
This is about whether the frame is “congruent or resonant with the personal, every experiences
of the targets” or whether the frame is “too abstract and distant from the lives and experiences
of the targets” (Snow & Benford, 1988, p. 208). The frames concerned are mainly referring to
problems that people possibly perceive as distant and abstract, such as climate change. Another
problem they refer to are the poor animal welfare conditions, which are also often not directly
experienced by people. These problems do often not affect the people directly. According to
Williams (2008), animal suffering is often underexposed because people do not acknowledge
“the connection between factory farming practices and animal suffering” (p. 381). Thus, this
could possibly explain why – especially the diagnostic sub-frame – of the ‘stop intensive
livestock farming’ and ‘threat to public health’ frame do not resonate.
5.2 Reflecting on research process
This section discusses theoretical and methodological reflections of this research. First
of all, this thesis is of limited scope due to a limited time period. It was only possible to analyze
a selection of data, and therefore results should be interpreted with caution. For example, only
debates were analyzed with livestock farming as a main topic. Possibly, analyzing debates
where livestock farming is mentioned less may have led to different results, as it views livestock
farming from a different perspective (e.g., economic or health-related perspectives).
Additionally, the analyzed election programs are only from the parties that were represented in
the House of Representatives during cabinet Rutte-III. However, after the elections of 2021,
four new parties were elected: Volt, JA21, Boer Burger Beweging (BBB) and BIJ1. As this
research was interested in the evolution of the debate and therefore the shifts in political party’s
positions, the programs of these newly elected parties were not analyzed in this research.
Possibly, this caused the picture outlined here to have been different if these programs had been
included. This is particularly expected for BBB, as this party was founded explicitly because,
according to them, rural areas were not well represented in politics.
Second, this thesis only focused on the political debate around intensive livestock
farming. However, the political debate does not take place in isolation. Instead, there is a mutual
relationship between the political debate and the public debate (Van Dijk, 1993). Politicians are
influenced by processes and actors in society, such as the media, academics and other experts,
civil society, and other developments in society (Van Dijk, 1993). Conversely, discourses in
politics also influence the public debate, which in turn influences the political debate, often via
the media (Van Dijk, 1993). Additionally, transformational change in the agricultural sector
cannot be seen separately from “a shift from a market economy to a solidarity economics, from
fossil fuels to renewable energies, from big corporations to cooperatives, etc.” (Altieri &
Nicholls, 2020), as these are all interconnected. Thus, when reading this thesis, it should be
taken into account that contextual influences on the political debate are not included in the
analyses.
Third, my personal background and political preference could have resulted in having
made other choices than researchers with a different background. Especially since both
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discourse and framing analysis are driven by “social, economic and political motives” of the
researcher (Wodak & Meyer, 2009). For instance, “coming up with the names for frames itself
involves a kind of framing’’ (Tankard, 2001, p. 89). However, through writing down choices
made and letting other people read and comment on my analysis I tried to limit my own bias.
5.3 Recommendations
Given the facts that 1) the Dutch government expressed their ambitions to transition to
sustainable agriculture (Van Grinsven et al., 2011), 2) intensive livestock farming is an
unsustainable and inefficient way to produce our food (Appleby, 2008; FAO, 2006; UNEP;
2016), and 3) it entails poor animal welfare (Selnes & Aalders, 2005; Williams, 2008), I want
to end this thesis with a few recommendations about how the political debate on intensive
livestock farming can be improved.
First, as seen in the results section, the polarization within this debate has increased.
According to Bakker et al. (2013), a reason for this is the “entanglement of empirical and
normative discussions” (p. 17). Scientific knowledge is often contested in the political debate.
As a result, the distinction between ‘is’ and ‘ought’ is fading (Bakker et al., 2013). This is in
line with the results from the parliamentary debates, where the importance of a shared problem
definition was expressed (among others GL: “if you want to solve a problem … you first have
to agree on what the problem is”). Additionally, to facilitate a fruitful debate, understanding
between actors is important. An example of this can be found in the use of the concept of animal
welfare. The results showed that almost all parties agreed upon the importance of animal
welfare and suggested measures to improve this, although motivations for this seemed to vary.
However, Miele and Bock (2007) point out the malleability of this concept:
Whereas animal welfare is associated with genetic robustness in a lab, in the market it is linked
to high quality; for consumers it is associated with ethical choice, better taste and healthier
products; for farmers it is the care for their animals and it is part of their vocation; for animal
rights movements it is the respect for natural animality, traditional small-scale production and
so forth. (p. 6)

Consequently, animal welfare as a concept may be used by different actors to address different
things (Miele and Bock, 2007). Another example can be found in the use of the concept of
sustainability or sustainable development. As presented in the results section, various parties
used these terms although it was not always clear how they interpreted it. Dobson (1996) points
out how the term sustainability is often loosely used, as it entails different visions on what we
should sustain and why. These different interpretations of the concept lead in turn to different
problem definitions and proposed solutions. Therefore, it is important to understand that the
concept of sustainability is political and tells us something about the discourse a political party
adheres to (Scoones, 2016). For political parties understanding each other's definition and using
similar concept definitions would thus improve communication on this topic in the House of
Representatives.
Second, to facilitate the transition to sustainable agriculture, considering livestock
farming is responsible for more than 50% of greenhouse gas emissions in the Dutch agricultural
sector (CBS, 2019b; Moerkerken & Smit, 2016), it is recommended to pay more attention to
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the poor animal welfare conditions in intensive livestock farming. Currently, animal suffering
that happens within intensive livestock farming is underexposed (Williams, 2008). According
to Williams, this is partly due to affected ignorance. Affected ignorance is “the phenomenon of
people choosing not to investigate whether some practice in which they participate might be
immoral or rife with controversy” (Williams, 2008, p. 371). In this case, it means that people
are “refusing to acknowledge the connection between factory farming practices and animal
suffering” (p. 381). A similar phenomenon was found in the results, where parties that warned
for future zoonoses outbreaks did not link this to intensive livestock farming (2017: PvdA;
2021: VVD, PvdA). This is in line with the research from Dhont et al. (2021, p. 1), who
suggested that “people, especially those highly committed to eating meat, willfully disregard
solutions targeting animal agriculture and global meat consumption to prevent future pandemics
precisely because such solutions implicate their dietary habits”. This study showed that people,
when given information that blames intensive livestock farming, were less approving of
preventive solutions than of reactionary solutions. Thus, further research on how affected
ignorance can be overcome is recommended. Another solution could be to increase the
transparency of the livestock sector to consumers.
Third, looking at intensive livestock farming from a transition perspective could provide
additional insights in methods to facilitate this transition. From a transition perspective,
discourses simultaneously have the potential to contribute to transformation on the one side,
and to stability through reproducing existing structures on the other side (Baumgarten, 2019).
