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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background: The meat substitute industry in the Netherlands is rapidly growing. Despite the dominant
‘carnivorous fix’ in the Netherlands, Dutch people appear to become more positive about consuming
meat substitutes instead of meat. Often the assumption is made that people purchase more and more
meat substitutes to support a sustainable environment. As the global food system accounts for
approximately one-quarter of GHG emissions in the world, plant-based meat substitutes have been
proposed to be the solution.
Purpose: Besides environmental concerns, research has shown that also other intentions could
underly the support of plant-based meat substitutes. Therefore, the main research aim of the research
is to understand the different discourses and discursive practices of stakeholders (consumers,
supermarkets and producers) in the Netherlands towards plant-based meat substitutes. Discourses
can help to understand why people interact with one another the way they do, how people view reality
differently and why they view it that way. Understanding the discourses and corresponding practices
of the stakeholders thus can provide insights for further growth of the industry.
Method: The literature review revealed a lack of attention of combining consumer discourses and
corresponding practices with producer’s preferences and the supermarket. By combing the discourses
and discursive practices of consumers, supermarkets and producers, this qualitative research will bring
together different views and theoretical concepts and broadens the academic knowledge about the
meat substitute industry with that. The data is obtained through conducting interviews with
consumers, analyzing supermarket magazines and analyzing websites of meat substitute producers
using discourse analysis.
Results: The analysis presents expected, but also striking results. When studying the environmentrelated codes, a similarity is discovered between the three samples. Based on the analysis, it can be
stated that the 'environmental' discourse is most dominant among consumers (when directly being
asked) and producers. For the supermarkets, the taste/flavor discourse has appeared to be the most
dominant. However, it can also be concluded that, although the environment and taste/flavor
discourse are identified to be dominant, also other discourses towards meat substitutes, such as health
price and the social context, have been of significant influence.
Recommendations: For further growth of the industry, it is of significant importance that consumers
agree more on how the meat substitute products should be developed: similar to meat or different?
When this becomes clear, producers can subsequently better innovate their products, after which
supermarkets can also respond to the trend. Furthermore, more education on meat substitutes should
be achieved in the Netherlands.
Keywords: Meat substitutes, discourse analysis, consumers, supermarkets, producers
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1. INTRODUCTION
“The Gods created certain kinds of beings to replenish our bodies; they are the trees and the
plants and the seeds” ― Plato
The vegetable transition is in full swing and vegetarian products, especially meat substitutes, in the
Netherlands are gaining ground. Meat substitutes can be defined as products, often based on plant
proteins, that are aimed at replacing meat in the diet (Elzerman, van Boekel & Luning, 2013).
Producers and supermarkets slowly acknowledge this trend of increasing demand for meat substitutes
in the Netherlands and start to engage in the meat substitute market. Last years, often the assumption
is made that people purchase meat substitutes to support a sustainable environment. However,
research has shown that also other reasons to eat meat substitutes are growing among consumers
(Hoek et al., 2011). Therefore, it is of significant importance to research the before-stated assumption.

1.1. THE UPWARD MOVEMENT OF MEAT AND MEAT SUBSTITUTES
Over the last decades, the demand for meat has grown significantly. The Food and Agricultural
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) reported a significant increase in global meat consumption
over time (FAO, 2020; Henchion et al., 2014). Whereas for many people in the world meat is part of
the daily meal, the worldwide trend reveals an expanding appetite for meat (Godfray et al., 2018). The
demand for meat is expected to develop even further in developing countries due to high population
levels and growth rates, as the production and consumption of meat increase with available income
(Dagevos, 2014; Schösler et al., 2015). Also in the Netherlands, meat consumption continues to rise.
In the Netherlands, the total consumption of meat (products) per capita accelerated by almost 0.5 kilos
in 2018 compared to the previous year (Dagevos et al., 2020).
However, in recent years, not only the meat consumption has increased. According to Goudsblom
(1997), evidence of a particular trend can often be found in the existence of a counter-trend (Dagevos,
2014). A counter shift has been discovered in the emergence of meat substitutes. The before-stated
increase in meat consumption is thus at odds with the recent food trends in which meat substitutes
are gaining ground. Despite the dominant ‘carnivorous fix’ in the Netherlands, Dutch people appear to
become more positive about consuming meat substitutes instead of meat. The international food
organization ProVeg released a report in which the total supermarket sales in eleven European
countries have been tracked over the past three years and concluded that the Dutch eat the most meat
substitutes of all Europeans (ProVeg, 2021). In addition to the fact that consumers are increasingly
replacing meat products such as the traditional ham steak or chop, the transition is also visible in the
supermarket and on the production side. An often fixed interplay between consumers, producers and
supermarkets has resulted in several producers taking action and are increasingly switching to the
(large-scale) production of meat substitutes. In addition to small niche players, also major food and
meat producers are now starting to focus on the production of meat substitutes (Vogels, 2021). This
increasing interest in meat substitutes has led to a supermarket sales growth of meat substitutes in
stores of 32% in 2020 compared to 2019 (Curtain & Grafenauer, 2019).
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1.2. THE NEED TO COMBAT CLIMATE CHANGE
Food consumption and production are at the basis of human ecology. Therefore, related trends of
dietary habits (such as consuming or not consuming meat) and food production processes can have
dramatic consequences for the environment (Goodland, 1997; Gossard & York, 2003).
Last decades, a continuous volume of environmental issues have come about, from biodiversity loss
and deforestation to waste disposal, ocean acidification and pollution, causing upheaval among
environmental scientists (Dryzek, 2013; Sherman & Adams, 2013). More substantial data appears
which identifies human activities as one of the major causes for these increasing environmental issues.
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) stated that “human activities are estimated to
have caused approximately 1.0°C of global warming above pre-industrial levels” (Masson-Delmotte et
al., 2018, p. 4). With 2019 and 2020 measured as being the second warmest years on record and new
high level reaching of carbon dioxide (C02) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the need to combat
climate change and the call for societal change has become one of the most spoken debates in the
world, not only among environmental scientists but also among the universal population (NASA, 2021).
Former Secretary-General of the United Nations (UN) stated: “The world is reaching the tipping point
beyond which climate change may become irreversible. If this happens, we risk denying present and
future generations the right to a healthy and sustainable planet – the whole of humanity stands to
lose” ( Davids, 2015).
The current global food system accounts for approximately one-quarter of GHG emissions in the world
(Ritchie et al., 2018). The production and consumption of animal-based food, in particular, is perceived
to be of great impact. The UN stated that the consumption and production of meat is an urgent
problem in the contemporary world (UN Environment, 2018). To achieve a reduction in meat
consumption to reduce GHG emissions, a transition is needed (Apostolidis & McLeay, 2016). Several
studies have identified a lower environmental impact of meat substitutes than the environmental
impact of meat (Siegrist & Hartmann, 2019; Smetana et al., 2015; Tuomisto & de Mattos, 2010). As the
related trends of dietary habits, as consuming meat, can thus have dramatic consequences for the
environment, plant-based meat substitutes (or meat analogues) have been proposed to be the
solution, in which the meat substitute is structurally similar to meat but can differ slightly in
composition (Goodland, 1997; Gossard & York, 2003; Joshi & Kumar, 2015).

1.3. RESEARCH PROBLEM STATEMENT
The beforementioned assumption in which people will purchase meat substitutes to support a
sustainable environment is controversial, as other discourses to support the meat substitute industry
are growing among consumers (Hoek et al., 2011).
A discourse can be understood as a cluster of ideas, images and cultural practices that determine what
can be said, how to talk about a particular topic and what attitude is appropriate (Foucault, 1970;
Hajer, 1995). Discourses thus can help to understand why people interact with one another the way
they do, how people view reality differently and why they view it that way (Jones, 2012). Discourses
are often associated with practices. People may think from a particular discourse, but this is not
consistently expressed in identical consumer behavior (discursive practices), often as a result of habits
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(Dagevos et al., 2005). The theory of discourse how this is related to (discursive) practices will be
further elaborated on in sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2. Besides the introduced environmental discourse, also
other discourses could thus underlie the support or discourage of consuming meat substitutes.
Although the food system in the Netherlands is undergoing a transition from consuming meat towards
consuming more meat substitutes and an increasing amount of people are supporting the meat
substitute industry, it is not clear how the transition will develop in the future. The transition requires
a fundamental restructuring of people’s discourses and discursive practices. These changes in
discourses and discursive practices are influenced by several factors, which can eventually be identified
as barriers or opportunities for further growth of the industry. For example: institutions, the
government, friends and family, all can have in some way a certain influence on people’s discourses
and discursive practices. Due to these various factors, people can have various discourses established
about whether to support or not support the meat substitute industry. The existence of various
discourses towards the meat substitute industry in the Netherlands can hamper the further growth of
the industry. Even when the different actors (consumers, producers and supermarkets) seem to think
the same about meat substitutes by both supporting the transition, they still might not fully
understand each other when practicing from another discourse. Therefore, it is of significant
importance to unravel the various discourses of consumers, producers and supermarkets. Having this
clear could potentially lead to further growth of the industry.

1.4. RESEARCH AIM AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS
As stated, different discourses could underly the position towards meat substitutes. As meat
substitutes have experienced unprecedented growth, researching the underlying discourses could be
useful to explore the potential further growth of the industry. According to van Thiel (2014), research
can fulfill several aims. The main research aim of the study is to understand the different discourses
and corresponding practices of stakeholders (consumers, supermarkets and producers) in the
Netherlands towards meat substitutes which could provide insights for potential further growth of the
industry by (1) Identifying the discourses and corresponding discursive practices that stakeholders can
have towards meat substitutes through a literature review and interviews, (2) Analyzing in what way
the discourses and discursive practices of consumers, supermarkets and producers differ (3) Explore
and describe how the different discourses could potentially benefit or hamper the growth of the plantbased meat substitute industry.
To reach the above-mentioned research objects, the main research question (RQ) is formulated:
What are the discourses and discursive practices of consumers, producers and supermarkets in
the Netherlands towards plant-based meat substitutes and what are the discursive barriers
and/or opportunities to further establish potential growth of the industry?
To find an answer to the main research question, three sub-questions (SQs) are formulated. The first
sub-question (SQ1) is established to present the discovered information from the literature review and
the data collection and is therefore descriptive in nature. Second, sub-question two (SQ2) is concerned
with the analysis of the data. Last, sub-question three (SQ3) is formulated to ultimately present
recommendations related to the subject.
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1) SQ1: What are the discourses and corresponding discursive practices that consumers,
supermarkets and producers in the Netherlands have towards plant-based meat substitutes?
2) SQ2: In what way differ the discourses and corresponding discursive practices of consumers,
supermarkets and producers from each other and what are the corresponding opportunities
and barriers here?
3) SQ3: In what way can the identified discursive practices be better linked up to promote the
development of the meat substitute industry in the Netherlands?

1.5. SCIENTIFIC AND SOCIETAL RELEVANCE
In recent decades, researchers have been adding to the scientific literature on (the impact of) meat
consumption substantially.
Many researchers have been occupied with various subjects on the impact of the production and
consumption of meat. Whereas González et al. (2020) tried to display the current trends and risks
caused by meat consumption, are Dagevos and Voordouw (2013) trying to analyze whether meat
reduction is realistic. A lot of these scientific literature consists of consumer experiences of meat
reduction through quantitative research methods. Font-i-Furnols and Guerrero (2014) reviewed
consumer’s preferences, behavior and perception of meat. Although it is important to gather insights
in how to reduce meat consumption and production to achieve a transition from meat-based diets to
plant-based diets, exploratory research to find solutions to accomplish this transition is limited. As the
contribution of livestock production is now widely acknowledged, Laestadius et al. (2013) stated that
efforts to reduce meat consumption have indeed been limited and the growing body of literature on
sustainability literature has paid little attention to the meat substitutes sector (Tziva et al., 2020).
The scientific relevance of this master thesis thus arises due to the missing links in the research about
the plant-based meat substitute industry. In the limited scientific literature that exists on meat
substitutes, the focus has mostly been placed on the consumer through a quantitative research
method. One example comes from Apostolidis & McLeay (2016). In their study, they have conducted
a choice experiment with 247 UK consumers to examine consumers’ preferences for meat substitutes.
Another research by Hartmann & Siegrist (2017) focusses also on the consumption side of meat
substitutes only. Although it is relevant to study the consumers, as they are the last step in the
production chain, the scientific literature reveals a lack of attention of combining the consumer with
producer’s preferences and the supermarket through a qualitative method. Furthermore, both studies
from 2016 and 2017 fail to present recommendations for improvement. Although recent quantitative
research from Hartmann & Siegrist (2020) does present implications for policy, again only consumer
behavior is discussed.
To fill the gap in the scientific literature, this research will combine the discourses and corresponding
discursive practices of the different stakeholders (consumers, supermarkets and producers), using
qualitative discourse analysis. By combing the discourses and corresponding discursive practices of
consumers, supermarkets and producers and using a qualitative method, this research puts an
emphasis on interpretations, understanding and meaning to provide insights into human behavior.
Eventually, unlike most other scientific literature, this research will provide recommendations. The
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research will bring thus different views and theoretical concepts together and broadens the academic
knowledge about the meat substitute industry with that.
The societal relevance of the research is found in the interest of the climate. The research will provide
insights into the discourses and corresponding discursive practices of consumers, supermarkets and
producers towards meat substitutes in the Netherlands. As stated, different discourses could underly
the position towards meat substitutes in the Netherlands. By identifying the different discourses and
corresponding discursive practices that consumers, supermarkets and producers can obtain using
discourse analysis, a better response of the market of plant-based meat substitutes could be achieved.
By encouraging meat substitutes in line with the corresponding discursive background, public support
for meat substitutes and eating less meat can be increased. Increasing the market for meat substitutes
is in the interest of the whole society. As the need to combat climate change is one of the most spoken
debates in the world, with 2019 and 2020 measured as being the second warmest years on record and
new high level reaching of C02 and GHG emissions, the meat substitute industry could contribute to
the reduction of GHG emissions (NASA, 2021).

1.6. READING GUIDE
This master thesis consists of five chapters. Having introduced the theme of meat substitutes and the
corresponding research problem of this study, the next chapter will lay the theoretical foundation of
the research by reviewing various theoretical concepts and theories to gain insights on discourse
theory, discourse analysis, discursive practices and other corresponding theories. In this chapter, also
a literature review is presented which gives a broader overview of the meat substitute industry and
discusses various associated theories such as transition and habit. In addition, a conceptual model
follows from the chapter, in which the relationships between the discovered variables and how they
relate to each other are presented.
In chapter three, the methodology of the thesis is examined. Here, the ontological and epistemological
considerations are discussed, as well as the strategy of the research, the used method of the research,
how the data is collected and analyzed and how validity and reliability of the research are ensured. In
chapter four, the thesis will analyze the collected data from the interviews, supermarket magazines
and websites from the meat substitute’s producers. At the end of the chapter, the three samples are
compared. To conclude the master thesis, chapter five provides an answer to the main research
question: What are the discourses and discursive practices of consumers, producers and supermarkets
in the Netherlands towards plant-based meat substitutes and what are the discursive barriers and/or
opportunities to further establish potential growth of the industry? Furthermore, the results of the
research are interpreted and connected to the scientific literature. Last, the final thoughts of the
conducted research will be discussed. A critical reflection on the thesis is provided and
recommendations for further research are presented.
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2. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION
This chapter presents the theoretical foundation of the research to answer the established research
questions. First, the theoretical framework will lay the basis for the research by bringing together
insights from the literature. Here, the theory of discourse, the corresponding discursive practices and
discourse analysis are examined. Second, a literature review is conducted in which a broader overview
of the meat substitute industry is given, transitions in the institutional and social context are
considered and the various discourses that are identified from the literature are presented. Last,
section 2.3 gives the first direction to the empirical part of a study: it shows exactly what will be
studied. In this section, the conceptual model is presented.