To address the role of discourse in transitions, researchers have drawn on the notion of framing
that can be employed by niche and regime actors to either empower or resist change (Martin,
2016). Here, they are “thought to participate in discourses to advance a particular framing of a
system and its dynamics and suggest particular ways in which these should develop or
transform to bring about a particular set of outcomes” (Martin, 2016, p. 150). Thus, analyzing
discourses and frames could provide us with insights into the role they play in realizing the
transition to a sustainable agricultural system. For instance, in the light of this thesis,
particularly the frames ‘stop intensive livestock farming’ and ‘threat to public health’ could be
employed by niche actors to empower the change towards a sustainable agricultural system.
Furthermore, it is recommended to investigate which frames are most effective in empowering
change.
Fourth, to better understand the debate on intensive livestock farming, it is
recommended to further research the influence of events in the societal context. As shown in
the results section, the COVID-19 pandemic and the problems with excessive nitrogen
deposition – referred to in the debates and election programs as the nitrogen crisis – are
repeatedly mentioned when discussing (intensive) livestock farming. As framing does not occur
in a “structural or cultural vacuum” (Benford & Snow, 2000, p. 628), but is instead influenced
by various elements of its socio-cultural context, events have the potential to contribute to
change processes. Hajer (1995) calls such events dislocation events, shortly touched upon in
the results section (section 4.2.3). Such events can call attention to a certain problem and can
bring about changes, like a shift in how we perceive the problem or changes in policies
(Kaufmann et al., 2016). In this way, dislocation events have the potential to be productive
moments as they can make room for possible new discourses by breaking up the legitimacy of
the hegemonic discourse (Hajer & Versteeg, 2006). Whether these specific events meet Hajer’s
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(1995) definition of dislocation events (“moments, in which political routines seems to be lifted
from their institutional hinges and where things occur that seem to disrupt a symbolic order”,
p. 5) and can therefore break up the legitimacy of the dominant discourses, has yet to be
researched. Therefore, future research focused on potential dislocation events, with a proposed
focus on the COVID-19 pandemic and the nitrogen crisis, could provide greater clarity on how
these events may have influenced change processes. Identifying such events is essential for
understanding the discursive dynamics in the object of the research (Hajer, 2006). Due to the
scope of this thesis, this research was unable to provide a complete picture of this with the
election programs and debates analyzed. For example, this research analyzed debates with
livestock farming as the main topic. However, various debates were held in the House of
Representatives that specifically focused on COVID-19 and nitrogen. It is expected that the
debates analyzed in this research probably do not fully encompass the relationship of both
events with livestock farming. Nevertheless, the results indicate that it is likely that these events
have influenced the debate to a certain extent.
Finally, as mentioned in the discussion, there seems to be a gap between the dominant
discourses in the political debate and the actual policy development. Discourse
institutionalization – “if a given discourse is translated into institutional arrangements, i.e., …
concrete policies” (Hajer, 1996, p. 61) – still seems to be based on discourses that are not yet
aimed at transformation and recognition of the intrinsic value of animals and nature. However,
when realizing the transition to sustainable agriculture, the translation of discourses into policy
is crucial. Therefore, it is important to conduct further research on how the in 2021 dominant
agroecology discourse can become institutionalized and how the development into policy can
be facilitated.
Concluding, with the insights on the evolution of the political debate on intensive
livestock farming and the recommendations deriving from this, I hope to contribute to the
transition to sustainable agriculture that we are desperately in need of. Ultimately, I propose it
is possible for us to achieve a healthy food system in which we no longer need to use animals,
as long as we wait no longer to initiate change. The discourses are changing already, only action
needs to follow.
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8. Appendices
Appendix A: Results analysis election programs
Table 7. Selection of quotes of the election programs matching elements of the agroecology discourse.
Selection of quotes
Transformation
“D66 wil, door betere uitwisseling tussen design, agrokennis en praktijkervaring, een fundamentele structuurverandering in de Nederlandse
landbouwsector realiseren.” (D66, 2017, p. 45).
“Er wordt te veel diervoer van ver geïmporteerd, er worden te veel bestrijdingsmiddelen en kunstmest gebruikt en het niveau van
biodiversiteit is desastreus. Voor het grootste deel van de voedselproductie moet een grote systeemverandering worden doorgevoerd.” (D66,
2021, p. 77).
“GroenLinks wil werken aan een fundamenteel ander systeem dat zorgt voor duurzaam geproduceerd en gezond eten en drinken dat
beschikbaar en betaalbaar is voor iedereen. Dat betekent dat we op een andere manier moeten nadenken over onze landbouw.” (GL, 2021, p.
26).
“De huidige gangbare veehouderij is onhoudbaar. We houden zoveel dieren voor vlees, zuivel en eieren dat geen milieu-, natuur- of
dierenwelzijnsmaatregel is opgewassen tegen alle problemen die dit met zich meebrengt. Megastallen, volksgezondheid en dierenwelzijn gaan
niet samen. Daarom moet er een einde komen aan de bio-industrie. In plaats daarvan komt de focus te liggen op de akker- en tuinbouw.”
(PvdD, 2017, p. 14).
“We zijn de aanjager van fundamentele, positieve verandering. De coronacrisis is een keerpunt. Een kans om definitief afscheid te nemen van
‘business as usual’. Teruggaan naar het oude abnormaal is geen optie meer.” (PvdD, 2021, p. 5).
Decentralized agrifood system
“De landbouw richt zich niet langer op bulkproductie en verlaat haar agressieve exportstrategie. In plaats daarvan verlegt Nederland haar
aandacht naar duurzame productie voor de regionale markt.” (PvdD, 2017, p. 5).
Food sovereignty
“Onze voedselvoorziening mag niet nog verder in handen komen van monopolisten: de macht moet terug naar burger en boer.” (PvdD, 2017,
p. 12).
“De Partij voor de Dieren wil een landbouwbeleid dat ontwikkelingslanden geen schade berokkent. Wij maken ons sterk voor een
regionalisering van de landbouw.” (PvdD, 2017, p. 16).
“Voedsel is een basisvoorziening en daarmee verdient de landbouwsector een speciale behandeling in handelsverdragen. … Daarom willen
we dat voedsel geen deel uitmaakt van een handelsverdrag als TTIP.” (CU, 2017, p. 70).
“We stimuleren de oprichting van nieuwe coöperaties waarin boeren en tuinders zich verenigen om samen sterk te staan tegenover machtige
inkooporganisaties en supermarkten. Er zijn niet alleen succesvolle voorbeelden uit het verleden, er zijn ook voorbeelden uit deze tijd, zoals
gebiedscoöperatie Westerkwartier.” (CU, 2021, p. 125).
Sustainability
“Wij werken samen met boeren aan wereldwijde doelen om ontbossing door en voor landbouw te stoppen, de landbouwbijdrage aan
klimaatverandering te halveren en beslag op water, bodem en grondstoffen duurzaam te maken met veel meer hergebruik.” (D66, 2017, p. 44).