2.1. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF THE RESEARCH
The theoretical framework guides the research. “It shows what needs to be studied to gain an empirical
as well as a theoretical answer to the chosen research question” (van Thiel, 2014, p. 40). In this section
an introduction will be given to the theory of discourse, corresponding discursive practices and the
discourse analysis. Clarifying these terms is essential to further carry out the research and provide an
answer to the research questions. Also, the relevant concepts of transition and habits are discussed.
2.1.1. INTERPRETING THE THEORY OF DISCOURSE: WHAT IS DISCOURSE?

In the scientific world, the term ‘discourse’ has been given definitions in many different ways. As
discourse is all around us, it has become an important type of research in the social sciences. As the
term forms an important role in this research, it is important to examine interpretations of the concept.
The definition most relevant to this study is examined more extensively.
Much contemporary research builds on Foucault’s theory of discourse as a “coherent set of statements
and assumptions that when combined, construct a social representation of the world that belong to
one and the same discursive formation” (Foucault, 1970). As Foucault uses complex terms as social
representation and discursive formation in his definition, this definition will be further explained.
Each discourse is, according to Foucault, based on certain background assumptions (statements) that
are the starting point behind a specific way of speaking about a subject (Talja, 1999). The set of
statements and assumptions determine what can be said, how to talk about a particular topic and
what attitude is appropriate (Foucault, 1970; Hajer, 1995). Unraveling discourses of people can help
to understand why people interact with one another the way they do, how people view reality
differently and why they view it that way (Jones, 2012). Unraveling discourses of consumers, producers
and supermarkets thus can provide a better understanding of the three samples towards meat
substitutes, which could provide insights for potential further growth of the industry. Although
Foucault, has established the basis for the theory of discourse, other different interpretations of
discourse theory have emerged over the years. The theory of discourse by Foucault has been further
built on through the work of Maarten Hajer. He describes discourse as “an ensemble of ideas, concepts,
and categories through which meaning is given to social and physical phenomena, and which is
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produced and reproduced through an identifiable set of practices” (Hajer, 1995, p. 40). In his book ‘The
Politics of Environmental Discourse’ he focuses more than Foucault on the policy processes related to
discourse and more importantly for this research, the actor’s practices associated with it (Hajer, 1995).
Hajer thus sees a connection between a person’s discourse and the actions (practices) associated with
it. To provide answers to the research questions, individual practices of consumers are of significant
importance. Therefore, this research uses the interpretation of Foucault as he mostly focuses on the
individual. However, also the further developed interpretation of Foucault (1970) by Hajer (1995) is
included in this research, which also pays attention to practices involved. How these practices relate
to the theory of discourse is discussed in the next section of 2.1.2.
An element in the theory of discourse that is important for this research is the framework of discursive
formations. What Foucault describes as a discursive formation, describes Maarten Hajer as discourse
coalitions. A discourse coalition can be understood as a group of actors that share the usage of a
particular set of storylines over a particular period (Hajer, 1995). Storylines hold a central place in the
framework of discourse coalitions. They refer to sets of statements that determine what can be said,
how to talk about a particular topic and what attitude is appropriate (Foucault, 1970; Hajer, 1995).
Actors with a similar storyline form a discourse coalition. Discourse coalitions are thus simply actors
with closely aligned views (storylines) on a particular issue and hold a comparable discourse. The
framework has the potential to analyze the wider context and therefore enables to identify alternative
visions and their structuration among a set of actors. It gives a legitimate presentation of how views
are played out, and it shows how different actors can share discourses without necessarily sharing the
same beliefs (Hajer, 1995).
As this research is aimed to unravel and understand all the discourses that exist on the subject, this
framework is useful to include. It is important to consider that although a particular storyline does not
belong to the same discursive coalition as another storyline, these discourse coalitions do not always
per se clash with each other. To give an example: the statement from actor C in Figure 1, which belongs
to discourse coalition A, could also share some ideas with discourse coalition B. For this study, it is
thus important to understand that different discourse coalitions can still partly agree with each other.
Figure 1. Discursive coalitions

Note: based on Foucault (1970) and Hajer (1995)

Page 13 of 68

Foucault also elaborates in his interpretation of discourse on the existence of power. Power, in the
Foucauldian sense, is perceived as the idea that power is everywhere, diffused and embodied in
discourse (Schneck, 1987; Wright et al., 2006). From this view, it can be argued that power is not
exercised by a few people over the many, but something to which everyone is subjected (Bhattarai,
2020). According to Foucault, norms and regulations in society are of significant importance in
determining what can be said, how to talk about a particular topic and what attitude is appropriate.
From the ideas presented here, it is clear that power is a social phenomenon that can influence a
persons’ discourse. Jørgensen and Phillips (2002) elaborate even further on this notion and stated that
"power is responsible both for creating our social world and for the particular ways in which the world
is formed and can be talked about, ruling out alternative ways of being and talking” (p. 2).
Although power, presented in Foucault’s interpretation, could be useful to include in this research and
indeed does come closer to addressing the importance of the social in relation to power, Foucault is
unsuccessful to understand the notion of human collaboration in these ‘social relationships’ (Piomelli,
2004). Foucault believed that there is no escape to power: all social relations are power relations. In
his work, he does not address the issues that could appear in these power relations. For this research,
it is important to not only explain the separate groups of consumers, producers and supermarkets. It
is also of significant importance to compare the groups and understand the relationships between
them. Although power can thus be an element of value for this research as it, in the Foucauldian sense,
always influences someone’s discourse, it is decided to exclude this element from the conceptual
model and the research based on the failing understanding of issues in these social power relations.
This research chooses a different angle and chooses to focus more on the existence of various
discourse coalitions.
2.1.2. DISCURSIVE PRACTICES: HOW ARE PRACTICES RELATED TO DISCOURSE?

Practices form an important role in this research. Various scientists have focused on the theory of
practice. These scholars all have different ideas about practices. However, on one thing, they almost
all agree: practices are, by definition ‘social’: there are always shared (Giddens, 1984; Reckwitz, 2002;
Shove, 2010; Schatzki, 1996). Both Reckwitz (2002) and Schatzki (1996) have stated that the existence
of a particular practice depends upon various aspects and their specific interconnectedness, ranging
from background knowledge in the form of understanding, know-how and notions of competence to
states of emotion (Hand et al., 2005).
As stated briefly in the introduction chapter, practices are connected to discourse. There are various
ideas about how practices are connected with discourses.
In the previous section, Maarten Hajer (1995) has described this connection briefly in his interpretation
of discourses as an ensemble of ideas, concepts, and categories through which meaning is given to
social and physical phenomena, and which is produced and reproduced through an identifiable set of
practices”. Hajer highlights the importance of the policy processes and the actor’s practices associated
with discourse theory in his definition. He explains his idea of practices by means of policy: when in
conflict, politicians often try to impose their ideas of reality on others, sometimes through debate and
persuasion, but also through manipulation. In his interpretation, he thus emphasizes the relationship
between policy, discourse and practices (Hajer, 2002). Elisabeth Shove (2010) has further focused on
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how discourses express themselves in practices. Like Hajer, Shove also acknowledge the link between
discourse and practice. While Hajer uses policy to indicate the connection, Shove uses the concept of
habit to present the connection between discourse and practices. Building on the work of Reckwitz
(2002), Shove points out that “enacting social practices, doing things like cycling to work or eating
dinner as a family, involves the active integration of generic ‘elements’, including
materials/tools/infrastructures, symbolic meanings and practical know-how” (Blue et al., 2016, p. 41).
These (carried out) practices are likely to affect other practices and various aspects of daily social life.
Shove thus acknowledge that the actions and habits of a person are always guided by his or her
thoughts and is therefore related to discourse (Foucault, 1970; Hajer, 2002).
However, when studying the practices in relation to discourse, Shove has argued that often a gap
evolves between discourses and their corresponding actions, in which people who espouse certain
discourses do not always act in accordance with them (Shove, 2010). Hence, people may think from a
particular discourse, but this is not consistently expressed in identical consumer behavior (Dagevos et
al., 2005). Examining this gap, the concept of habit appears. Hand et al. (2005) define habits as the
routinization of the practice. It thus can be understood as the repeated ways of doing and knowing.
The decisions that people make and the corresponding practices which they carry out through this are
grounded in particular habits and routines (Shove, 2010). It is thus important to consider that habits
play an important role in the relationship between discourse and practices and that a person may think
from one discourse while performing another practice that is not in line with the particular discourse.
In this study, a distinction is made between practices and discursive practices. Discursive practices
differ from practices as practices are anything people do and discursive practices are what people
repeatedly do through a particular discourse (Hand et al., 2005; Shove, 2010) From this point on, the
term of discursive practices will be used in the research. In this sense, this research builds on the
interpretation of practices by Elisabeth Shove as the concept of habit is essential. Exploring further
growth of the meat substitute industry, which is the aim of this research, cannot be understood
without considering the concept of habit. Habit posses a role in a person’s discourse and discursive
practices and thus forms an important role in this research.
2.1.3. HABITS AND TRANSITION: WHY ARE THESE RELEVANT CONCEPTS?

The acceleration in the consumption of meat substitutes is identified as a transformation (Tziva et al.,
2020). Transformation (often) means understanding the societal patterns and changing them.
Transitions at a bigger societal scale are therefore difficult to bring about, conceptually hard to grasp
for practitioners and likely to happen only gradually (O’Neill et al., 2019). “Behavior and corresponding
practice change often requires breaking old habits and becomes established by creating new ones”
(Shove, 2010, p. 1276). Again, the concept of habit plays a central role. In transition theory, it forms an
important role to visualize the social context. What is meant with the social context is further explained
later in this section.
Transition thus requires a fundamental restructuring of institutions, policies, markets and
governments surrounding it, as well as a change in citizen’s practices and world views (Dagevos, 2014).
Zooming in on the meat substitute industry, it is discovered that consumers are in constant play with
the producers and supermarkets (Dagevos, 2014). Transition, in this case, requires a fundamental
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restructuring of the discourses and discursive practices of both consumers, producers and
supermarkets. Spaargaren et al. (2013) recognize the fixed interplay between consumers, producers
and supermarkets. Considering the interdependencies of consumption and production practices,
Spaargaren et al. (2013) build on this fixed interplay and argues that changes in consumption are
presumed to “just follow changes in the production as increased volumes of safe, varied and cheap
foodstuff ‘automatically’ result in the adoption of an adjusted set of practices on the side of the
consumer” (Spaargaren et al., 2013, p. 315). Furthermore, they point out the important role of the
retail sector, as a mediator between consumers and producers.
Next to the theory on transition, as stated, habit form an essential part of this research as it both plays
a role in the literature on discursive practices and transitions. To elaborate on the notion of habit, a
distinction is made between the social and the institutional context, when talking about habits. Habits
can be influenced by the social context but also in some ways by the institutional context. The social
context and the institutional context both can influence someone’s discourse and or discursive
practices. For example: institutions, the government, friends and family, all can have in some way a
certain influence on people’s discourses and discursive practices. The social context can be understood
as the aggregate of social, cultural, economic or religious factors that influence a particular person
(Gossard & York, 2003). The social context is in this research used when emphasizing the individual
level. To give an example of the social context: the influence of the social environment such as friends
and family on the person’s discourse and discursive practices can be considered here. The concept of
habit is used to analyze the influence of the social context on discourses and discursive practices.
When discussing the institutional context, the broader, not individual, view is meant. Dagevos (2014)
has argued that the institutional context a role plays in transition literature, as institutions affect and
dominate the decisions individuals make in their everyday lives and guide their behaviors. Hand et al.
(2005) even stated that many everyday practices are already shaped by state intervention. However,
the institutional context not only includes the government, but it also includes for example the
functioning of the meat substitute market and the response of producers and retailers in this.
According to North (1991), institutions are identified as ‘rules of the game’ that guide or push actors
in a certain direction. Studying literature on the meat and meat substitute industry implies that
consuming meat is institutionalized as a ‘rule’ in political institutions and existing relations. Although
the institutional context should be considered in this research, the individual actors and their social
relationships (consumers, producers and supermarkets) are the central objects of study. Therefore, an
emphasis is put on the social context, as this study focuses mostly on the individual actors and their
relationships. The data needed to answer the research questions will therefore mostly be about the
individual actor and their habits, although also some questions on the broader perspective will be
suggested.
The social and institutional context can hardly be understood without including the structure-agency
debate. It refers to the methodological discussion of whether the (social) structure or the human
action/agency (institutions) should be central to the social sciences. For de defenders of the ‘structure
side’, Meyer and Rowan (2006) and DiMaggio and Powell (1983) have examined the relationships
between institutions and the fields they operate in. It exhibits how seemingly fixed institutions affect
and dominate the decisions individuals make in their everyday lives and guide their behaviors. Meyer
and Rowan thus emphasize here the structure side from the debate. The defenders of the ‘agency side’
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on the other hand argue that each individual has autonomy and free will that determine their discourse
and discursive practices. This research mostly will follow another interpretation by Giddens (1979)
which states that agency and structure are mutually influencing each other: they are recursively
related (Figure 2). The framework by Giddens argues that just as an individual's autonomy is influenced
by (social) structure, structures are maintained and adapted through the exercise of agency. There is
thus an ongoing relationship between the (social) structure and (human) agency. They are interactive
and reciprocal: agency does not exist without structure, and structure does not exist without agency.
The interaction between agency and structure ensures that (discursive) practices are in constant
motion, constantly shaping and reshaping each other (Karp, 1986).
Figure 2. Structure-agency debate

Note: based on Giddens (1979)

For this research, examining the food practices, the institutional context will be interpreted as fixed,
corresponding with the defenders of the ‘structure side’, while the social context is seen as duality,
where the relationship between actor and structure is included, following the interpretation by
Giddens (1979). Understanding both the societal structures as well as the individual discourse (agency)
is important to explore further growth of the meat substitute industry.
2.1.3. INTERPRETING DISCOURSE ANALYSIS: WHAT IS DISCOURSE ANALYSIS?

The discourse theory and corresponding discursive practices are of significant importance for this
research. To provide an answer to the main research question, it is also important to examine the term
discourse analysis. With this term, the analysis of discourses is implied. It seeks to understand the
interactions in society. As this study wants to understand the interactions between consumers,
producers and supermarkets to explore further potential growth in the industry conducting a discourse
analysis is of importance to consider.
There are several ways to understand and analyze what someone means when he or she is
communicating. Discourse analysis research is often reflected as texts and conversations that are
analyzed (Jones, 2012). However, discourse analysis is not only the study of language. Discourse
analysis research involves interpretation (Gee & Handford, 2012). Jones (2012) emphasizes the
important difference between discourse analysis and text linguistics in which discourse analysis
focuses on identifying socio-psychological characteristics of someone rather than focusing on the text
structure. Instead of only studying the language of a particular person, discourse analysis tries to focus
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on how people use these discourses in real life and to present themselves as a certain kind of people
or belonging to specific groups (Hajer, 2002; Jones, 2012). With this, discourse analysis shows its
strength as it uncovers that even though actors may use the same language, actors could still mean
something different with it (Hajer & Versteeg, 2005). Discourse analysis is thus a well-known way to
analyze the social context within which people are speaking or writing. A meaning could change
completely, depending on the situation, to whom it is said and who is saying it (Jones, 2012). This
corresponds to the notion of Elisabeth Shove in which she acknowledges the gap between discourse
and discursive practices (Shove, 2010). People may think from a particular discourse, but this is not
consistently expressed in identical consumer behavior if, for example, the situation changes (Dagevos
et al., 2005). Discourse analysis is thus based on social interaction.