“Wij willen gezond voedsel van een duurzame landbouw die de grenzen van de planeet erkent, waar de consument vertrouwen in heeft, die
dierenwelzijn waardeert en een eerlijke verdeling kent van verdiensten in de keten (fair trade). Een voedselketen met hart voor mensen, dieren
en natuur.” (PvdA, 2017, p. 24).
“De toekomst van de landbouw is duurzaam, lokaal, gezond en diervriendelijk.” (GL, 2021, p. 27).
“Een gezonde, duurzame landbouw is mogelijk als we de natuurlijke kringlopen herstel- len en boeren een eerlijke prijs betalen voor hun
producten. Ook moet er volledig in- zicht komen in waar ons voedsel vandaan komt, hoe het is geproduceerd en of de prijs de kosten dekt. De
voedselketen moet kort en open zijn, om gesjoemel met voedsel te voorkomen. Stunten met de prijs van vlees is ontoelaatbaar en we binden
de strijd aan tegen voedselverspilling. Uiteraard komt er een einde aan de bio-industrie!” (PvdD, 2017, p. 12).
“Alleen duurzame landbouw levert gezond voedsel voor iedereen.” (PvdD, 2021, p. 31).
“DENK vindt dat we de landbouw moeten verduurzamen door minder uit te gaan van massaproductie.” (DENK, 2017, p. 64).
Fair prices
See Table below (fair prices in sustainable intensification discourse).
Veganic agriculture
“De huidige bemesting gaan we vergaand vervangen door plantaardige mest en groenbemesters.” (PvdD, 2021, p. 35).

Table 8. Selection of quotes of the election programs matching elements of the sustainable intensification
discourse.
Selection of quotes
High-tech solutions
“We moeten volop inzetten op innovatie zodat er ruimte blijft voor boeren om te ondernemen en we ondertussen de uitstoot van vervuilende
stoffen verminderen. … Innovatie is de kern voor de land- en tuinbouw van de toekomst, en kan ook de uitstoot van CO2 door bijvoorbeeld
de veeteelt nog verder terugdringen.” (VVD, 2021, p. 90).
“Ook innovaties op het gebied van voedselproductie, zoals kweekvlees, vleesvervangers, … bieden veel kansen. Op deze manier kan met
minder grondstoffen meer kwalitatief hoogwaardig en diervriendelijker voedsel worden aangeboden.” (VVD, 2021, p. 92).
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“Wij zetten de modernisering en innovatie van de veehouderij voort, bijvoorbeeld door via stalaanpassingen emissies verder te beperken.”
(CDA, 2017, p. 75).
“De Wet dieraantallen wordt niet ingevoerd. Er is geen directe relatie tussen aantallen dieren in een stal en de volksgezondheid. …
Veehouderij, overheid en kennisinstellingen moeten gezamenlijk stappen zetten om de luchtkwaliteit rondom stallen te verbeteren. Daartoe
willen we bestaande emissie reducerende technieken breder toepasbaar maken en innovaties op dit vlak faciliteren om sneller tot
praktijktoepassing te komen.” (CU, 2017, p. 69).
Food security
“Nederland moet het voortouw nemen om het Europese beleid om te vormen tot een landbouw- en voedselbeleid waarin de thema’s
voedselveiligheid en voedselzekerheid centraal staan.” (VVD, 2017, p. 80).
“Dat maakt het extra waardevol als wij in Europa nog zelf ons voedsel kunnen verbouwen. Door zelf voldoende voedsel te produceren weten
we ook dat wat op ons bord belandt veilig is, en kunnen we het ons veroorloven de import van voedsel met lagere kwaliteit en
duurzaamheidsstandaarden te weigeren.” (VVD, 2021, p. 90).
“Op wereldschaal azen landen als China op onze agrarische technologie en productiecapaciteit, terwijl met de groei van de wereldbevolking
voedselzekerheid en voedselveiligheid steeds grotere vraagstukken worden. Europese samenwerking en handelsverdragen zijn dan onmisbare
instrumenten om de eigen markt, de voedselkwaliteit en de productie te beschermen.” (CDA, 2021, p. 73).
Multifunctionality
“Dankzij innovaties als de melkrobot kan de koe zelf bepalen wanneer zij gemolken wordt. Dit is niet alleen diervriendelijker, maar leidt er
ook toe dat de melkproductie per koe kan toenemen.” (VVD, 2017, p. 80).
“Te lang zijn groen en groei als tegenpolen gezien, ook door liberalen. Dit is echter een valse tegenstelling. … Hierbij moet worden gekeken
naar methoden die bijdragen aan de strijd tegen klimaatverandering en die gelijktijdig de economie versterken.” (VVD, 2021, p. 74).
“Wij willen schone groei. Groei die houdbaar is, evenwichtig en in balans met de wereld om ons heen. Een toekomstbestendige economie is
schoon en gebouwd op de grote kansen die duurzaamheid biedt.” (D66, 2017, p. 29).
Fair prices
“Veilig voedsel vraagt ook om een eerlijke prijs voor de boer, tuinder en visser, die het nu vaak aflegt tegen de groothandel of de
supermarkten. … De productie moet in overeenstemming zijn met de maatschappelijke eisen en boeren moeten hiervoor een eerlijke prijs
krijgen.” (CDA, 2017, p. 95).
“We willen een eerlijke prijs voor de boer. Landbouwers en andere ondernemers die worden uitgeknepen door inkopers, worden voortaan
beter beschermd. We willen een speciale ombudsman voor kleine ondernemers in de land- en tuinbouw en in de visserij.” (SP, 2017, p. 47).
“Boeren verdienen eerlijke prijzen voor hun producten. We passen het mededingingsbeleid aan zodat coöperaties en
samenwerkingsverbanden van boeren meer marktmacht krijgen ten opzichte van de voedselverwerkers en supermarktketens. We verbieden de
verkoop van voedsel onder de kostprijs.” (GL, 2021, p. 27).
“We voeren een eerlijke prijs voor vlees en vis in waarin alle kosten zijn doorberekend. Zo belasten we ook de klimaat- en natuurschade.
Transparantie van de voedselketen is cruciaal: de consument moet kunnen zien hoe de prijs van voedsel is opgebouwd, inclusief de kosten
voor klimaat en natuur. De opbrengsten gebruiken we om boeren en vissers te ondersteunen in de omschakeling naar natuurinclusieve
landbouw en duurzame visserij.” (GL, 2021, p. 28)
“Geen verkoop onder de kostprijs en geen kiloknallers. Boeren en tuinders verdienen een eerlijke prijs voor hun producten. Er komt … een
verbod op verkoop van voedselproducten onder de kostprijs.” (CU, 2017, p. 69).
“Boeren, tuinders en vissers zetten zich er letterlijk dag en nacht voor in om voor iedereen voldoende, betaalbaar en veilig voedsel te
produceren. … Maar, zoals dat voor iedere ondernemer geldt, dat kan alleen als je voor dat eerlijke product ook een eerlijke prijs krijgt. Fair
trade dus!” (SGP, 2017 & 2021, p. 68 & 117).