2.2. LITERATURE REVIEW OF THE RESEARCH
In the previous section, the terms discourse, discursive practices, discourse analysis and the concepts
of habits and transitions have been examined. To research the underlying discourses of consumers,
supermarkets and producers towards meat substitutes and to provide an answer to the research
questions, it is important to also understand the wider context of the meat substitute industry.
Therefore, a literature review with a broader overview of the meat substitute industry is conducted.
In here, the discourses (positive and negative) that are discovered from the scientific literature are
presented.
Meat has a distinct position in the Western diet and has been widely consumed by humans. The
consumption and production of meat have started to rise extremely since the 1960s and is increasing
ever since (González et al., 2020). The consumption of meat in developing countries also recorded
rapid growth and has also doubled over 1961 (Tziva, et al., 2020). It is expected that meat production,
and with that, meat consumption will continue to rise as a result of urbanization, industrialization and
a rise in income (Kumar et al., 2017). Although it is expected that meat production and consumption
will continue to rise, the plant-based meat industry likewise is expected to grow.
Although the FAO recently reported a serious increase in global meat consumption over time, not only
the meat consumption has increased (FAO, 2020; Henchion et al., 2014). Dutch people appear to
become more positive about consuming meat substitutes instead of meat. The Dutch Government
even has expressed its ambition to become the world leader in sustainable food production and
consumption (Ministry of Economic Affairs, 2017). As meat substitutes are proposed to be a
sustainable solution, the market for meat substitutes in the Netherlands has shown an annual record
growth of between 15-20% in 2019 and is expected to grow even further (Elzerman et al., 2013; Tziva
et al., 2020).
As stated before, the vegetable transition is in full swing and meat substitutes in the Netherlands are
gaining ground. Such a transition to consuming less meat and consuming more meat substitutes is of
course not an easy one. Many different factors (opportunities or barriers) exist that prevent or support
further development of the transition. Thus, although the meat substitute industry is growing and is
gaining ground among society, it is identified from the literature that discursive practices are affected
by many factors in the social and institutional context, hampering the transition to further growth of
the industry. To carry out this research and provide an answer to the established research questions,
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a literature review is conducted to discover the discourses people have towards meat substitutes.
However, it should be noted that the discourses from the literature review may not include all existing
discourses. Due to the iterative character of this inquiry, other discourses may be added in the course
of the study.
2.2.3. POSITIVE DISCOURSES ON MEAT SUBSTITUTES

The production and consumption of meat contribute to climate change in a heavy way (Kemper, 2020).
The negative environmental role of livestock production and consumption has been put on the map
since the 2006 publication of ‘Livestock’s Long Shadow’ by the United Nations (UN) Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO) (Laestadius et al., 2013). It emphasizes once again that the
consumption and production of meat do present negative influences on GHG emissions. To combat
climate change it is clear that technical changes are not sufficient, but also significant dietary changes
will be needed to reduce the impacts in the animal-based food sector (Laestadius et al., 2013). The
Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency (PBL) released a report stating to support the increase
of plant-based meat substitutes and discourage the consumption of meat combat climate change (de
Krom et al., 2020). According to Elzerman et al. (2013), a change towards meat substitutes in diets can
be a better sustainable alternative than meat, as diet and sustainability are closely connected. With
2019 and 2020 measured as being the second warmest year on record and the former SecretaryGeneral of the UN calling for dramatic change, it has more and more become clear under consumers,
supermarkets and producers that a shift towards plant-based meat substitutes is needed. In the little
scientific literature on meat substitutes is it discovered that the statements corresponding with the
environment are identified as the dominant discourse (Castellari et al., 2019; Elzerman et al., 2011;
Hartmann & Siegrist, 2020; Ismail et al., 2020; Kumar et al., 2017; Tziva et al., 2020). For example,
Elzerman et al. (2011) claim that “the replacement of meat by meat substitutes could help to reduce
the environmental burden of our food production systems” (p. 233).
Besides the identified dominant environmental discourse, other discourses have appeared in the
literature on meat substitutes, which reveal why people do support and consume, produce and sell
meat substitutes. One of the discourses that have been identified from the literature is animalcentered welfare, which is part of a “larger discursive universe of animal commodification” (Hartmann
& Siegrist, 2020; Heinz & Lee, 1998, p. 97). According to Hartmann & Siegrist (2020), consumers express
more often concerns about the well-being of farm animals and wish for more animal-friendly meat
products. These ethical beliefs result in discouraging the intake of meat and often supporting plantbased meat substitutes.
The animal-centered welfare discourse correlates to the next discourse that has turned up in the
literature: health. The debate on the role of meat in health has been ongoing since the 1960s. Meat
has become recognized as an unquestioned healthy food and has managed to hold this position for a
long time (Leroy et al., 2018). However, this healthy image is crumbling for some time as and medical
and science organizations have been beating the drum that red and processed meat are not healthy.
The World Health Organization (WHO) and the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO) have provided evidence that suggest that by 2020 almost 75% of deaths in the world can be
related to chronic (and cardiovascular) diseases (CHD) (Givens, 2010). Recent research has pointed out
cardiometabolic disease and colon cancer to the intake of red meat (Bouvard et al., 2015).
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Furthermore, Chen et al. (2013) also acknowledge the negative impacts of meat intake and identified
that the consumption of consuming processed meat is related to a 42% higher prevalence of CHD.
Additionally, a discourse that has been identified from the scientific literature is related to food
security. Dilworth and McGregor (2015) emphasize and consuming meat substitutes instead of meat
could address devastating food shortages. Although thoughts on the environment, health, animal
wealth, and food security are discovered in the literature review and identified as positive discourses
towards meat substitutes, other discourses may exist and appear during the inquiry.
2.2.4. NEGATIVE DISCOURSES ON MEAT SUBSTITUTES

Although environmental concerns are presented in the scientific literature as being the dominant
discourse and other discourses have appeared in the literature that are positive towards meat
substitutes, also negative discourses towards the meat substitute industry have been identified.
Reducing the intake of meat from diets and with that changing diets is heavily contested.
One negative discourse that has been identified from the literature is related to culture. Meat has a
distinct position in the Western food culture and has been widely consumed by humans. Considering
meat holds a central place, a change from meat to meat substitutes is not in everyone’s interest
(Jallinoja et al., 2016). Shove has argued that “consumers often find themselves ‘locked in' to
unsustainable behaviors by a combination of habit, disincentives, social norms and cultural
expectations” (Shove, 2010, p. 1276). People may think from a particular discourse, but this is not
consistently expressed in identical consumer behavior (Dagevos et al., 2005). Again, the concept of
habit appears, which shows the relevance of the concept in this research. In order to make the culture
discourse more tangible, it is decided to associate the identified culture discourse with habits, and with
that the social context. To illustrate why culture is related to the social context, the following example
is used: when less meat is consumed in a particular culture (environment) and more people switch to
meat substitutes, this could influence a person’s discourse discourses towards the meat substitute
industry living in that (social) environment. The social context thus holds a central role when talking
about cultural discourses. Although cultural motivations often turn up in the scientific literature to
discourage the intake of meat substitutes, a critical note has to be made that these cultural motions
differ among countries and do not necessarily apply to the Netherlands. Furthermore, cultural
motivations can also be a positive driver. Meat could be, “for cultural or religious reasons the most
taboo or disreputable of all food products, while for others it is the most favored and esteemed”
(Dagevos, 2014, p. 41).
Two other discourses towards meat substitutes that have appeared in the scientific literature are
pricing and texture and flavor which eventually prevent people from picking meat substitutes over
meat. The quantitative research of Hoek et al. (2011) presents that the ideal meat substitute should
be cheaper than meat to change diet. Next to the pricing discourse, people are also hesitant towards
the texture and flavor of plant-based meat substitutes. As the sensory properties of meat are
respected and liked by many consumers, the major constraint in the development of meat substitutes
is the quality (taste and texture) of meat substitutes which is currently reviewed less than meat (Hoek
et al., 2011; Kumar et al., 2017).
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As said, some research does point out cardiometabolic disease and colon cancer to the intake of (red)
meat which could potentially influence the discourses towards the meat substitute industry (Bouvard
et al., 2015; Chen et al., 2013). However, other research points out that meat nevertheless still is an
important element for a healthy and balanced diet. People can act on the belief that the intake of meat
included in the diet is beneficial for a healthy life. As for many people in the world, meat is part of the
daily meal for decades, some people have the assumption that, corresponding with the idea of Jallinoja
et al. (2016) that meat holds a central place, a change from meat to meat substitutes is not in
everyone’s interest. Health therefore also plays a role in negative discourses towards the meat
substitute industry as uncertainty remains about the health effects of meat intake in diets. McAfee et
al. (2010) emphasize that CVD risks are unclear and that the effects of the intake of meat are impossible
to analyze as an exclusive factor. Again, although cultural habits, health, price and taste/flavor are
identified from the literature review to be factors influencing discourses and discursive practices
towards the intake of meat substitutes, other discourses may exist and appear during the inquiry and
will be added in the process.

2.3. OPERATIONALIZATION OF THE RESEARCH: STEP 1
After conducting a theoretical framework and a literature review, this chapter ends with the first step
towards the operationalization of the research. According to Van Thiel (2014), “the process of
operationalization gives direction to the empirical part of a study: it shows exactly what will be studied
or measured” (p. 43). The first step in this process is to clarify which definitions of the theoretical
concepts are used in the research and how these definitions and concepts relate or overlap with each
other. This last section thus limits itself to the choices that are made and how these chosen concepts
are interrelated. From the range of all the different concepts and interpretations related to this
research, definitions and concepts have been chosen to build further on in the study. Only these
concepts will appear further in the research.
Discourse: As specified before, the definition of discourse by Foucault (1970) and further elaborated
by Maarten Hajer (1995) is used in the research, as it emphasizes both the individual level and the link
with discursive practices. In the definition by Foucault and Hajer, it is decided to focus on the element
of discourse coalitions while leaving out the element of power based on failing to compare
relationships between the separate groups (in this research: the consumers, producers and
supermarkets).
Discursive practices: Maarten Hajer (1995) emphasizes the role of discursive practices in discourse
theory. Discursive practices are in this study interpret as how discourses express themselves in
practices. For all three sub-questions, these discursive practices play an important role. As stated by
Shove, discourse and the discursive practices from a particular person can differ, leaving a gap between
discourses and discursive practices. Therefore, as discursive practices are thus related to particular
discourses, it has been decided to both study the discourses as well as the discursive practices
corresponding with them.
The social and institutional context: As described before, in this research, a distinction is made
between the social and institutional context, when talking about the influence on discourse and
discursive practices. The social context is in this research used when speaking on the individual level,
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with the concept of habit forming a leading role. When analyzing the social context, the relationship
between actor and structure is taken into account, corresponding with Giddens (1979). When
discussing the institutional context, the broader view is meant in which for example institutions could
affect the decisions that individuals make in their everyday lives. The institutional context in this
research is interpreted as fixed in which structures influence individual discourses. Although the
institutional context plays a role in this research, the individual actors (consumers, producers and
supermarkets) are the central objects of study. Therefore, an emphasis is put on the social context, as
this study focuses mostly on the individual actors.
As previously stated, the first step in the process of operationalization was to clarify which definitions
of the theoretical concepts have been used in the research. The second step of the operationalization
will describe how the concepts exactly will be measured. This step is presented in the methodology
chapter 3.5.1.
2.3.1. THE CONCEPTUAL MODEL

In the literature review, various discourses towards the meat substitute industry have been identified
from the scientific literature. From the literature, it has become clear that the environmental-related
discourse can be identified as the dominant discourse. Therefore, the environment-related discourse
is also in this research used as the leading discourse and is expected to emerge also as the dominant
discourse in the analysis.
Furthermore, it is important to consider that discourse coalitions exist and that these coalitions do not
always per se clash with each other (Hajer, 2002). Also, other discourses towards the meat substitute
industry have been identified from the literature. These other discourses could thus share statements
with other discourses, as stated by Hajer. culture, price, health and texture/flavor) have emerged as
negative discourses towards meat substitutes. Health, animal-centered welfare and food securityrelated have been identified as the positive discourses in the literature. Health can thus be used both
positively or negatively. The positive health discourse fits to the view that meat is unhealthy and meat
substitutes are healthier alternatives. The negative health discourse fits to the view that meat is
beneficial for a healthy life. This research will not further analyze this discourse of food security
benefits as the literature on these benefits is more related to vitro meat, which is a different kind of
meat substitute, not relevant for this particular research. This ultimately leaves a total of six discourses
that will be part of the research. Although six discourses are identified from the literature review to be
factors influencing discourses and discursive practices towards the intake of meat substitutes, other
discourses may exist and appear during the inquiry and will be added in the process of the research.
With the discourses towards the meat substitute industry in the literature clear, an important step has
been taken towards answering the main research question. The examined concepts, conditions and
mechanisms are specified in the conceptual model (Figure 3). The conceptual model forms the heart
of the research as it is a “simplified version of reality, which shows, first of all, what kind of
phenomenon is being studied” (van Thiel, 2014, p. 29). In the conceptual model, the coherence
between different discourses is presented.
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Despite environmental concerns is identified and expected to be the dominant discourse, other
discourses to support the plant-based meat substitute industry are growing among consumers (Hoek
et al., 2011). Hajer (2002) acknowledges that discursive coalitions do not always per se clash with each
other. It is thus expected that these other discourses will correlate to a certain extent with the
dominant discourse and are therefore partly overlapping in the conceptual model (Figure 3).
Moreover, the conceptual model presents the discursive practices which are important to answer the
research questions. It is discovered from the literature that these discursive practices are influenced
by habits through the social context. Also, the institutional context, although fixed in this research, can
in some ways influence discourses and corresponding discursive practices. Therefore, these two
elements are included in the conceptual model.
Figure 3. Conceptual model: discourse and discursive practices towards meat substitutes

In the following section, the methodology of the research will be discussed. In this chapter subjects as
the research strategy and the data collection are explained, which is needed to provide transparent
research with a valid answer to the main research question.
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3. METHODOLOGY
In the first stage of the research, a theoretical framework and literature review are conducted which
presented the theoretical foundation of the research. To provide a valid answer to the main research
question it is of significant importance to be transparent and clear about how the data is obtained and
analyzed. Therefore, in this chapter, the methodology of the research is described and specified
clearly.

3.1. ONTOLOGICAL AND EPISTEMOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS
The ‘philosophy of science’ refers to the researcher’s perspectives of what science is and how it should
be conducted (van Thiel, 2014). Following van Thiel (2014), it is endorsed to say that all research is
influenced by the researcher’s personal beliefs, both consciously and unconsciously. All researchers
act from a certain paradigm, which is described as “basic belief systems based on ontological,
epistemological and methodological assumptions” (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 107). It thus could be seen
as an ‘accepted’ methodology, which is shared by a group of researchers that guides a coherent
research agenda and is coupled to a particular scientific approach.
Ontology is engaged with the question of what exists in the human world that we can acquire
knowledge about. It thus examines the nature of ‘reality’ and looks at what we perceive as ‘real’.
Considering the ontological position of the research, the inquiry proceeds from the position of
relativism. A relativist perspective proceeds from the assumption that multiple realities exist and are
perceived as intangible mental constructions. Reality and the interpretation of reality are different to
everyone and colored by the language we use. Therefore, it is crucial to not just accept the
respondent’s information as reality, but rather take a step back. As this research aims to unravel the
different discourses towards the meat substitute industry in the Netherlands, it corresponds with the
relativist ontology that proceeds from the perspective that multiple realities exist, rather than having
one objective reality.
Epistemology is concerned with the acquisition and creating of knowledge. Considering the
epistemological position of the research, the inquiry proceeds from the interpretative approach which
considers all knowledge as interpretation. The interpretative approach builds on the idea that the
world is socially constructed in which meaning or knowledge is created from an interplay between
subjects and objects and everyone has their perspective view of reality. The approach focuses on the
understanding of behaviour, rather than trying to explain it. Discourse analysis focuses on the
construction of social practices as behaviour through language (use) and power. As the research aim
is to understand different discourses and the corresponding discursive practices of stakeholders
through discourse analysis and thus to a certain extent understanding behaviour and habits, this
inquiry proceeds from the interpretative approach.
Considering both the ontological and epistemological backgrounds, this research operates within the
social constructivism paradigm. From a constructivist approach, it is assumed that reality and with that,
the object of the study is constructed, local, specific and dependent on the observer (Guba & Lincoln,
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1994). Constructionism thus emphasizes that multiple realities exist. This corresponds with this
research. Decisions around the meat substitute industry are usually based on subjective ideas and on
the values that someone attaches to these. The main focus point for the research should be on the
interaction between the researcher and the participant which will allow a deeper understanding of the
analyzed subject, reflecting the importance of qualitative research methods. However, it should be
noted that from a constructivist viewpoint, if reality is always subjective, researchers only can give
their interpretation to the obtained reality by the participant. Therefore, to minimize these critics, it is
of significant importance to record the participant’s opinion and write these down. Moreover, it is
crucial to reflect on the role of the researcher by being honest and reflexive about your own choices,
and by checking with respondents whether you have misrepresented anything they said (Guba &
Lincoln, 1994).

3.2. RESEARCH STRATEGY AND DESIGN
Proceeding from the constructivist paradigm, a corresponding research strategy is chosen. The
research (strategy) is guided by the main research question.In this research, the logical procedure of a
case study is chosen. To adopt a case study as the particular research strategy it is of significant
importance to clearly describe the case. In this research, the meat substitute consumption and
production chain, in general, is identified as the main case study. A case study allows the researcher
to focus on underlying processes and aims to propose why and how questions to study the research
phenomena. Since the main research question focuses on unraveling the discourses and discursive
practices of consumers, producers and supermarkets in the Netherlands, a case study is suitable for
this research. The case study includes three units of study. The units of this research are consumers
who consume meat substitutes, producers who produce meat substitutes and supermarkets that sell
meat substitutes.
To unravel how consumers, producers and supermarkets think about the meat substitute industry, the
study calls for an in-depth research approach. The literature review revealed a lack of attention of
combining consumer discourses with (discursive) practices and combining them with producer’s
preferences and the supermarket through a qualitative method. Corresponding with the constructivist
paradigm a qualitative approach thus has been selected to answer the formulated research questions.
A qualitative approach consists of pros and cons. It is acknowledged that quantitative research data is
recognized to be more valid. Quantitative research is aimed at finding facts, whereby the results are
often expressed in numbers (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Quantitative data could, for example, be collected
through a large sample. “With more units of study, it will also be more likely that the researcher
decides to follow the strategy of conducting an experiment or survey” (van Thiel, 2014, p. 58). As the
researched objects, which are the consumers, producers and supermarkets, are of significant size,
quantitative research could be an option for this research. However, quantitative research often
excludes the meaning and purpose of human actors and it fails to applicate the general data to
individual cases. Qualitative research on the other hand however is more descriptive in nature. It
emphasizes interpretations, understanding and meaning and the results are often expressed in words
(Guba & Lincoln, 1994). As the main research question is aimed to unravel the discourses and
interpretations and understandings towards the meat substitute industry are the main focus point, a
qualitative approach is best suitable for this research.
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3.3. RESEARCH METHODS
The decision for qualitative research comes with corresponding qualitative research methods. Both
primary and secondary sources have been used during the inquiry, including a literature review, semistructured interviews and desk research.
Complementing background information about the meat substitute industry was gathered through
desk research, including online sources, documents and reports. The literature review helped to gain
insights into the various discourses of consumers, producers and supermarkets have towards the meat
substitute industry to answer the research question SQ1. Although various discourses towards the
industry are identified from the scientific literature, other discourses may exist. Therefore, interviews
with consumers in the Netherlands have been conducted. Interviews are crucial to acquire knowledge
of different perceptions of participants. Furthermore, the main research question aims not only to
unravel discourses in the Netherlands towards the meat industry but also aims to understand these
discourses and discursive practices, following the constructivist paradigm. By choosing interviews as a
research method, the researcher has more opportunity to engage with the respondent and thus can
fully focus on the underlying views.
During the process of the research, it turned out it was not possible to arrange interviews on the
subject of meat substitutes with producers and supermarkets in the Netherlands. Therefore, with the
available data sources, it has been decided to include a (textual) document or content analysis of
supermarket magazines and website analysis of producers to still carry out the proposed research and
provide an answer the established research questions. According to Krippendorff (2019), document
analysis is described as “a research technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts (or
other meaningful matters) to the context of their use’’ (p.24). This type of research uses various types
of documents, which are in this case supermarket magazines and producer’s websites, as the main
source to obtain data. How and how the document data and interview data from consumers,
producers and supermarkets is collected will be discussed in the following section.

3.4. DATA COLLECTION
As this research aims to unravel the discourses of three separate groups (consumers, producers and
supermarkets) it is of significant importance to clearly describe the choices made and the steps that
are taken regarding the selection of the samples (van Thiel, 2014).
3.4.1. CONSUMERS OF MEAT SUBSTITUTES

The first group of the study sample consists of Dutch consumers. Since the consumers in the
Netherlands are the ones purchasing meat substitutes they form a meaningful group to study, using
interviews as the research method. As stated in the research strategy, using qualitative methods for
data collection allows to provides insights into human behavior through a relatively small number of
cases and use open-ended questions (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Silverman, 2013). Interviews thus seem
to be the most relevant method to answer the research questions as the interpretation and
understandings are of significant importance in this research. To gain more and various insights into
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the discourses of consumers, supermarkets and producers towards meat substitutes, the interviews
will be semi-structured in nature. Semi-structured interviews contain open-ended questions to leave
room for open other open questions which enables the researcher to keep an open mind about the
contours of what needs to be known. The questions thus vary from interview to interview to discover
potential other discourses towards the meat substitute industry. With interviews, it is however
important to consider the different perceptions that may appear during the interviews. A respondent
may give one reason or meaning to a particular subject matter or the interviewee can give socially
acceptable answers. However, it could be that there are more (hidden) meanings to the matter as
language is used to construct versions of social reality. Therefore, it is important to keep asking
questions during the interview and delve deeper into the answer given to improve the reliability of the
research, which will be further discussed in section 3.6.
As the transition towards consuming more meat substitutes has experienced unprecedented growth
(Hoek et al., 2011), it is pursued to interview a wide range of respondents, to get an accurate image of
the current situation of consumers of meat substitutes in the Netherlands. Examining food practices,
it is discovered that people are used to eating a certain way, and learning something else is difficult
(Dagevos, 2014). Considering the ‘locked in’ position of some consumers, it is relevant to interview
consumers in all stages of the transition to consuming meat substitutes, as some people in the
Netherlands might already ‘broken’ their old habits while others still practice them.
With the research objective in mind, 10 consumers of meat substitutes in all stages of the transition
were interviewed. The period of conducting the interviews started on the 24th of May 2021 and lasted
until the 27th of June 2021. At first, four people from the Master ‘Environment and Society Studies’ at
the Radboud University were contacted, of which two responded. After conducting these two
interviews, a form of non-probability sampling, the snowball sampling method, is used in this research
By using this form, a respondent is approached and kindly asked to recruit other potential candidates
who are prepared to talk about the matter, in this case, the meat substitute industry. This method was
at first used to increase the variety of different characteristics of the study population of consumers in
the Netherlands, as it is relevant to interview consumers in all stages of the transition.
However, a point to consider is that the snowball method comes with potential pitfalls. It is important
to consider that using the snowball sampling method does not always ensure a variety in the study
population. On the other hand, it could in some cases even cause a research group with the same
characteristics. This could be the case if for example, a highly educated person asks another high
educated person and so on, which excludes the low-educated people who maybe have other answers
to a particular subject. Education could therefore be a relevant factor for selecting the research unit.
However, this was only discovered at the end of the study, when the data was already collected.
Therefore, this factor is not included in the study. This must be taken into account when interpreting
the results.
After having conducted four interviews, often the same answers were given to particular questions,
indicating a bias. To overcome this bias and still ensure a valid and varied group, diverse people from
the neighborhood were asked to participate in the research. The neighborhood consists of both
detached residences and newly built terraced houses, varying in the age of 22 to 61. This led to six
more respondents. However, the risk of bias remains. Again, this is taken into account when
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interpreting the data of the study. In Annex A list of the participants is presented. Due to the COVID19 pandemic, some interviews were conducted through the internet or phone conversations. Although
these ‘online’ interviews with consumers were held in the same circumstances with the same guiding
questions as the ‘real life’ interviews, it should be noted that personal interaction during the interview
is missing which could have consequences for the answers given by the respondents.
3.4.2. PRODUCERS OF MEAT SUBSTITUTES

The second group of the study sample consists of Dutch producers. Since consumers in the
Netherlands, according to Spaargaren et al. (2013) “just follow changes in the production” (p.315),
producers form also a meaningful group to study in this research.
As mentioned before, organizing interviews with meat substitute producers did not work out and
therefore it was decided to perform a document analysis of the producer’s websites to proceed with
the research and answer the main research question. Various products of meat substitutes in the
Netherlands in 2021 have been identified from the internet. A list of product brands of meat
substitutes that can be found in supermarkets is established in Table 1. The meat substitute producers
are clustered in three separate groups: producers in the Netherlands, producers outside the
Netherlands and brands of supermarkets. Some supermarkets in the Netherlands have launched their
brand of meat substitute products. However, no websites of these brands are available on the internet.
Therefore, with the available data sources, it is decided to not analyze these brands. Because the
research question is to unravel the discourses of producers in the Netherlands, it is also decided not
to analyze the websites of producers originated outside the Netherlands. Thus, the following websites
of producers are analyzed: ‘Vivera’, ‘De Vegetarische Slager’, ‘Vegafit’, ‘Boon’, ‘Rootz’, ‘Sofine’, ‘Valess’
and ‘Schouten’.
The growth acceleration of the meat substitute industry is perceived to be the result of the arrival of
new players in the market. Next to the large-scale producers as ‘De Vegetarische Slager’ en ‘Vivera’,
small-scale producers are now also developing and offering meat substitutes. However, these largescale and already well-known producers could have different discourses than the small niche players.
Therefore, the decision is made to both analyze, well-known producers and less well-known, smallerscale producers.
Table 1. Meat substitute products in the Netherlands

Producers in the Netherlands
‘Vivera’
‘De Vegetarische Slager’
‘Vegafit’
‘Boon’
‘Rootz’
‘Sofine’
‘Schouten’
‘Valess’

Producers outside the Netherlands
‘Beyond Meat’
‘Garden Gourmet’
‘Quorn’
‘Soto’
‘Naturli’

Brands of supermarkets
‘Veggie Chef’
‘Next Level Meat’
‘Meatfreedays’
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In the Netherlands not only meat substitute producers are growing, but meat producers of substantial
size are also gaining ground. Recently, meat producer Mora entered into a partnership with ‘The
Vegatarische Slager’ and ‘Unox’ has launched their vegetarian smoked sausage (de Lange, 2018).
Nonetheless, after visiting those websites, it became clear that not much information was found on
these websites. Although interviews with the producers were not possible for this research, it would
have been relevant to include this group. However, with the available data sources, this research does
not include meat substitutes from mostly meat producers. The seven producers in the Netherlands
that belong to the research sample, all have their own branding websites.
In Table 2, the websites of the meat producers that will be part of this research are presented.
Table 2. Websites of meat substitute producers in the Netherlands

Producers in the Netherlands
‘Vivera’
‘De Vegetarische Slager’
‘Vegafit’
‘Boon’
‘Rootz’
‘Sofine’
‘Schouten’
‘Valess’

Website URLs
https://vivera.com/nl/
https://www.devegetarischeslager.nl/
https://vegafit.com/
https://www.boonbonen.nl/
https://rootzzofnature.nl/
https://www.sofine.eu/
https://www.schoutenfood.com/nl/
https://www.valess.nl/

3.4.3. SUPERMARKETS

Again, as mentioned before, also organizing interviews with supermarkets did not work out and
therefore it was decided to perform a document analysis of supermarket magazines to proceed with
the research and answer the main research question.
Machin and Mayr (2012) argue that media is an important source of spreading particular discourses in
society. In 1996, The magazine of ‘Albert Heijn’, ‘Allerhande’ presented a recipe in the magazine in
which the vegetable ‘rucola’ was an essential part of the meal. Due to the recipe in the ‘Allerhande’,
‘rucola’ was imported once to the Netherlands. Due to the recipe in the magazine, the vegetable
gained in popularity and has now become an indispensable part of Dutch cuisine. Supermarket
magazines thus may be of influence in discourses and the corresponding discursive practices a
consumer has towards meat substitutes. As there is not much scientific literature on supermarkets and
the relation with meat substitutes, it has been decided to focus on the supermarket's magazines in the
Netherlands with the largest market share. ‘Albert Heijn’ and ‘Jumbo’, together account for more than
half of the market share. Therefore, only these two supermarket magazines are included in the
document analysis.
‘Allerhande’
The supermarket magazine ‘Allerhande’ is established by the supermarket ‘Albert Heijn’ and was first
published in December 1954. The magazine is emitted ten times a year and is freely available. It
consists of recipes and interesting facts about food, drinks and health.
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Figure 4. Magazine ‘Jumbo’ Supermarket

Figure 5. Magazine ‘Albert Heijn’ Supermarket

Note: from Hallo Jumbo, 9 – 2017

Note: from Allerhande, 7 – 2020

‘Hallo Jumbo’
The Magazine of the supermarket ‘Jumbo’ is established only in 2013. The magazine ‘Hallo Jumbo’
follows the supermarket ‘Albert Heijn’ in the setup, in which various recipes, cooking tips, interviews
and background stories are presented. The magazine is also emitted once a month and is freely
available.
To provide an answer to the main research question, a relevant selection of the supermarket
magazines ‘Allerhande’ and ‘Hallo Jumbo’ is formed. The selection focuses exclusively on the year 2019
and on. Although meat substitutes have been introduced in the Netherlands as early as 1992, only
from 2019 the meat substitute products have gained popularity among Dutch consumers partly as a
result of meat scandals. In 2019 the ‘Dutch Food and Consumer Product Safety Authority (NVWA)
released a rapport that addresses the consequences of consuming red meat (NVWA, 2019). Many
discussions about the meat industry have evolved from this year on and the support of meat
substitutes began to appear. Therefore, it is relevant to study the magazines from the years 2019, 2020
and 2021. Since the magazines of ‘Allerhande’ and ‘Hallo Jumbo’ from the years 2019, 2020 and 2021
are analyzed, by this means, a total of 54 issues are part of this document analysis.