“Tussenhandelaren, supermarkten en andere retailers gaan een zogeheten eerlijke-prijs-bewijs gebruiken. Hiermee tonen zij aan dat de
inkoopprijs die zij boeren bieden, voldoende is om de productiekosten te dekken, inclusief kosten die gemaakt worden om te voldoen aan de
maatschappelijke eisen op het gebied van dierenwelzijn en milieu.” (PvdD, 2017, p. 13).

Table 9. Selection of quotes of the election programs matching elements of the industrial agriculture discourse.
Selection of quotes
Upscaling
Efficiency
“Wij willen dat het Europese landbouwbudget niet langer wordt ingezet om de klassieke landbouw te subsidiëren, maar plaatsmaakt voor
subsidiëring van innovatieve, hoog productieve en efficiënte landbouw.” (VVD, 2017, p. 80).
“Voor de landbouw stimuleren we innovatieve methoden die ruimte efficiënt gebruiken en emissies bij de productie omlaag brengen. Zo kan
Nederland met trots een florerende agrarische sector behouden en wereldleider blijven op het gebied van efficiënte productie.” (VVD, 2021,
p. 84).
“Hervorming van het Europees landbouwbeleid richting innovatieve, efficiënte en duurzame landbouw.” (VVD, 2021, p. 91).
Neoliberalism
“De veehouderij staat de laatste jaren onder druk. … De overheid kan een bijdrage leveren door goed te kijken waar wetgeving ondernemers
onnodig in de weg zit en waar regels leiden tot een beperking van de concurrentiekracht.” (VVD, 2017, p. 80).
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“De overheid stelt duidelijke en haalbare doelen, zoals het verminderen van schadelijke emissies. Daarbij wordt niet het middel
voorgeschreven, zoals dierenaantallen of verplichte weidegang, maar het doel.” (VVD, 2021, p. 90).
“Geen strengere Nederlandse uitwerking bij de invoering van Europese richtlijnen. Als boeren zelf kunnen bepalen hoe ze doelen behalen is
er ruimte voor vernieuwing.” (VVD, 2021, p. 92).
“Wij houden vast aan de ingezette lijn om producenten en de sector zelf te laten zorgen voor veilig, schoon en betrouwbaar voedsel. De
overheid (NVWA) heeft tot taak om de rotte appels actief op te sporen en hard aan te pakken.” (CDA, 2017, p. 95).
“Voor een gezonde toekomst voor de hele agrarische sector kiezen wij voor een nieuwe aanpak, waarbij de overheid met de sector duidelijke
langjarige duurzaamheidsdoelen vastlegt en vervolgens de uitvoering aan de sector zelf over laat om deze doelen te halen.” (CDA, 2021, p.
73).
“[Kringlooplandbouw.] De overheid moet daarbij niet op de stoel van de boer gaan zitten, maar het vakmanschap van de boer benutten en
waarderen. Dat kan door doelvoorschriften in plaats van middelvoorschriften.” (SGP, 2021, p. 121).
Economic growth
-

Table 10. Selection of quotes of the election programs matching elements of the anthropocentric discourse.
Selection of quotes
Instrumental value of nature
“Onze natuur draagt bij aan ons welzijn, biedt mensen een plek om te recreëren en levert bruikbare grondstoffen.” (VVD, 2021, p. 93).
“Maar daar bovenop komt nog de ongekende economische waarde van de natuur. … Wereldwijd wordt het economisch verlies door de
achteruitgang van biodiversiteit jaarlijks geschat op 3% van het bruto nationaal product.” (D66, 2017, p. 42).
“DENK wil dat komende generaties kunnen genieten van het prachtige groen dat ons land rijk is.” (DENK, 2021, p. 77).
“Bestaande natuurgebieden worden zo veel mogelijk opengesteld voor publiek en beschermd. Natuur moet je namelijk kunnen beleven en dient
daarom gemakkelijk toegankelijk te zijn.” (50PLUS, 2017, p. 8).
“Wij koesteren de Nederlandse natuur. Er in vertoeven is goed voor de geestelijke en lichamelijke gezondheid.” (FvD, 2021, p. 71).

Table 11. Selection of quotes of the election programs matching elements of the ecocentric discourse.
Selection of quotes
Intrinsic value of nature and animals
“De eigen waarde van natuur is groot genoeg om ons maximaal in te spannen voor het behoud.” (D66, 2017, p. 42).
“Juist in de natuur herkennen we de grootsheid van Gods schepping. In de Bijbel lezen we hoe God geniet van Zijn schepping en hoe de
schepping God, de Schepper, eert. De natuur heeft daarmee intrinsieke waarde.” (CU, 2017, p. 84).
“Dieren hebben een eigen intrinsieke waarde: kippen moeten kunnen fladderen, varkens moeten kunnen wroeten en koeien horen in de wei.”
(GL, 2017, p. 53).
“De natuur is in zichzelf waardevol.” (GL, 2021, p. 20).
“Dieren behoren tot Gods schepping. We mogen ze gebruiken, maar niet misbruiken. Wie een dier alleen maar ziet als een productiemiddel
waarmee geld te verdienen is, doet geen recht aan de eigen waarde van het dier.” (SGP, 2017, p. 69).
“Dieren worden vaak slechts als ‘ding’ beschouwd dat ondergeschikt is aan de belangen van de mens. Dieren zijn echter net als mensen
individuen en hebben bewustzijn en gevoel.” (PvdD, 2021, p. 19).

Nature and animal rights
“Dierenrechten worden opgenomen in de Grondwet.” (PVV, 2021, p. 41).
“Wij verbeteren de rechtspositie van het dier fundamenteel.” (D66, 2021, p. 80).
“Natuur is veelal kwetsbaar en kan niet voor zichzelf spreken. Er zijn dus regels nodig om de natuur te beschermen, om de
belangen van de natuur af te wegen tegen andere belangen, …”. (CU, 2017, P. 85).
“Natuur verdient een stem en een eigen plek aan de onderhandelingstafel. We geven daarom … de natuur rechten, bijvoorbeeld
via rechtspersoonlijkheid. Ecocide … wordt strafbaar.” (GL, 2021, p. 20).
“De rechten van dieren worden in de Grondwet erkend en vastgelegd.” (PvdD, 2021, p. 20).

Table 12. Selection of quotes of the election programs matching elements of the relational discourse.
Selection of quotes
Humans as dependent on/part of nature
“Paradoxaal genoeg kan de natuur heel goed zonder de mens, maar de mens niet zonder de natuur.” (D66, 2017, p. 42).
“Mensen zijn onderdeel van een prachtige schepping. We laden ons op in mooie landschappen en genieten van de wonderlijke schoonheid van
bloemen, bomen, insecten en andere dieren. Soms dreigen we te vergeten hoe afhankelijk we ervan zijn.” (CU, 2021, p. 101).