3.5. DATA ANALYSIS
To provide an answer to the main research question, an answer to the three sub-question should be
given first. In Figure 6, the research design and steps to be taken in the research process are presented.
Although the steps in the figure are presented separately, the researcher needs to look back and reflect
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on the previous steps during the inquiry. The weaving back and forth between theory and data during
the study is part of an iterative process (Bryman, 2016). After conducting a theoretical framework and
literature review (step 1) and having data gathered from the semi-structured interviews and the data
analysis in step 2, the acquired data is analyzed through a discourse analysis (step 3), using the
software of ‘Atlas.ti’ (Figure 6). Discourse analysis helps to understand how through language a social
reality is constructed and how language (discourse) and society (practices) interact with each other.
Conducting a discourse analysis has been chosen because it best suits the research aim of
understanding the different discourses and corresponding practices of stakeholders (consumers,
supermarkets and producers) in the Netherlands towards meat substitutes which could provide
insights for potential further growth of the industry.
Figure 6. Steps to be taken in the research process

The Programme ‘Atlas.ti’ is used for the consumer interviews to code relevant statements and
sentences from the conducted interviews and data analysis into various themes. Coding for data
analysis is a way to further explore the acquired data and making it accessible to compare the different
views of the participants.
Bryman (2016) divides the process of coding into three steps: initial coding, focused coding and
theoretical coding. In the first step, all transcripts are briefly read through and relevant words, phrases,
sentences, or whole sections are labeled. Descriptive terms are added to the transcripts to discover an
initial index of important concepts. If something is repeated multiple, it is surprising or recognizable
from the literature, it could be relevant to add a particular code to it. These words, phrases, sentences,
or sections can be about both activities, as well as certain concepts.
After applying terms to the transcripts, the codes are then grouped in categories with corresponding
relationships. Last, various themes are identified. These themes and the connections between these
themes are the result of the study and are helpful to develop theory from the data and answer the
research questions (Bryman, 2016).
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3.5.1. OPERATIONALIZATION OF THE RESEARCH: STEP 2

In step 1 of the operationalization in section 2.3, is it clarified which definitions of the theoretical
concepts are used in the research. However, to complete the operationalization of the study, it is of
significant importance to translate the theoretical concepts and expected relations into measurable
variables.
To prepare the semi-structured interviews for the consumers, an interview guide has been developed.
This guide has been established to develop questions for the semi-structured interviews and to ensure
that the correct questions are asked to provide an answer to the research questions. In this process of
operationalization, the starting point for the consumer interview guide consists of the research
questions. These questions are then linked to theoretical concepts, formulated in theoretical
questions and subsequently adapted into interview questions. An example of the operationalization
step 2 to an interview question is presented in Figure 7. Here, the starting point is for example SQ1. To
for example explore whether the discourse and the discursive practices correspond, an interview
question is established that is related to the theoretical concept of habit in the social context. The
social context is, to make the question easier for the respondent, translated into ‘social environment’.
The whole interview guide for consumers is presented in Annex B. It should be noted that Annex B
does not present the theoretical questions. This step has been kept in mind by the author. Next to
establishing a consumer interview guide, a deductive coding scheme for the analysis of the interviews
and the document analysis has been set up. In addition to Bryman’s division in the process of coding,
an important division is made between inductive coding and deductive coding.
Figure 7. Example of operationalization into an interview question

In this research, both deductive and inductive coding are used. Establishing a coding scheme in
advance is identified as deductive coding as the codebook is developed before the data collection
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based on the literature review and theoretical framework. The identified discourses have been put in
a scheme. From the theoretical framework and literature review, various codewords have been
selected. These codewords are words that are expected to belong to a particular discourse towards
meat substitutes. When analyzing the transcripts from the interview, the producer’s websites and the
magazines from the supermarkets, identify these words from the text is the first step. This deductive
coding scheme is presented in Annex C.
When analyzing the transcripts, websites and magazines, also other words that are not in de deductive
coding scheme may appear. Therefore, it is of significant importance that, when analyzing the
transcripts, websites and magazines, the text should be analyzed with an open mind to ensure that
important texts are not be overlooked. Therefore, also an inductive code approach has been a part of
the research. Words that have appeared during the analysis itself, have been put in the deductive
coding scheme, next to the already beforehand established codewords. This inductive coding scheme
is presented in Annex D.
Furthermore, the codebook was complemented through the process of the research. The literature
review already pointed out that other discourses may emerge that not have been identified by the
scientific literature yet. These potential other discourses are of significant importance to answer SQ2
to explain the similarities or differences towards the industry between consumers, producers and
supermarkets. To provide an answer to SQ3, guiding interview questions have also been set up, which
are about the future prospects of the industry. These results were then compared with the results of
the document analysis of the producers and supermarkets. However, it is of importance to consider
that document analysis is significantly different than an interview analysis, which can lead to other
outcomes.

3.6. VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY
The validity and reliability of the research project are extremely important to provide credible and
sound research (van Thiel, 2014). Different forms of validity can be distinguished: internal and external
validity Scheepers et al. (2016) emphasizes that violations of the validity of statements in the research
are a serious matter as it can lead to wrong research statements and therefore misleading conclusions.
The use of case study research and discourse analysis are sometimes seen as problematic for the
validity of the research. Criticism is mainly about the questioning of the objective judgment of the data
collection. However, to ensure sufficient validity it is important to develop a sound set of measurement
instruments (van Thiel, 2014). In this research, triangulation will be used to ensure the validity of the
research. By varying in data sources through interviews, document analysis and desk research,
complementing and diverse theoretical approaches are used. The reliability of the study relates to the
accuracy and consistency of the variables that are measured in the research (van Thiel, 2014).
According to Guba and Lincoln (1994), it is hard to complete claim reliability in a constructivist study
as “the findings will be partially dependent on the researcher – and as such are transactional and
subjective” (p. 111). To ensure the accuracy of the research, a detailed and transparent overview of
the methods is provided. “Consistency revolves around the idea of repeatability” (van Thiel, 2014, p.
48).
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To ensure the consistency of the research, all steps that have been made in this research will be written
out and will be retractable. Therefore, other researchers can repeat the executed research easily by
following the steps to increase the reliability. When conducting the semi-structured interviews, some
questions vary from interview to interview. Consequently, a question may be skipped too quickly. A
short answer does not always have to be the only answer. It is possible that there may be more
meanings and not a single one to them. Therefore, it is important to keep asking questions during the
interview and delve deeper into the answer given to ensure the reliability of the research. Although
accessibility is often considered to be the advantage of document sources, ‘authenticity’,
‘representativeness’, ‘meaning’ and ‘validity’ of these document sources should be kept in mind to
ensure credibility. It is of significant importance to be transparent and clear about how the data is
obtained and analyzed. Therefore, after reviewing the epistemological and ontological considerations,
research strategy, the data collection method and how the data is analyzed, the next chapter will
interpret the data to provide a valid answer to the main research questions.

Page 34 of 68

4. ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
In the previous sections, the theoretical and methodological basis for the research has been
established. This chapter contains the interpretation of the gathered data to provide an answer to the
main research question:
What are the discourses and discursive practices of consumers, producers and supermarkets in
the Netherlands towards plant-based meat substitutes and what are the discursive barriers
and/or opportunities to further establish potential growth of the industry?
The analysis of the data is accomplished through discourse analysis. Discourses analysis puts an
emphasis on interpretations, understanding and meaning to provide insights into human behaviour
and is, therefore, a valuable approach to answer the main research question.
This chapter has divided the analysis into three sections. First, the data from the interviews with
consumers have been analyzed. The findings from the interviews are discussed and illustrated with
relevant quotes from the interviews. Second, the data from the document analysis of producer’s
websites have been examined. Last, the data of supermarket magazines have been considered. Each
section deals with SQ1. After considering the discourses (and for the consumers also the discursive
practices), section 4.4. deals with SQ2 to eventually answer the main research question. SQ3 is taken
up in the concluding chapter as normative standpoints are used.

4.1. ANALYSIS OF THE CONSUMER INTERVIEWS
In this section, the obtained data of the ten semi-structured interviews with Dutch consumers in all
stages of the transition are analyzed and interpret. Using discourse analysis, an emphasis is put on the
understandings and interpretations of consumers towards the meat substitute industry.
Although the demand for meat from a global perspective has grown significantly, in June 2021, CBS
released a report in which attitudes and behaviour of the Dutch towards consuming meat are explored.
(FAO, 2020; Henchion et al., 2014). The report stated that already more than one-third of the Dutch
population decreased its meat consumption. This trend of decreasing meat consumption in the
Netherlands relates to the increase in meat substitute consumers in the Netherlands over the past few
years. As various reasons to eat meat substitutes are growing among consumers, it is of significant
importance to unravel the discourses of consumers to explore further growth of the industry (Hoek et
al., 2011).
To unravel the discourses and corresponding discursive practices of consumers towards meat
substitutes, SQ1 holds a central position in this section: What are the discourses and corresponding
discursive practices that consumers, supermarkets and producers in the Netherlands have towards
plant-based meat substitutes? To unravel these discourses and corresponding discursive practices of
consumers, semi-structured interviews with consumers have been conducted. In this section, the main
findings from the sample of the consumer’s interviews are presented. As stated, the first group of the
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study sample consists of ten Dutch meat substitutes consumers, ranging from having it consumed only
a few times to have it consumed weekly. The list with the interviewees is presented in Annex A. To
provide an answer to the first research question, the transcripts of the consumer interview were
analyzed through discourse analysis. The results of the interviews are presented below.
As stated before, although thoughts on the environment, health (positive or negative), animal wealth,
price, culture and taste/flavor are identified from the literature review to be factors influencing
discourses and discursive practices towards the intake of meat substitutes, other discourses may exist
and appear during the analysis. Furthermore, it is of significant importance to consider that, when
analyzing the transcripts, also other words that are not in de deductive coding scheme may appear.
Therefore, the transcripts were examined with an open mind and other discourses and codewords
have been added during the process. The codewords that have been discovered later were added in
bold in the inductive coding scheme (Annex D – Inductive coding scheme). To answer the first research
question, in the interviews, respondents were asked to motivate their intake of meat substitutes.
When being asked directly about their personal understanding of meat substitutes, it is discovered
that most respondents establish a strong link with sustainability, for instance:
“As I said, I think it is especially important to strongly reduce the environmental impact. A lot
can be traced back to the production of meat. It is, of course, a luxury product. You have many
countries that are now emerging, they also want to eat a nice piece of meat, but well, at the
end of the ride rainforest will be cut down for that, and we get the climate effect because of
the methane. Water management too. That whole chain is all about eventually getting
someone a piece of meat on their plate. You can hardly name anything that it is not connected
to. Then I think, when you see that, you must not want to do anything but push it back as far
as possible” (R6, 2021)
Seven out of the ten interviewees use codewords as ‘sustainability’, ‘climate’ and ‘environment’
concerning the intake of meat substitutes. These codewords indicate an environmental discourse.
When studying the transcripts in the Atlas.ti programme, in addition to the codewords that had been
drawn up, two other codewords also emerged that indicate an environmental discourse. These words
were climate change and impact. These words have been added to the coding scheme in Annex D.
Two out of the ten interviews mostly acknowledge the importance of health when answering the
question during the interview on meat substitute intake. Next to the codewords established before
conducting the interviews, other codewords after conducting the interviews have been identified from
the analysis. Allergies and stomach pain are two words that were noticed by two interviewees. These
coding words have been added to the coding scheme. The answers that are given mainly focuses on
the negative aspects of meat. An example:
“I think it also has to do with health awareness. A lot of meat is also not very healthy. I think
that is the main goal." (R7, 2021)
Only one of the interviewees mostly emphasized animal suffering when being asked directly about
their personal understanding of meat substitutes.
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“I can't stand it when I kill a sparrow, but I do eat all those animals and I'm not brave enough
to kill such a beast myself so then I am thinking by myself, this is not fair. So I think animal
suffering is an important motivation” (R10, 2021)
When being directly asked about personal understandings of meat substitutes, the analysis presents
that consumers mostly emphasize environmental aspects as various codewords have been discovered.
This question therefore thus indicates that the majority of the interviewees act from an environmental
discourse. However, as stated in the methodological section, it could be that there are more (hidden)
meanings to the matter. Therefore, it is important to keep asking questions during the interview and
delve deeper into the answer given to improve the reliability of the research. Therefore, to unravel the
right discourses, other questions were asked during the interview. Although in the first instance the
environment seems to be an important discourse, other discourses could appear. By also asking other
questions to clarify the discourse of the interviewee, surprising and interesting results have emerged.
In Table 3, the discourses of consumers towards meat substitutes are presented. Every time a sentence
or piece of text that belongs together was discovered on the website with a codeword that clearly
implies a certain discourse, the sentence was coded (and counted). The counting of the codewords is
a first indication of how powerful the various discourses are. However, it should be noted that the
results in Table 3 are no more than an indication and thus have no statistical significance. In order to
properly substantiate the results as far as possible, arguments and statements from the interviews are
added to confirm a particular discourse.
The analysis presents that all discourses that have been identified from the literature review and
theoretical framework have also been identified from the consumer’s interviews. Although the
environment is, therefore, the first to be mentioned as an important factor for eating meat substitutes,
it appears that more aspects are mentioned. The table presents the enormous variety in discourses of
meat substitute consumers towards meat substitutes.
Table 3. Identified discourses in the transcripts of the consumer interviews

Discourse
‘Environment’ discourse
‘Animal-wealth’ discourse
‘Positive health’ discourse
‘Negative health’ discourse
‘Price’ discourse
‘Culture’ discourse
‘Taste/flavor’ discourse