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“Zuinig omgaan met de aarde mag geen holle frase zijn, het is letterlijk van levensbelang. Onze planeet voorziet ons van schone lucht, water,
een gezonde bodem en de grondstoffen die we nodig hebben voor het voortbestaan van mens en dier.” (PvdD, 2017, p. 19).
Future generations
“De toekomst stelt ons voor grote uitdagingen. … Wij geloven dat toekomstige generaties … ook recht hebben op een leefbare planeet, op een
fijn land.” (D66, 2021, p. 9).
“We willen dit land in al zijn pracht doorgeven aan onze kinderen. Zij verdienen een leefbare planeet die niet bedreigd wordt door het opwarmen
van de aarde.” (PvdA, 2021, p. 52).
“De klimaatcrisis is de grootste opgave van onze tijd. Het tegengaan van de opwarming van de aarde vergt al onze daadkracht, creativiteit en
wil tot samenwerking. Nu al zien we de gevolgen van klimaatverandering: allesverwoestende branden, hevige stormen, overstromingen, droogte,
mislukte oogsten, het massale uitsterven van plant- en diersoorten. Als we niet genoeg doen, laten we een onbewoonbare wereld achter voor de
volgende generaties.” (GL, 2021, p. 9).
“Denkend aan een hoopvolle toekomst kiezen wij als ChristenUnie principieel voor toekomstige generaties.” (CU, 2017, p. 5).
“Denkend aan Nederland wil ik een duurzame samenleving omdat ik dat toekomstige generaties gun.” (DENK, 2017, p. 5).
“Door het terugdringen van de CO2-uitstoot en andere milieumaatregelen waakt 50PLUS over de leefbaarheid voor volgende generaties.”
(50PLUS, 2017, p. 8).
Stewardship
“De aarde is niet van ons, maar we hebben wel de taak er goed voor te zorgen. Dat is rentmeesterschap en daarom is klimaatverandering een
van de grootste opgaven van deze tijd. Voor onszelf, maar zeker voor de generaties die na ons komen.” (CDA, 2017, p. 68).
“Onze opdracht is om als rentmeesters de rijkdom die de aarde biedt te gebruiken voor een goed leven, maar binnen de grenzen van onze planeet,
zodat ook onze kinderen zich kunnen blijven verwonderen over de prachtige diversiteit van Gods schepping.” (CU, 2021, p. 101).
“Feit is dat onze huidige manier van leven een enorme aanslag pleegt op de leefomgeving en natuurlijke hulpbronnen en grondstoffen … De
mens dient bescheiden te zijn … als het gaat om de mogelijkheden om de aarde naar onze hand te zetten. … Als we ons laten leiden door de
gedachte dat wíj koste wat kost ‘de aarde moeten redden’, overschatten we onszelf. Het klimaat is niet maakbaar. We moeten onze
verantwoordelijkheid nemen, maar wel in de wetenschap dat niet wij alles in de hand hebben en dat we het in goed vertrouwen kunnen overlaten
aan de Schepper én Onderhouder van hemel en aarde.” (SGP, 2021, p. 96).
“Uitgangspunten voor goede landbouw en landbouwbeleid …: voldoende en gezond voedsel, voldoende inkomen en eerlijke prijzen, goede
zorg voor dieren, bodembeheer zonder uitputting, terughoudend gebruik van grondstoffen, vermijden van aantasting van natuur en milieu, en
een kritische houding tegenover het sleutelen aan het DNA, met respect voor de soortgrenzen.” (SGP, 2021, p. 117).
Eudaimonic values
“Het leven zal betekenisvoller, meer ontspannen en solidair worden, met meer zekerheden, mededogen en duurzaamheid. De aarde krijgt de
kans om te herstellen. De samenleving wordt duurzaam.” (PvdD, 2017, p. 3).
“Het is onze plicht om te zorgen voor een leefbare aarde, nu en in de toekomst.” (PvdD, 2017, p. 17).
“D66 streeft naar een radicale verduurzaming van onze samenleving en economie, … – als noodzaak, morele plicht … . Met duurzame
landbouw, visserij, watermanagement en natuurbescherming.” (D66, 2017, p. 74).
“Klimaatverandering is de grootste uitdaging van onze tijd. … Het is onze plicht naar jongeren en toekomstige generaties om hier iets aan te
doen.” (D66, 2021, p. 53).
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Appendix B: Results analysis parliamentary debates
Table 13. Selection of quotes of debate 1, categorized per discourse.
Selection of quotes
Transformation
“Het systeem is niet alleen moreel failliet maar ook financieel.” (PvdD, p. 2)
“Je kunt twee dingen doen. Je kunt doorgaan op de huidige manier, zoals de politiek het tot nu toe heeft gedaan. Er komen issues. Er is grote
ophef. Er komen moties en er is onmacht bij de overheid. Dat is het proces dat we nu al veel te lang hebben gezien. Of je kunt fundamenteel
anders gaan kijken naar onze voedselproductie. D66 is groot voorstander van het idee van kringlooplandbouw, omdat je dan uit het
kostprijsdenken komt. … Dat is een fundamentele oplossing. Want het gaat niet werken als we zo doorgaan, … zolang de sector zelf niet de
transitie inzet, onder leiding van de minister.” (D66, p. 10)
Decentralized agrifood system
Food sovereignty
Sustainability
Veganic agriculture
“Dus zegt de Partij voor de Dieren: kies nou voor het voedsel van de toekomst, schakel om, zet al dat geld, al die honderden miljoenen euro's,
die per jaar naar de veehouderij gaan, in voor de transitie naar het voedsel van de toekomst, naar een plantaardiger samenleving.” (p. 2)
(closest to veganic agriculture, but not completely)
Selection of quotes
High-tech solutions
Food security
Multifunctionality
Fair prices
Selection of quotes
Upscaling
Efficiency
Neoliberalism
Economic growth
Selection of quotes
Instrumental value of nature and animals
Selection of quotes
Intrinsic value of nature and animals
“Het goede nieuws is dat we het erover eens zijn dat dieren intrinsieke waarde hebben. Het andere goede nieuws is dat 85 zetels in deze
Kamer — daar kan ik GroenLinks, de SP en de Partij voor de Dieren gewoon bij optellen — dus een hele, hele ruime meerderheid, vindt dat
uiterlijk in 2022 het perspectief van het dier leidend moet zijn.” (PvdD, p. 2)
“De ChristenUnie hecht aan de intrinsieke waarde van dieren. Dieren zijn waardevol als deel van de schepping, los van hun waarde voor
mensen.” (CU, p. 12)
“Een dier moet meer zijn dan alleen een gebruiksproduct. De intrinsieke waarde van dieren gaat verder dan de simpele economische
productiewaarde. Dat is voor de SP een uitgangspunt. We zien dat die waarden zeer onder druk komen te staan als dieren onderdeel zijn van
een industrieel massaproductieproces, waarin zo veel mogelijk produceren tegen een zo laag mogelijke kostprijs de norm is en waar in de
praktijk elke extra investering in welzijn of veiligheid de marges, die toch al heel beperkt zijn, omzet in verlies en dus als onwenselijk of
onhaalbaar wordt neergezet, met nodeloos dierenleed als consequentie.” (SP, p. 20)
Nature and animal rights
“Die intrinsieke waarde is een begrip uit de Wet dieren, dat sinds enige tijd op initiatief van de ChristenUnie ook is vastgelegd in het Burgerlijk
Wetboek. Daarin staat dat dieren geen zaken zijn. Je kunt ze wel bezitten, maar je moet in je handelen steeds rekening houden met de
omstandigheid dat je te maken hebt met een levend wezen. Dit moet de basis zijn van onze visie op het houden van dieren in de veehouderij.”
(CU, p. 12)
Selection of quotes
Humans as dependent on/part of nature
Future generations
Stewardship
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“Dieren zijn voor mij schepselen. Met schepselen dien je met respect om te gaan. Voor schepselen moet je goed zorgen. Ze zijn aan ons
toevertrouwd en we mogen ervan genieten. Ik geloof ook dat we ze mogen gebruiken, ook voor ons eigen nut — dat klinkt gelijk weer zo
zakelijk, maar ik bedoel het in de brede zin van het woord — maar we moeten zeker goed en met respect voor ze zorgen. Tegelijkertijd geloof
ik dat we dieren geen menselijke eigenschappen kunnen toedichten. Er is een verschil tussen een mens en een dier. Dat komt al tot uiting in het
feit dat wij dieren mogen gebruiken in ons werk en voor onze voedselvoorziening. Daarin zit wat mij betreft de balans.” (Minister ANF, p. 27)
Eudaimonic values
“Het goede nieuws vandaag is dus eigenlijk dat we het eens zijn: de intensieve veehouderij zoals die bestaat, de manier waarop dieren daar
worden gefokt, gebruikt en gedood is moreel onacceptabel, vindt deze Kamer.” (PvdD, p. 1)
“Als je kiest voor dit model, dan zal de samenleving daar andere waarden tegenoverzetten, want de samenleving snapt dat een zoogdier een dier
is dat zijn jongen zoogt. De samenleving snapt dat een dier wil zorgen voor haar jong. De samenleving snapt dat een kalfje zijn moeder nodig
heeft en dat een lammetje zijn moeder nodig heeft. De hoge sterfte onder die dieren heeft daar alles mee te maken. Lammetjes mogen niet eens
de biest drinken bij hun eigen moeder. Als je dan zegt: "ja, ja, natuurlijk, het is belangrijk dat we goed voor dieren zorgen, maar niet als het
economisch niet uit kan", dan organiseer je toch je eigen verzet? Dan organiseer je toch groeiend verzet tegen dit systeem, waarover de CU ook
heel regelmatig klaagt, omdat ze het dan zielig vinden dat de boeren in de hoek worden gezet? Wij hebben hier toch de verantwoordelijkheid
om te zorgen dat het systeem aansluit bij de morele opvattingen in de samenleving?’ (PvdD, p. 15)
“… constaterende dat Van Dale een zoogdier omschrijft als "een dier dat zijn jong zoogt"; constaterende dat voor de productie van zuivel
zoogdieren steeds zwanger worden gemaakt en steeds jongen moeten baren die direct of binnen een paar uur na de geboorte bij hen worden
weggehaald zodat de melk (die voor het jong bedoeld is) naar de zuivelverwerker kan; erkent dat het moreel problematisch is om dieren te
gebruiken voor de productie van zuivel voor de mens, …” (PvdD, p. 50)

Table 14. Selection of quotes of debate 2, categorized per discourse.
Selection of quotes
Transformation
“Waar de Partij voor de Dieren altijd probleem voor probleem benadert, wat heel goed en legitiem is, willen wij naar een echte
systeemverandering. Dat is ook de reden dat we met het idee van kringlooplandbouw zijn gekomen, waarvan dierenwelzijn echt een onderdeel
is.” (D66, p. 19)
“Voor die systeemverandering is de Partij voor de Dieren zelfs opgericht. Als er één partij is die zegt «we moeten het niet allemaal stapje voor
stapje of puntje voor puntje doen, maar we moeten gewoon het hele systeem veranderen», dan is dat de Partij voor de Dieren wel.” (PvdD, p.
19)
Decentralized agrifood system
Food sovereignty
Sustainability
Veganic agriculture
Selection of quotes
High-tech solutions
Food security
Multifunctionality
Fair prices
Selection of quotes
Upscaling
Efficiency
Neoliberalism
Economic growth
Selection of quotes
Instrumental value of nature
Selection of quotes
Intrinsic value of nature and animals
Indirectly, critizicing seeing animals as products:
“Ik begin met een tweet van een melkveehouder eerder deze week. Ik citeer: «Ook aan een koeleven komt een eind. Vanochtend zijn deze
twee opgehaald en naar een slager gebracht. Ze konden niet meer drachtig worden en dan stopt/daalt na verloop van tijd de melkproductie.»
Het bikkelharde cynisme van de moderne veehouderij in een enkele tweet: de koe is op, uitgemolken, afgeschreven, afgedankt. Een versleten
bankstel laat je ophalen door de grofvuildienst en een afgeschreven koe laat je ophalen om naar de slacht te brengen. De intensieve
veehouderij is een keiharde business en een tot op het bot verziekt systeem met dieren als productie-eenheden. Alles draait om productie. De
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gemiddelde productie van de Nederlandse koe is de afgelopen twintig jaar met 42% gestegen tot 34.000 liter melk. Voortdurend moeten
nieuwe kalfjes geboren worden om die melkproductie maar op gang te houden. Die kalfjes zelf zijn bijna een wegwerpproduct. Een levend
kalfje kostte vorig jaar € 5. Dat is de prijs voor twee koppen koffie. Een kalfje!” (PvdD, p. 3)
“Kippen behandeld als product. Daar kan ik mee leven op het moment dat de kippen nu eenmaal geslacht zijn en onder een cellofaantje zitten.
Dan zijn het echte kipproducten. Maar voor die tijd moeten wij die dieren toch niet als product beschouwen?” (PvdA, p. 6)
“Als je de brief van de Minister leest, die eigenlijk over dierenwelzijn gaat, kom je woorden tegen als «productiedieren», «slachtdieren»,
«karkasvervoer», «levende export», «vleeskuikens» «vleesvarkens», «bigvitaliteit», «mobiele dodingsunit», «staartbijten» en het
«vriesbranden» van rundvee. Ook als je de krant leest, word je niet vrolijk van de manier waarop wij dieren houden in Nederland.” (GL, p. 8)
Nature and animal rights
“De kern van dit rapport is eigenlijk het verbeteren van de juridische positie van het dier. Dit doe je met een andere definitie van dierenwelzijn.