Amount
18
10
6
3
15
14
28

It is remarkable that, although the environmental discourse is identified as the dominant discourse
when being directly asked about personal understandings of meat substitutes, most codewords
indicating a taste/flavor discourse have appeared. More than 28 times, a sentence or a whole section
of text in the transcripts are related to the taste/flavor of meat substitutes. The respondents argue
that the taste is just not good enough in comparison to meat. This is mentioned several times by
consumers and could be interpreted as a barrier towards consuming meat substitutes. An example:
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“Preparing meat substitutes is also just difficult because meat just occasionally has certain
crispiness that you really, well I've had a meat substitute once or twice in my life that also
became common as it became with a regular schnitzel. It's just all a little less. That's a pity.
That ultimately makes you less happy to eat” (R8, 2021)
As stated in the literature review, a transition to consuming less meat and consuming more meat
substitutes is not an easy one. Many different factors (opportunity or barriers) exist that prevent or
support further development of the transition. The taste of some meat substitutes that is not good
enough in comparison to meat can be identified as a barrier that prevents further development of the
transition. Thus, it can be stated from the analysis that the taste is not yet sufficiently developed. In
the interviews, it was asked what needs to be improved in the taste to further develop (opportunity).
A surprising division in this taste/flavor discourse is discovered in the analysis. Some respondents argue
that meat substitutes should taste the same as meat.
“The downside is that it still doesn't taste exactly like meat” (R5, 2021)
However, it is also highlighted that the taste, according to some, not necessarily should be the same
as meat.
“Look, a meat substitute doesn't necessarily have to taste like a hamburger to me. For example,
a vegetarian chicken nugget that must necessarily resemble a chicken nugget is often at the
expense of quality” (R6, 2021)
The analysis thus presents a contradiction in the discourse itself. This lack of clarity and contradiction
about taste could complicate the development of a further transition.
Next to the taste and flavor that is indicated as a potential barrier, two other barriers (or opportunities
in some cases) have been identified from the analysis. First, codewords related to the price of meat
substitutes have been identified from the transcripts. The analysis has focused on the price of meat
substitutes compared to the price of meat. Seven out of the ten respondents have noticed the price in
the interviews, both young people and older people. One respondent mentioned that the meat
substitutes themselves outweigh the price. Furthermore, some respondents point out that meat
substitutes are increasingly put on offer and have already become cheaper in recent years.
Nonetheless, many respondents view the price still as a barrier to consume meat substitutes, which is
influenced by the institutional context. This statement is supported by the following quote:
“So if the meat substitute remains more expensive than the cheapest meat alternatives, it
remains a barrier to eating it” (R8, 2021)
The other barrier that has been identified from the analysis relates to the social context. From the
theoretical framework, it has become clear that discourses are often associated with the social context
and practices. As this research focuses among other things on the role of habits in transition, and thus
the social context, various questions in the interviews were devoted to this subject. In the interviews,
questions were established related to the social context.
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The respondents were asked to indicate whether their environment (social and/or institutional
context) influenced their choice to consume meat substitutes, and in what way. Accordingly, various
codewords, most related to the social context were identified from the transcripts. These code words
indicate a ‘culture’ discourse. Mostly the codewords of ‘environment’, ‘social context’, ‘habit’ and
‘normal’ have appeared in the analysis. The words ‘normal’, ‘bubble’, ‘norm’ and ‘taboo’ were not
established beforehand in the deductive coding scheme but were later added to the coding scheme
during the process.
Eight of the ten respondents emphasize culture and thus the role of the social context concerning meat
substitutes. The social context that has been indicated is expressed in various ways by the respondents.
Various respondents indicate that they have been pushed by their environment to consume more or
fewer meat substitutes. Two examples, both pushed to consume more meat substitutes as well as
pushed to continue to consume meat:
“But I also think that environment plays a role for me. Look, suppose I say that I only want to
eat meat substitutes, then there are simply too many people in your area at the moment who
still eat meat so that you still go along and therefore also eat meat" (R5, 2021)
“I have to say that 2 years ago I was a bit against it. At the time I was like yes, but we are
human beings and we need meat and we should not just eat plants. But because you hear more
and more about it now and more and more people in your area are doing it, I am more
convinced myself” (R10, 2021)
The social context thus can be of significant influence in the discourses towards meat substitutes. As
the interviewees may think from a particular discourse, this is not consistently expressed in identical
consumer behavior thus, as stated in the theoretical framework as the person for example is pushed
to continue to consume meat (see quote above R5) (Dagevos et al., 2005).
Besides the fact that several respondents indicate that they are pushed by their environment, some
respondents also indicate that they themselves push people to eat more meat substitutes. This mainly
involves pushing the immediate environment such as friends and family. In another interview, a
specific reference is made to point of habit. According to the respondent, it used to be normal to eat
meat, a habit:
“Looking back now, I think I never really liked it but that it was just served and then I just ate it.
It was 'normal' to eat that, for example, a meatball” (R2, 2021)
The analysis thus presents the ‘environment’ discourse as the dominant discourse, when being directly
asked about personal understandings to meat substitutes. However, when asking further, it has
become clear that the taste/flavor, the price and the social context also obtain an important factor in
the discourse against meat substitutes.
As the discourses and the barriers and some opportunities have been presented from the transcripts,
the next section will present the results from the analysis of the producer’s websites. The possibilities
for further growth will be further elaborated on in the discussion section.
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4.2. ANALYSIS OF THE PRODUCER WEBSITES
In this section, the obtained data of the seven websites of Dutch meat substitute producers are
analyzed and interpret.
Using discourse analysis, an emphasis is put on understandings and interpretations of these producers
towards the meat substitute industry. As the literature review revealed, a fixed interplay between
consumers and producers (and also supermarkets) is identified. Therefore, unraveling the discourses
of producers towards meat substitutes is of significant importance to research the assumption of
environmental concerns and explore further potential growth of the industry. To find out what the
various discourses of the different producers of meat substitutes towards the meat industry are, a
qualitative content analysis was carried out. In this section, the main findings from the sample of the
producer’s websites are presented.
As stated, the second group of the study sample consists of seven Dutch meat substitute producers.
To provide an answer to the first sub-question, the websites of the seven producers have been
analyzed on their content through discourse analysis. From the operationalization step 2 in the
methodological chapter, it is decided to start the analysis of these websites from a deductive coding
scheme in which, for each discourse from the literature review, codewords have been written down in
advance to indicate a certain discourse. This deductive coding scheme is again presented in Annex C.
After drawing up the coding scheme, these code words were searched for when analyzing the seven
producer’s websites. When these code words were encountered, the whole sentence or section was
put in an excel file.
The programme of Atlas.ti has not been used when analyzing the producer’s websites. Although the
programme increases the level of organization and comprehensibility, it is difficult to use for analyzing
the websites through content analysis. When analyzing the producer’s websites, It was not always
possible to copy the codewords in the text from the websites. Therefore, the Atlas.ti program has not
been used for the content analysis of producer's websites, in contrast to the analysis of the transcripts
at consumers. The output of the excel file is attached.
Table 4. Discourse code words identified on the producer’s websites

Producers in the Netherlands
‘Vivera’

‘De Vegetarische Slager’

‘Vegafit’

Identified discourses
Environment
Health
Animal-wealth
Taste/flavor
Animal-wealth
Taste/flavor
Environment
Culture
Taste/flavor
Animal-wealth
Health

Amount
9
3
3
3
4
3
1
1
4
3
3
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‘Boon’

‘Rootz’

‘Sofine’

‘Schouten’

‘Valess’

Environment
Health
Taste/flavor
Environment
Environment
Health
Taste/flavor
Health
Taste/flavor
Environment
Animal-wealth
Price
Culture
Environment
Taste/flavor
Health
Culture
Animal-wealth
Taste/flavor
Environment
Health
Culture

2
4
2
2
7
4
4
3
2
1
1
1
1
6
5
1
1
1
6
4
1
1

In Table 4, the summary of the excel file is presented. Every time a sentence or piece of text that
belongs together has appeared with a code word in it that clearly implies a certain discourse, the
sentence was put in the excel file and counted. Again, the counting of the codewords is only a first
indication of how powerful the various discourses are and has no statistical significance. In order to
properly substantiate the results as far as possible, arguments and statements from the interviews are
added to confirm a particular discourse.
The table shows the enormous variety in discourses of meat substitute producers towards meat
substitutes. All discourses that have been identified from the literature review and theoretical
framework have also been identified from the websites.
The seven meat substitute producers all emphasize other topics on their websites, as shown in table
5.6. All the beforehand established discourses from the theoretical framework and literature review
have been discovered on the websites of the producers, ranging from 1 to a maximum of 9 times.
Furthermore, the analysis shows that no producer has put priority on one discourse. At least three
different discourses are identified from the websites, varying from health, environment, culture, price,
taste and animal wealth.
One of the most identified discourses of producers towards meat substitutes concerns environmental
beliefs. Three out of the seven producers indicate on its website mostly the beneficiaries of meat
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substitutes to support a sustainable environment. Both the producers of ‘Schouten’, ‘Rootz’ and
‘Vivera’ most emphasize environmental codewords in the text on their websites. The analysis shows
that especially the code word ‘sustainable’ or ‘sustainability’ has appeared often in the text. One
example comes from Schouten:
“Sustainability refers to the current need that people have on the earth and how this can be
developed in the future without endangering people, the environment or the economy. In this
context, reducing global meat consumption is a very urgent issue” - (Schouten, 2021)
“How wonderful is it that you can change the world one bite at a time by eating a plant-based
diet? Food is responsible for the emission of many greenhouse gases” – (Vivera, 2021)
The environmental-related discourse is not only identified from the websites based on Table 4. On 4
of the 7 websites, environmental aspects are the first elements that appear on the website. This differs
from texts that mention sustainability elements, to figures and colors that focus on the environment.
Next to the code word of sustainability and other beforehand established codewords related to
environmental concerns, other codewords have been identified from the analysis. Biological, C02 and
footprint are three words that were found in the text multiple times. An example derives from the
website of Vivera (quote above). These coding words have been added to the coding scheme.
Besides that ‘Vivera’ shares the environmental concerns in the text on their website through
sentences, ‘Vivera’ also presents the environmental concerns in pictures, numbers and facts. For
example, it is stated that by not eating meat, a reduction by 24%, of global CO2 emissions can be
achieved, which is equivalent to taking 240 million cars off the road. ‘Vivera’ is not the only producer
who has used numbers, and figures in the text on their website. The use of numbers, facts and figures
is done on various producer’s websites by comparing meat with meat substitutes or presenting
numbers.
In addition to environmental themes, some producers of meat substitutes in the Netherlands also pay
attention to other themes. Two of the seven producers of meat substitutes most acknowledge health
in the text on their websites. Both ‘Sofine’ and ‘Boon’ highlight the healthy benefits of meat substitutes
compared to ‘regular’ meat, which is given as an example in the quote below.
“BOON is full of protein, fiber and healthy nutrients” – (Boon, 2021)
Text on flavor and taste are at the websites of ‘Vegafit’ and ‘Valess’ the leading discourse. The
literature review stated that often the sensory properties of meat are respected and liked by many
consumers and on the other hand, the quality (taste and texture) of meat substitutes is currently
reviewed less than meat (Hoek et al., 2011; Kumar et al., 2017). The analysis of these websites shows
that to overcome this, both ‘Vegafit’ and ‘Valess’ emphasize that the taste, flavor and structure of their
meat substitute products is similar to meat.
“Our sophisticated recipes ensure not only flavor, but a firm structure and a satisfying bite. Let
the flavor of plant-based surprise you” – (Vegafit, 2021)
Page 42 of 68

Meat substitute producer 'De Vegetarische Slager' is the only producer that mostly emphasizes animal
wealth in the text on their website. This ‘animal wealth’ discourse is reflected in several pieces of text
on the website. In some parts of the text on the website, short statements, often animal or
environmental related, are presented. These statements are supported by the following quotes:
“Whether pigs, cows, chickens or fish, intensive livestock farming and fishing causes
unnecessary suffering to billions of animals every year. These are all sentient beings with social
skills and the will to live. A plant-based diet reduces the number of animals living in these
conditions. The average person with a Western diet eats thousands of animals in their lifetime,
most of which come from factory farms. By eating a plant-based diet for a month you can save
2 animal lives” (De Vegetarische Slager – 2021)
“Our mission? Become the greatest butcher in the world” (De Vegetarische Slager, 2021)
On the website of ‘De Vegetarische Slager’, another discourse has been identified. The analysis has
shown that the world food supply is identified as a discourse. Codewords as food supply and food
revolution have indicated this discourse. This discourse with corresponding codewords has been added
to the inductive coding scheme. However, the analysis revealed that no other website has used the
world food supply as a discourse towards meat substitutes. Therefore, no emphasis is put on this
discourse.
As analyzed before, all the beforehand established discourses from the theoretical framework and
literature review have been discovered on the websites of the producers. Although most producers
thus acknowledge the importance of the environment, health and taste/flavor, it has become clear
that every producer act from more than one particular discourse. The analysis of the websites has
shown that at least three discourses have appeared on each website. These discourses, which are
discovered through the codewords from the deductive (and inductive) coding scheme, have appeared
in various ways on the websites. The analysis has shown that often health, taste/flavor, environment
are used together and interchangeably. A few examples:
“Just as workhorses have been replaced by mechanical horsepower, so too will animals become
redundant for meat production. By removing the animal from the food chain, we are working
on an impactful change in the food supply. In this way, culinary traditions remain unchanged
and you can put the tastiest dishes on the table in no time” (De Vegetarische Slager – 2021)
“It is our mission to make innovative plant-based products that are friendly to you, your loved
ones, our planet and the animals, but above all that are incredibly tasty” (Sofine – 2021)
On the other hand, discourses indicating culture, animal wealth and price are not as often used in the
text on the websites. For example, only on the website of ‘Sofine’, text related to pricing has appeared
once. Price-related items are not discussed on any other website of meat producers in the Netherlands.
Besides the discourses from the literature and the websites as described above, it was found that
producers also can have an informing and convincing role.
The analysis has shown that some producers try to achieve an even further transition to reducing meat
consumption and production and support the consumption and production of meat substitutes by for
example including recipes containing meat substitutes on their websites. Meat substitute producer
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‘Vivera’ even has set up its own app in which consumers can participate in a challenge to reduce meat
consumption. In this way, potential consumers (and producers or supermarkets) can gain more
knowledge about meat substitutes and how to cook with them. The analysis thus presents the variety
in discourses that the producers have towards the meat substitutes. Although the environmental
discourse has been identified to be the dominant discourse, both health and taste/flavor are both two
important discourses that also have been identified from the analysis. As the discourses have been
presented from the websites, the next section will present the results from the analysis of the
supermarket magazines. The possibilities for further growth will be further elaborated on in the
discussion section.

4.3. ANALYSIS OF THE SUPERMARKET MAGAZINES
In this section, the obtained data from the supermarket magazines of ‘Allerhande’ and ‘Hallo Jumbo’
are analyzed and interpret. Using discourse analysis, an emphasis is put on understandings and
interpretations of the supermarkets towards the meat substitute industry.
Desk research has stated that the Dutch eat the most meat substitutes of all Europeans. This statement
originates from the recently released report by the international food organization ProVeg, in which
the total supermarket sales in eleven European countries have been tracked over the past three years
(ProVeg, 2021). As supermarkets are the ones to sell meat and meat substitutes, and as of the before
stated fixed interplay, the analysis of the supermarket magazines plays an important role in providing
an answer to the main research question. To provide an answer to the first research question
supermarket magazines of ‘Albert Heijn’ (‘Allerhande’) and ‘Jumbo’ (‘Hallo Jumbo’) from 2019, 2020
and 2021 have been analyzed.
As described in the methodological chapter, to find out what the various discourses of supermarkets
towards the meat industry are, a qualitative content discourse analysis was carried out. In this section,
the main findings from the sample of the producer’s websites are explained. From the
operationalization step 2 in the methodological chapter, it was decided to start the analysis of these
magazines from a deductive coding scheme. For each discourse from the literature review, codewords
have been written down in advance to indicate a certain discourse.
The deductive coding scheme is presented in Annex C. The sentences or whole sections have been
copied to the excel file (attached file). The excel file has been split up into 2019, 2020 and 2021. Also
for the supermarket magazines, the programme of Atlas.ti has not been used for the same reasons as
for the producer’s websites. Furthermore, again, it is of significant importance to leave room for other
discourses and codewords to appear in the analysis.
‘Hallo jumbo’
In Table 5, the summary of the excel file for the supermarket magazine ‘Hallo Jumbo’ is presented. The
table shows how often a particular discourse has emerged from the text analysis. Just as in the
consumer's and the producer's analysis, almost all the beforehand established discourses from the
theoretical framework and literature review have been discovered in magazines of the ‘Hallo Jumbo’.
Only codewords related to the price of meat substitutes have not been identified. The discourses that
do have been identified ranged from 1 to a maximum of 11 times in the magazines. The discourse
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analysis shows that the supermarket magazine ‘Hallo Jumbo’ most emphasizes themes related to taste
and flavor (11 times) and environmental (8 times) and health-related themes (8 times) regarding meat
substitutes over the past 2,5 years.
Table 5. Discourses in the magazine of ‘Hallo Jumbo’

Discourse
‘Environment’
‘Animal-wealth’
‘Positive health’
‘Negative health’
‘Price’
‘Culture’
‘Taste/flavor’