Eigenlijk moet een dier zich kunnen aanpassen aan de omgeving en daarbij een zeker welbevinden kunnen ervaren. Dat is de nieuwe definitie
van de Universiteit Utrecht. Ten tweede versterk je ook de rechtspositie in de Wet dieren, alsmede in de open normen. De heer Futselaar heeft
er meerdere malen voor gepleit om die te gaan invullen, niet zomaar, maar met het dier centraal. Daarnaast pleiten we voor een ombudsman die
net als de ombudsman voor mensen of kinderen ongevraagd en gevraagd namens het dier kan optreden en diens verbeterde rechten kan
effectueren als de overheid zich er niet aan houdt. En zoals bekend houdt de overheid zich niet aan haar eigen Wet dieren.” (D66, p. 18)
“Voorts ben ik met mijn Limburgse vriend, lid Wassenberg, bezig om een initiatiefwet te schrijven om de rechten van dieren in de Grondwet te
verankeren. Wij menen dat daar een heleboel ellende mee zal worden opgelost. Alle leden die nu zo’n grote mond hebben over dierenwelzijn,
kunnen dat voorstel natuurlijk steunen.” (PVV, p. 20)
Selection of quotes
Humans as dependent on/part of nature
Future generations
Stewardship
Eudaimonic values
-

Table 15. Selection of quotes of debate 3, categorized per discourse.
Selection of quotes
Transformation
Decentralized agrifood system
“De lange keten is in Nederland superefficiënt georganiseerd. Zie daar als boer met een korte keten maar eens tussen te komen. In deze voor
mij laatste LNV-begrotingsbehandeling wil ik daarom samen met collega Geurts een stevige poging doen om meer korte ketens van de grond
te krijgen, voor een goed verdienmodel voor de boer maar ook voor meer waardering voor het voedsel bij de burger. Een prachtig initiatief
wordt op dit moment uit de grond gestampt in de regio Eemland, Betuwe en Flevopolder, met als consumentenbrandpunt Amersfoort. Uit de
weilanden boven Amersfoort, van de akkers in de Flevopolder en uit de boomgaarden van de Betuwe kan een heerlijk en compleet
voedselpakket worden samengesteld dat rechtstreeks aan consumenten kan worden geleverd en dat een volwaardig alternatief kan zijn voor
het boodschappenmandje bij de grootgrutter, tegen een faire prijs en met een goed verdienmodel voor de boer. Dat is het doel van dit
initiatief.” (CU)
“Motie: … constaterende dat het bevorderen van korte ketens kan leiden tot meer waardering voor voedsel en een betere prijs voor
voedselproducenten; overwegende dat in de regio Amersfoort/FoodValley/Betuwe/Flevopolder met betrokkenheid van decentrale overheden,
bedrijfsleven, wetenschap en maatschappelijke organisaties wordt gewerkt aan een regionale voedselstrategie; verzoekt de regering deze
regionale foodhub actief te ondersteunen als proeflocatie voor de uitvoering van een ketenmodel en verdienvermogen, met stevige routekaart
richting ontwikkeling van regionale voedselstrategieën elders in het land.” (CU)
Food sovereignty
Sustainability
Veganic agriculture

Selection of quotes
High-tech solutions
“De oplossingen voor veel van de uitdagingen binnen het LNV-domein liggen in een overtuigende keuze om innovatie ruimer baan te geven.
Ons land heeft de oplossingen in huis voor mondiale voedselvraagstukken, het reduceren van emissies, en slimme technieken om arbeid te
besparen. De ruimte voor innovatie is helaas geen vanzelfsprekendheid. In beleidsnotities moet je vaak zoeken naar innovatie als oplossing
voor een probleem of voor een maatschappelijke uitdaging. Belangrijke adviesorganen die het kabinet adviseren, zijn niet altijd gefocust op
innovatie als oplossing. En de experimenteerruimte is beperkt.” (VVD)
“En onze allerbelangrijkste inzet is innovatie om te zorgen dat we met minder emissie kunnen zorgen dat er voldoende voedsel geproduceerd
wordt.” (VVD)
“Dan kom ik bij het volgende onderwerp dat van groot belang is: innovatie. Kennis en innovatie staan aan de basis van het succes van een
duurzame Nederlandse land- en tuinbouw en visserij. Wij stimuleren die innovatie op verschillende manieren. U heeft al verschillende
regelingen langs zien komen, bijvoorbeeld rondom stalmaatregelen, brongerichte verduurzaming en managementmaatregelen. Wij hebben
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verschillende acties in gang gezet om het innovatieproces te versnellen. Op die manier proberen we allemaal een bijdrage te leveren om dat
beter van de grond te laten komen.” (minister)
Food security
“Wij zien een andere rol en toegevoegde waarde voor de landbouw en de voedselproductie, niet alleen voor Nederland. In Europa en
wereldwijd zijn onze kennis, onze innovatie en onze expertise ontzettend belangrijk om te zorgen dat we mensen over de hele wereld niet
alleen kunnen voeden van de producten die wij hier met elkaar produceren, of onze boerentuinders produceren. Juist die kennis, die
innovaties, die zijn ontzettend belangrijk.” (VVD)
“Onze rol als Nederland, en dat is niet alleen in de productie, maar ook in onze kennis en kunde, in alles wat wij kunnen aanwenden om te
zorgen dat mensen voldoende voedsel hebben in deze wereld. Wij hebben daar in dit land een basis voor nodig, om ervoor te zorgen dat wij
die kennis en kunde kunnen blijven ontwikkelen. Daarmee hebben we als land, als welvarend land, een grote verantwoordelijkheid, waarmee
we andere landen, waar het echt niet zo welvarend is als hier, verder kunnen brengen in zoiets groots als een voedselvraagstuk. Dan kun je
best een discussie hebben over waar dat toe leidt, hoeveel dieren en wat dan ook. Maar als ik de lijn van mevrouw Ouwehand zou volgen, zou
er daar niet zo veel van overblijven. Dan zouden wij, schat ik zo in, niet meer zo'n leidende positie kunnen innemen. Dan zouden we kunnen
zeggen: we hebben het voor onszelf goed geregeld. Maar dan zou ik dat een gebrek aan verantwoordelijk vinden richting andere landen, waar
wij volgens mij heel veel kunnen bijdragen.” (minister)
Multifunctionality
“Sommigen leven nog altijd in de waan van een geromantiseerde kleinschaligheid: zolang ons voedsel maar biologisch, lokaal en eerlijk
geproduceerd is, komt het wel goed. Als eenmaal duidelijk is dat we er met kleinschaligheid niet komen, is er voor velen maar één oplossing:
minder, minder, minder. Minder produceren, minder consumeren en minder verdienen. Er is gelukkig nog een andere visie, een liberale,
optimistische visie. Want het is wel degelijk mogelijk om duurzaam en milieubewust een grote landbouwexporteur te blijven. De oplossingen
voor veel van de uitdagingen binnen landbouw en natuur liggen namelijk in een overtuigde keuze om innovatie nog ruimer baan te geven. Met
nog efficiënter grondstoffen- en landgebruik vergroten we de opbrengst per hectare, verkleinen we de milieu-impact en creëren we meer
ruimte voor natuur en biodiversiteit.” (VVD)
Fair prices
“Het is naar mijn smaak gewoon heel verkeerd dat je voor een kilo appels meer betaalt dan voor een kilo frikandellen, terwijl iedereen hier in
deze zaal weet dat die kilo frikandellen een veel grotere ecologische footprint heeft. Het betekent ook dat wij voor onderdelen van ons voedsel
aan "true pricing" moeten gaan doen; de werkelijke prijs moeten gaan betalen.” (PvdA)
Selection of quotes
Upscaling
Efficiency
“Want de Farm to Fork-strategie zet in op een forse toename van biologische landbouw, waarbij de opbrengsten per hectare vaak een stuk
lager liggen. Ik wil de minister eens vragen om uitgebreid te reflecteren op aan de ene kant het belang van voedsel in relatie tot vrede en
stabiliteit — lees: Nobelprijs voor de Vrede — en aan de nadere kant een agenda die een andere afslag neemt, namelijk de agenda van Farm to
Fork. Die leidt tot minder productie, tot risico's van misoogsten als gevolg van het ontbreken van voldoende gewasbescherming, en is minder
gericht op innovatie en technologische ontwikkeling.” (VVD)
Neoliberalism
Economic growth
Selection of quotes
Instrumental value of nature and animals
Selection of quotes
Intrinsic value of nature and animals
“Er moet ook een onderzoek komen naar het niveau en de duur van cursussen voor toekomstige houders van dieren ten behoeve van de
vakbekwaamheid, want die zijn een lachertje. Dat zijn testjes van vijf minuten. Dat is schandalig. Het gaat wel om levende wezens met
intrinsieke waarden, om hypersensitieve dieren, sensitiever dan wij hier allemaal bij elkaar.” (PVV)
Nature and animal rights
“We willen ook de rechten van dieren in de Grondwet hebben. Ik ben samen met mijn collega Wassenberg bezig om een initiatiefwet te schrijven
over de rechten van dieren in de Grondwet. Hoe kunnen we die verankeren? Als wilsonbekwame wezentjes ... Anders krijgen we die flauwe
opmerkingen: ja, maar dan hebben ze ook plichten en moeten ze ook aan plichten voldoen. Dat zijn allemaal van die flauwe
Tupperwareavondgrapjes, maar er zijn ook wilsonbekwame mensen en kinderen, vaak ook met een bepaalde geestelijke beperking of zo, die
ook niet aan die verplichtingen kunnen voldoen, net zoals een diertje dat niet kan. Zij worden ook beschermd. We moeten diertjes, de eerste
aardbewoners, of je nou gelooft in de evolutieleer of in het scheppingsverhaal, beschermen.” (PVV)
Selection of quotes
Relational value of nature
“Het woord "soortenrijkdom" is niet alleen een biologische term. Het is een woord dat je letterlijk moet nemen. In de rijkdom en de
verscheidenheid aan dieren en planten ligt een deel van onze welvaart. Als je dat constateert, moet je ook constateren dat wij gemiddeld steeds
armer worden op dat gebied. Als we niks doen, zullen onze kinderen en kleinkinderen nog veel armer worden.” (SP)
Humans as dependent on/part of nature
“Een beetje indachtig waar ik de inleiding mee begon, wil ik u toch ook nog iets van een overdenking meegeven voordat we de nacht ingaan.
Ik moest denken aan een citaat dat in Laudato Si' staat, de encycliek van paus Franciscus. Ik ben zelf niet katholiek, maar die encycliek is
lezenswaardig. Daarin vond ik de volgende uitspraak. "De zon en de maan, de ceder en het bloempje, de adelaar en de mus: het schouwspel van
oneindige verscheidenheid en ongelijkheid betekent dat geen enkel schepsel aan zichzelf genoeg heeft. Zij bestaan slechts in onderlinge
afhankelijkheid om elkaar wederzijds aan te vullen ten dienste van elkaar." Ik denk dat dat voor ons ook geldt. Wij hebben verscheidenheid,
soms oneindige verscheidenheid, maar uiteindelijk zijn we hier ook om elkaar aan te vullen en ten dienste van elkaar te zijn, naar elkaar hier,
naar de maatschappij en naar de schepping.” (minister)
Future generations
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“Het is niet voor niets dat wij vanuit de SGP uit overtuiging de kringlooplandbouw omarmd hebben. Dat zegt iets. Dat gaat over bewaren voor
de toekomst.” (SGP)
Stewardship
“Bovendien doet het CDA zijn werk in de overtuiging dat Gods schepping ons is gegeven om haar goed te beheren en haar beter achter te laten
voor onze kinderen en kleinkinderen.” (CDA)
“Ik was getroffen door de wijze waarop collega Geurts zijn betoog afsloot met de afhankelijkheid van de goede God, de Schepper, die ons hier
op deze aarde heeft gezet, die ons verantwoordelijkheden heeft gegeven en die ons als het ware rentmeesters heeft gemaakt om de aarde te
bebouwen en te bewaren. Wat mij vanmiddag en vanavond goeddeed, is dat je bij alle collega's proeft: hoe pak je de balans tussen bouwen en
bewaren? In de accenten die we leggen, verschillen we. Ook qua uitgangspunten van waaruit wij handelen, verschillen we. Maar ik vind het
verbindende mooi. We zijn allen gedreven door het verlangen om de aarde die we ontvangen hebben — menselijkerwijs gesproken, met de
mogelijkheden die we hebben en rekening houdend met de omstandigheden waarin we verkeren — door te geven aan de volgende generatie. Ik
wens de minister, de medewerkers en alle collega's de wijsheid van de goede God toe om daarin de goede keuzes te maken.” (SGP)
Eudaimonic values
“640 miljoen dieren per jaar worden in Nederland gefokt, gebruikt en gedood in het slachthuis. Dat zijn meer dan 1.200 dieren per minuut. Dat
zijn onvoorstelbare aantallen. En steeds meer mensen krijgen gelukkig de beelden te zien waardoor ze wakker worden en denken: dit klopt niet;
het gaat in tegen de menselijke waardigheid om zo met dieren om te gaan.” (PvdD)
“Mevrouw Lodders wees op de verantwoordelijkheid die we hebben voor mensen die het minder goed hebben op de wereld. Ze wees hierbij
ook op het belangrijke werk van het World Food Programme. Die verantwoordelijkheid voel ik ook. De Nederlandse land- en tuinbouw levert
een wezenlijke bijdrage aan het oplossen van de mondiale voedselproblematiek.” (minister)
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