Amount 2019
3
1
1
1
0
0
5

Amount 2020
1
1
5
1
0
3
6

Amount 2021
4
1
2
0
0
0
0

Total amount
8
3
8
2
0
3
11

Codewords that emphasize the importance of the taste and flavor of meat substitutes are the most
featured items in the magazine of ‘Hallo Jumbo’. Divers codewords have appeared, indicating the taste
and flavor discourse. Mostly the codeword of ‘taste’, ‘flavor’, itself were an indicator of the discourse.
Also the codeword ‘delicious’ multiple times indicated the taste/flavor discourse. The analysis shows
that a lot of the discourses regarding taste and flavor were discovered in commercials that have been
added to the magazine. This statement is supported by the following quotes and Figure 8.
" A day without meat? That is of course very good! Try one of the vegetarian variants of Dutch
favorite Unox products. 100% vegetarian, but with the familiar Unox taste" (Hallo Jumbo, 10 –
2019, p. 3)
"Free from meat, full of flavor. Delicious for any snacker! Mmmm… from Mora & The
Vegetarian Butcher” (Hallo Jumbo, 9 – 2019, p. 41)
"And it's just delicious. Knorr vegetarian Chilli con Carne contains a rich sauce with a full flavor
and 97 grams of vegetables per portion" (Hallo Jumbo, 9 – 2019, p. 25)
As described in the methodological section, some supermarkets in the Netherlands have launched
their brand of meat substitute products. Desk research has presented that the supermarket ‘Jumbo’
also has established their own brand, called ‘VeggieChef’. As no website on the internet of these
brands is available, these brands are not included in the research. However, the brand of ‘VeggieChef’
by the supermarket ‘Jumbo’ has been promoted in their magazine as stated in the quote below.
“Meet our new vegan line: Tasty Veggie! …. You will also find a number of beloved vegetarian
and vegan classics in improved form on our shelves. Such as crumbly minced meat, falafel and
our delicious hamburger” (Hallo Jumbo, 8 – 2020, p. 37)
Besides the informing role of the magazines with recipes and interviews, the magazine of ‘Hallo Jumbo’
thus also present a convincing (and informing) role by advertising for their own products.
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Figure 8. Advertisement Mora & ‘De Vegatarische Slager’

Figure 9. Advertisement Igo meat substitutes

Note: from Hallo Jumbo, 3 – 2019, p. 51

Note: from Hallo Jumbo, 9 – 2020, p. 30

In addition to the taste and flavor-related themes that are identified from the analysis, also
environmental-related elements of the ‘environmental’ discourse have been identified 8 times in the
30 magazines Jumbo has published in 2019, 2020 and 2021. The indicated environmental discourse is
thus not identified as the dominant discourse, while the theoretical framework and the literature
together had indicated this.
The third discourse that has been often indicated in the magazine of ‘Hallo Jumbo’ is ‘health’. Both
positive and negative ‘health’ discourses are identified. As described in the theoretical framework and
literature review section, the positive ‘health’ discourse recognizes the negative effects of red meat
and processed meat with associated diseases, while the negative ‘health’ discourse sees meat as an
undisputed healthy food as an important element for a balanced diet. The analysis shows that the
positive ‘health’ discourse has appeared 8 times in the magazine. Figure 9 and the first quote below
are supporting the indication of the ‘health’ discourse. Again, the use of commercials that have been
added in the magazine plays a role in the search for codewords that are indicating the discourses
towards meat substitutes.
Although the positive ‘health’ discourse has been identified 8 times in the 30 magazines, the negative
‘health’ discourse has also appeared 2 times in the analysis of the magazines. The second quote below
supports that. These striking and contrasting quotes, which were placed in the same edition and even
on the same page in the magazine, make it difficult to identify a clear discourse.
"If you eat a lot of red meat and processed meat, you have a higher risk of colon and lung
cancer, type 2 diabetes and a stroke” (Hallo Jumbo, 1 – 2019, p. 134)
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"Meat is stated in the ‘Schijf van Vijf’1and contains many good nutrients such as iron and
vitamin B12. These substances ensure, among other things, good oxygen transport in your flood
and the proper functioning of your nervous system” (Hallo Jumbo, 1 – 2019, p. 134)
‘Allerhande’
In Table 6, the summary of the excel file for the supermarket magazine ‘Allerhande’ is presented. The
table shows how often a particular discourse has emerged from the text analysis.
Table 6. Discourses in the magazine of ‘Allerhande’

Discourse
‘Environment’
‘Animal-wealth’
‘Positive health’
‘Negative health’
‘Price’
‘Culture’
‘Taste/flavor’

Amount 2019
5
1
1
0
0
0
6

Amount 2020
9
0
4
0
0
2
5

Amount 2021
1
0
3
1
1
0
6

Total amount
15
1
8
1
1
2
17

Again the analysis shows us that the wide variety of discourses.
Just as in the consumers and the producer's analysis, all the beforehand established discourses from
the theoretical framework and literature review have been identified from magazines of the
‘Allerhande, ranging from 1 to a maximum of 17 times. The discourse analysis shows that the
supermarket magazine ‘Allerhande’ most emphasize environmental themes (15 times) and themes
related to taste and flavor (17 times) regarding meat substitutes over the past 2,5 years.
Codewords that emphasize the importance of the taste and flavor of meat substitutes are also the
most featured items in the magazine of ‘Allerhande’. Divers codewords were found in the magazines,
indicating the taste and flavor discourse. Again, mostly the codeword of ‘taste’, ‘flavor’, itself were an
indicator to the discourse.
“Choosing is getting more fun and tastier! Take this chicken substitute, with the taste, bite and
structure of chicken, but then 100% vegetable” (Allerhande, 2 – 2019, p. 15)
The magazine of ‘Allerhande’ furthermore acknowledges the importance of meat substitutes over
meat by inserting different multi-page sections in some magazines. Figure 10 describes the range of
different meat substitutes.
Much attention is paid to taste and flavor in the column, indicating the taste/flavor discourse. In this
column, also codewords indicating a positive ‘health’ discourse have been discovered. Codewords
indicating the positive ‘health’ discourse have appeared 8 times in the magazine, ranking it at the third
most appeared discourse in the magazine of ‘Allerhande’.
1

Note: The ‘Schijf van Vijf’ is a scientifically substantiated information model, developed in 1953 by the information office
for nutrition. It serves as a tool that enables to understand the essence of healthy eating (Voedingcentrum, n.d).
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Figure 10. Description of the range in meat substitutes

Note: from Allerhande, 2 – 2021, p. 26

Again, the indicated environmental discourse is thus not identified as the dominant discourse, while
the theoretical framework and the literature together had indicated this. Although the environmental
discourse is not identified as the dominant discourse in the magazine, themes in the text related to the
environment still often appear in the magazine.
Already in 2019, this theme was featured in the magazine five times. Many diverse codewords have
appeared, indicating the environmental discourse. Mostly the codeword of ‘C02’, ‘environment’,
‘earth’ and ‘climate change’ appeared in the textual analysis. The words ‘C02’ and ‘climate change’
were not established beforehand in the deductive coding scheme, but were later added to the coding
scheme during the process. Two examples:
“By eating more plant-based foods, we can all reduce a lot of CO2 emissions. As Albert Heijn,
we think it is very important to contribute to that transition.” (Allerhande, 9 – 2020, p. 61)
“As an adult, if you do not eat meat for a week, you save 130 liters of water per person, 76
kilometers of CO2 emissions and 770 grams of meat. Really worth it!” (Allerhande, 2 – 2021, p.
66)
Besides the identification of codewords indicating a health discourse, a taste/flavor discourse and an
environmental discourse, other codewords have appeared. However, as these codewords have only
been identified a maximum of two times, no quotes are published to support this.
Although for example, codewords indicating a culture-related discourse are limited, an important
element that is discovered in the analysis of the magazines is an emphasis on the ‘Nationale Week
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Zonder Vlees (National Week Without Meat)’. The ‘’Nationale Week Zonder Vlees’ is a recurring
initiative by a foundation which aims to show and taste the Dutch how tasty and easy it is not to eat
meat (and fish) for a week and to make them aware of the impact of this, compared to the small effort.
This action of ‘Nationale Week Zonder Vlees’ corresponds with a culture-related discourse. In the
magazines of ‘Allerhande’ in both 2019, 2020 and 2021, the action is clearly put in the foreground to
grab the attention of the reader. The magazine of ‘Allerhande’ emphasizes here the cultural changes
consumers need to make to eat meat substitutes. This corresponds with the influence of the social
context and Elisabeth Shove’s theory on transition. The theoretical framework stated that “behavior
and corresponding practice change often requires breaking old habits and becomes established by
creating new ones” (Shove, 2010, p. 1276). The following quotes emphasize the difficulty to change
and the need to join the ‘Nationale Week Zonder Vlees’.
“Sausage through the stew or pasta with minced meat: a habit that is difficult to break. Eating
vegan is much easier than you think. And these tips make it even more fun” (Allerhande, 4 –
2020, p. 30)
“A ‘Week zonder Vlees’ makes a difference for the future of our planet” (Allerhande, 2 – 2019,
p. 15)
Magazines of ‘Hallo Jumbo’ and ‘Allerhande’ compared
The analysis shows that the magazine of ‘Allerhande’ put more emphasis on meat substitutes than the
magazine of ‘Hallo Jumbo’. Table 7 illustrates that the ‘Allerhande’ has indicated 45 discourses,
whereas ‘Hallo Jumbo’ only has indicated 35 discourses towards meat substitutes. The difference in
the amount of discourse towards meat substitutes indicates that the magazine of ‘Allerhande’ puts
more emphasis on the emergence and existence of meat substitutes. This has become clear in the
analysis through various sections in the magazine.
Table 7. Comparison discourses magazine of ‘Hallo Jumbo’ and ‘Allerhande’

Discourse
‘Environment’
‘Animal-wealth’
‘Positive health’
‘Negative health’
‘Price’
‘Culture’
‘Taste/flavour’
Total codewords indicating

Magazine ‘Hallo Jumbo’
8
3
8
2
0
3
11
35

Magazine ‘Allerhande’
15
1
8
1
1
2
17
45

In the magazine of ‘Hallo Jumbo’ from December 2019, the Christmas edition, no recipes containing
meat substitutes were noticed. In 2020, ‘Hallo Jumbo’ did include a recipe with meat substitutes, but
no corresponding text was included. In the magazine, ‘Allerhande’ recipes containing meat substitutes
were already included in the 2019 Christmas edition. For example, with every recipe for the main
course, such as preparing a piece of game meat or making beef wellington, a vegetarian variant with
sometimes meat substitutes was also named.
Page 49 of 68

This same difference between the magazines was also discovered in the analysis of the summer edition
of both magazines. In the 2019 and 2020 editions of ‘Hallo Jumbo’ a large part of the edition was
devoted to the barbecue. Meat possessed a distinct position in the edition with columns on how
people could best prepare meat and how to combine it with other dishes. For example, in the edition
several columns were included with meat on the barbeque, fish on the barbeque, vegetables on the
barbeque and fruit on the barbeque. However, a column with meat substitutes on the barbeque was
missing. The magazine of ‘Allerhande’ does include some meat substitutes in the columns related to
the barbeque. Furthermore, it is important to notice that the magazine ‘Hallo Jumbo’ contains far
fewer advertisements than the magazine ‘Hallo Jumbo’. The codewords that indicated a particular
discourse towards meat substitutes in ‘Hallo Jumbo’ often were discovered in the advertisements,
while the codewords that indicated a particular discourse were more identified from the interviews,
recipes and other tables and figures.
Although the magazine of ‘Hallo Jumbo’ uses fewer codewords indicating various discourses towards
meat substitutes, as presented in Table 7, it does acknowledge the importance of the transition. for
example, the magazine has set up a recurring column to make it easier to prepare and eat meat
substitutes and to easily make the switch to less meat with that. Two examples:
“Stew with bacon or soup with balls? Delicious! But with a small food swap you can easily set
a vegetarian or vegan meal or table that will also appeal to meat-eaters” (Hallo Jumbo, 10 –
2020, p. 47)
You wouldn't think so, but endive stew is fine without meat. Replace the escalopes and bacon
bits with our 100% vegetable stews, made from soy. An additional advantage is that this
vegetarian stew contains a lot fewer calories. (Hallo Jumbo, 9 – 2020, p. 32)
Figure 11. Column Foodswap in magazine ‘Hallo Jumbo’

Note: from Hallo Jumbo, 9 – 2020, p. 32-33
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The quotes above correspond with the theoretical framework. Elisabeth Shove states that behavior
and corresponding practice change often requires breaking old habits and becomes established by
creating new ones” (Shove, 2010, p. 1276). Dagevos acknowledges this and states additionally that
when examining food practices, it is discovered that people are used to eating a certain way, and
learning something else is difficult (Dagevos, 2014). The supermarkets of ‘Jumbo’ and ‘Allerhande’ are
trying to respond to this by offering sections in their magazines that should make it easier to switch
from meat to meat substitutes. Figure 11 shows the column ‘Foodswap, initiated by ‘Jumbo’. ‘Albert
Heijn’ also has similar items. In the second edition of 2021, the magazine ‘Allerhande’ presents an item
with various ways to cook with tofu.
The analysis thus presents again a variety in discourses that the producers have towards the meat
substitutes. Although the taste/flavor discourse has been identified to be the dominant discourse, also
the environment is an important discourse that has been identified from the analysis. As the discourses
have been presented from the magazines, the next section will present compare the results from the
consumers, producers and supermarkets. The possibilities for further growth will be further elaborated
on in the discussion section.

4.4. COMPARISON OF THE CONSUMERS, PRODUCERS AND SUPERMARKETS
In the previous sections, SQ1 was holding a central position in which the discourses (and discursive
practices and barriers of consumers) from consumers, producers and supermarkets have been
analyzed and interpret. All three samples have been analyzed and interpret separately as different
research methods were used. To eventually provide an answer to SQ2 and the main research question,
it is of significant importance to compare the samples. The results show clear similarities between the
consumers, producers and supermarkets towards meat substitutes. Although the three samples all
support in their own ways the meat substitute industry, various discourses underly this support. In all
three samples, the ‘environment’ discourse is identified to be of significant importance. Both the
consumers and the producers that have been analyzed, appoint the environment as the dominant
discourse. The supermarket magazines point out the importance of the taste and flavor of the meat
substitutes, although the ‘environment’ discourse follows closely behind. Some statements in the
magazines corresponded both with the environmental as well as the taste/flavor discourse, indicating
that some statements in the discovered discourse coalitions are overlapping and are not diametrically
opposed, corresponding with the literature on discourse coalitions by Hajer (1995).
Although the environment discourse appeared often in the results, the results also show clear
differences between the consumers, producers and supermarkets towards meat substitutes. In the
consumer interviews, it was asked what the barriers and opportunities were for further growth of the
industry. Zooming in on the barriers of consumers towards eating more meat substitutes it is presented
that the taste/flavor, the price and culture (social context/habits) are indicated to be a barrier to
consume more or fewer meat substitutes.
Nonetheless, these barriers are not all in agreement with the discourses of producers and
supermarkets. The analysis present that the price is not as often used in the text on the producer’s
websites and the supermarket magazines. As mentioned previously, only on the producer website of
‘Sofine’ and the magazine of ‘Allerhande’, text related to pricing was found once. Price-related items
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are not discussed on any other website of meat producers or in other editions of the magazines of
supermarkets in the Netherlands. The price is thus certainly an item that producers and supermarkets
pay almost no attention to. However, the results from the consumer interviews present that the price
plays an important factor in the consumption of meat substitutes.
Furthermore, zooming in on the taste/flavor of the meat substitute products, it is discovered that
supermarkets mostly focus on taste/flavor in their magazines. However, they also focus a lot on health,
which actually plays a lot less of a role for the consumer, according to the consumer’s interviews. Also,
producers of meat substitutes focus less on taste/flavor. Although items on taste/flavor yet are
featured on some websites, only two producers have put priority to this on their websites.
The last barrier that is identified from the consumer interviews is culture (social context/habits). In
here, a gap between discourse and their discursive practices is discovered. The analysis presents that
producers and supermarkets do pay attention to the culture barrier. The analysis presents shows that
producers and supermarkets do take action to reduce the barrier of habit and try to encourage a
change in habit, for example by setting up a mobile app to join the ‘Veggie Challenge’ and including
recipes with meat substitutes with explanation how to cook with them. Producers and supermarkets
are thus actively trying to remove this barrier.
Next to the barriers, in the consumer interviews also questions were asked what the opportunities
were for further growth of the industry according to them. The interviewees were asked what
producers of meat substitutes and supermarkets should do (more) to achieve further growth of the
industry. Expected but also interesting answers have been given. The analysis presents that innovation
of the meat substitute products and the government interference are the two main opportunities for
further growth, according to the consumers. As stated, taste/flavor is identified as a barrier to consume
more meat substitutes. Various consumers emphasize that the producers need to keep innovating and
keep making products better so it becomes more attractive for consumers to buy those products.
However, as mentioned before, a contradiction is discovered in how the meat substitutes should be
developed in the future by producers. In the interviews, it was asked what needs to be improved in
the taste to further develop. Some respondents argue that meat substitutes should taste the same as
meat. However, it is also highlighted that the taste, according to some, not necessarily should be the
same as meat. The analysis thus presents a contradiction in the discourse itself.
Next to the innovation to improve the taste/flavor of the meat substitutes, some consumers have
emphasized that the government should take a more leading role in supporting producers and
supermarkets in this transition to further establish the growth of the industry. This thus includes the
broader institutional context. Two ways emerge from the interviews in which the government should
take more action to achieve further growth. As stated, the price of meat substitutes is identified as a
barrier to consume more meat substitutes. Three consumers accentuate that the government should
take action in the price level of meat and meat substitutes, whereby taxes should be raised on meat
and taxes should be lowered on meat substitutes.
R5 points out that this action is not yet is achieved:
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“In my opinion, the government does not play a role at all, but it should play a major role. And
that can be through the smallest things. But the fact that meat substitutes are now sometimes
more expensive than normal meat is something I think is crazy and which is typically where the
government could intervene, but clearly don't” (R5, 2021)
Next to the intervention of the government, supermarkets should act in accordance by adjusting the
brochures and advertisements on the internet. An example:
“The advertising brochure must change. Now it says 2nd free meat product on the front. They
shouldn't do that anymore. No more fumbling with the meat. In the end, people leave with
twice as much meat as they normally would because the 2nd dan is free. That is not conducive”
(R6, 2021)
Another way in which the consumers emphasize the role of the government is related to education
and knowledge. Some interviewees highlights, next to the price regulation, also the importance of
knowledge, which should be achieved through both the social and the broader institutional context.
One respondent argues that producers and supermarkets could achieve change knowledge (social
context) though for example present even more information on meat substitutes on the websites and
in magazines. Another respondent argues that the government can achieve change in knowledge
(institutional context) through education at schools on meat substitutes.
This statement of achieving more knowledge on meat substitutes is supported by the following quote:
“I think meat substitutes should at least become part of the normal. It must be accessible to
everyone. It's not just the producer, because people don't buy it until they know more about it.
Education and knowledge are thus important factors to make it more accessible” (R2, 2021)
If people thus are not familiar with the products, this interviewee argues that they will not buy them.
According to consumers, supermarkets and producers are still not responding enough to this. One
respondent (R4) gives as a solution for the supermarkets and producers to let their products be
available for tasting in the supermarkets. Because people can taste meat substitutes, they become
familiar with it (knowledge) and are more likely to buy the products.
In the next chapter, concluding remarks will be given on the research, as well as a discussion that is
presented, in which the results are interpreted and recommendations for further research are given.
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5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
5.1. CONCLUSIONS OF THE RESEARCH
In this thesis, research has been conducted to unravel the discourses (and discursive practices) of
consumers, producers and supermarkets in order to explore possible further growth of the industry.
As described in the literature review, environmental concerns are identified to be the dominant
discourse that consumers, producers and supermarkets have towards the meat substitute industry.
This research has reviewed this assumption. Based on consumer interviews, producer’s websites and
supermarket magazines, discourse analysis was carried out to answer the three sub-questions and
ultimately the main research question. The main question of this research was:
What are the discourses and discursive practices of consumers, producers and supermarkets in
the Netherlands towards plant-based meat substitutes and what are the discursive barriers
and/or opportunities to further establish potential growth of the industry?
In order to answer the main question, three sub-questions have been formulated. The concluding
remarks of these sub-questions are presented below.
SQ1: The first research question holds a central position in this research in which the discourses that
consumers, producers and supermarkets have towards meat substitutes in the Netherlands have been
unraveled. By conducting this research, the image that consumers, producers and supermarket have
towards meat substitutes have been clarified. The analysis presented expected but also striking results.
When studying the environment-related codes, a similarity is identified in the three samples. Based on
the analysis, it can be stated that the 'environmental' discourse is most dominant among consumers
and producers. In the transcripts of the interviews, various codewords related to the environment are
identified. At the producer's websites also multiple codewords related to the environment were
identified but also the overall look of some websites indicated the dominant discourse. For the
supermarkets, the environment is not identified as the dominant discourse. For the supermarkets, the
taste/flavor discourse has appeared to be the most dominant in the magazines.
However, it can also be concluded that, although the environment discourse to the most extent is
identified as the dominant discourse, also other discourses towards meat substitutes have been
discovered from the data. Next to the environmental discourse that has been identified, the results
show also other discourses towards meat substitutes. In all three samples, different discourses are
identified. As stated in the previous section, it has become clear that for all three samples, discourses
towards meat substitutes are often also related to the taste/flavor of the products. Furthermore,
health, price and culture (social context/habits) discourses also present themselves in the analysis.
SQ2: The second research question relates to the differences between consumers, producers and
supermarkets, as well as the corresponding barriers and opportunities that consumers view when
eating meat substitutes.
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The results show clear similarities between the consumers, producers and supermarkets towards meat
substitutes. In all three samples, the ‘environment’ discourse is identified to be of significant
importance. Although this similarity, it can be concluded that there are also significant differences in
the discourses of consumers, producers and supermarkets. Various barriers are identified from the
consumer interviews. All the consumers emphasize various disadvantages about meat substitutes that
in some cases can be tackled by supermarkets and producers. It is identified that these disadvantages
that have been stated by the consumers are not all in line with the producers and supermarkets. Both
the price, taste/flavor and culture (social context/habits) are stated by various consumers as a barrier
to eat meat substitutes.
-

-

-

Zooming in on the price, it is identified that codewords on the price on producer’s websites
and in the supermarket magazines were only found once. The price is thus certainly an item
that producers and supermarkets pay almost no attention to. Due to this huge difference, it
can be argued that the price is a barrier to accomplish further growth of the industry.
The taste/flavor barrier, according to the consumers, is also identified at some producer’s
websites and in some editions of the supermarket magazines. For example, the producers are
developing their products on a constant basis. This research therefore concludes that it is
doubtable whether the barrier of taste/flavor, stated by the consumers, can indeed also be
identified as a barrier to accomplish further growth of the industry.
Lastly, consumers have stated that culture (social context/habits) is a barrier to eating meat
substitutes. However, it is analyzed that both supermarkets and producers are taking action
to reduce this barrier, for example by increasing the number of recipes with meat substitutes
to make it easier for consumers to cook with them. Therefore, this research concludes that the
social context is not seen as a barrier to further growth of the industry as already action is
being taken to reduce the barrier.

When comparing the discourses of the consumers, producers and supermarkets, it thus can be
concluded that the three samples use different discourses and thereby emphasize each different
aspects of meat substitutes. Especially the huge price difference can be stated to be a barrier to
accomplish further growth of the industry.
The opportunities to accomplish further growth of the industry, according to the consumers, differ and
contradict themselves. These opportunities are further elaborated on in the next paragraph to be able
to immediately establish recommendations on how the identified discourses and discursive practices
of the three samples can be better linked up in order to achieve further development of the meat
substitute industry.
SQ3: The third research question deals with exploring the opportunities to accomplish further
development of the meat substitute industry in the Netherlands and how the discursive practices can
be better linked up. During the interviews, consumers were asked where they see possible growth for
supermarkets and producers to achieve further growth of the industry. While price, taste/flavor, and
culture can be viewed as barriers according to consumers, they can also be viewed from the other side
and viewed as opportunities to achieve further growth.
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To promote the development of the meat substitute industry in the Netherlands, various opportunities
have been identified from the consumer’s interviews. As stated before, the meat substitute products
should continue to be innovated on taste/flavor by the producers as some consumers argue that the
taste/flavor is a barrier to consume more meat substitutes. Although the taste/flavor of the products
is already innovated by producers on a constant basis, and is therefore in this research doubtable
whether it can be identified as a barrier for further growth, the analysis has presented that a
contradiction is discovered in the way how these products should further be innovated. In this
contradiction, opportunities for further growth are identified. Some respondents argue that meat
substitutes should taste the same as meat, while others highlighted that the taste not necessarily
should be the same as meat. The contradiction in the taste/flavor discourse causes disagreement
between the consumers. This makes it difficult for producers and supermarkets to choose which
direction to take. In order to achieve further growth, consumers must first agree better on how the
meat substitutes should be developed. The discursive practices of consumers can thus be better linked
up with that of the producers and supermarkets if the consumers correspond with each other on the
way on how the products should be innovated.
As also stated before, the price is identified as a barrier for further growth of the industry. The analysis
of the consumer interviews therefore presented that government intervention, through price
regulation and education, should be considered as an opportunity for further growth of the industry.
Especially the price appears to be an important bottleneck in the further development of the industry.
Various consumers have stated that the government should lower the price, as they are the ones that
can do so, for example through subsidies on meat substitute production or a tax on the production of
meat. Consumers emphasize the price as an important barrier, while producers and supermarkets pay
little or no attention to this. These differences in discursive practices can be however difficult to reduce
as the price of meat substitutes is interwoven in many different processes. Additionally, it should be
considered that eating more meat substitutes and eating less comes with some other obstacles. Many
people depend on the entire chain of meat with their income, for example, the farmers who keep the
cows, but also the producers and factories that process the meat. The production (and consumption)
of meat is fixed in many political institutions and existing relations (Dagevos, 2014; North, 1991). Due
to the price that is interwoven in many processes (the institutional context), this research, therefore,
concludes that the price is not seen as a big opportunity to establish further growth of the industry on
the short-term.
As also stated before, culture can be a barrier for some consumers to eat meat substitutes. Another
opportunity to consider in this research to better link up the discursive different practices of
consumers, producers and supermarkets therefore relates to education and knowledge. Some
consumers have indicated that if people are not familiar with meat substitute products, they will not
buy it, mainly as a result of habits (social context). For changing these habits there are opportunities
for producers and supermarkets to change these habits, by taking action with aforementioned ways
of increasing the number of recipes with meat substitutes to make it easier for consumers to cook with
them and including more advertisements on meat substitutes to improve the knowledge.
Furthermore, the government will have to implement an active policy in this regard by supporting
education at schools on meat substitutes (institutional context). In order to bridge the differences in
discursive practices of consumers, producers and supermarkets, related to knowledge and education,
both the social and institutional context are thus of significant importance. However, a critical note
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should be made that in this research, the focus has not been put on the institutional context.
Therefore, to be able to present a valid statement on the opportunity of education and knowledge
related to the institutional context to establish further growth, more research should be conducted on
the institutional context, which in the research was not the main focus.
When all taken the three sub-questions together and provide an answer to the main research questoin,
it thus can be concluded that the researched assumption of the environment as being the dominant
discourse overall is correct. However, many different discourses and discursive practices have also
appeared in the analysis, ranging from taste/flavor and health to the price and culture discourses. The
price is clearly identified as a barrier to further establish the potential growth of the industry as there
is a huge difference in emphasis on the price between consumers, producers and supermarkets. The
biggest opportunity for potential growth of the industry is related to education and knowledge through
both government intervention and clear action by producers and supermarkets to change the habits
of consumers.

5.2. INTERPRETATIONS OF THE RESULTS
The results show a great variety in the discourses and discursive practices of consumers, producers
and supermarkets towards meat substitutes. Consumers, producers and supermarkets all emphasize
different aspects of meat substitutes, both positive and negative. However, the analysis of these three
samples is overall in line with the expectations from the scientific literature.
Based on the analysis, it can be stated that the 'environmental' discourse is most dominant among
consumers and producers. This corresponds to the assumption from the literature review in which the
environment is identified as the dominant discourse (Castellari et al., 2019; Elzerman et al., 2011;
Hartmann & Siegrist, 2020; Ismail et al., 2020; Kumar et al., 2017; Tziva et al., 2020). Here, the results
of the results thus confirm the existing insights. However, for the supermarkets, the taste/flavor
discourse has appeared to be the most dominant, which means that the stated assumption can in this
case be considered as not correct.
Although the environment is identified as the dominant discourse for two of the three samples, also
other discourses towards meat substitutes have been of significant influence. The analysis shows that
often various discourses are related to each other and used at the same time. Next to the
‘environment’ discourse, discourses on taste/flavor, price, health and culture have been identified.
Having these discourses identified from the analysis that are used together corresponds with the
concept of discourse coalitions by Foucault (1970) and Maarten Hajer (1995) which has the potential
to identify alternative visions. The interviews revealed that someone, when being directly asked about
their personal understandings of meat substitutes, could answer that they think from the
‘environment’ discourse, but when asking further, other discourses also can appear.
Furthermore, Shove (2010) argues that decisions that people make, based on values and worldviews,
and the corresponding discursive practices which they carry out through this, are grounded in
particular habits and routines. The study has shown that ‘habit’ is a highly relevant concept for
researching the discourses and discursive practices of consumers, producers and supermarkets
towards meat substitutes. As the consumers indicate that they were used to eating meat as a habit, it
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was difficult to change these habits (social context). This corresponds with Dagevos (2014) who stated
that, when examining food practices, it is discovered that people are used to eating a certain way, and
learning something else is difficult.
In this research, barriers and opportunities are holding a central position in answering the main
research question. It is discovered that the taste/flavor, the price and the social context are identified
as barriers to eat more or fewer meat substitutes. The price as a barrier corresponds with the scientific
literature of Spaargaren et al. (2013). Spaargaren et al. (2013) recognize the fixed interplay between
consumers, producers and supermarkets and argues that changes in consumption are presumed to
“just follow changes in the production as increased volumes of safe, varied and cheap foodstuff
‘automatically’ result in the adoption of an adjusted set of practices on the side of the consumer”
(Spaargaren et al., 2013, p. 315). The majority of the interviewees indicated that if the price of meat
substitutes becomes cheaper and lower than regular meat, they will buy it more often. This thus
presents opportunities for supermarkets and producers. The literature thus indicated that there is also
a link between discourses and the institutional context. Although less focus in this research is put on
the institutional context and it is interpreted as fixed in this research, the analysis does has presented
that the institutional context has a significant role in one’s discourse and discursive practices, especially
regarding the price. This corresponds with North (1991), in which institutions are identified as ‘rules of
the game’ that guide or push actors in a certain direction. However, it again must be said that due to
the limited focus on the institutional context, giving a valid conclusion on this, is questionable.

5.3. REFLECTION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRACTICE
This research has proven to be valuable in various ways. In the problem statement, it was stated that
the vegetable transition is in full swing and vegetarian products in the Netherlands are gaining ground.
However, research has shown that reasons to eat meat substitutes are growing among consumers
(Hoek et al., 2011). Through this research, the meat substitute industry has received some insights on
which discourses the different stakeholders have, which barriers consumers have and which conditions
are necessary for further growth of the industry.
To sum up, first, as the taste/flavor is identified as a barrier for further growth, in order to do achieve
growth, consumers must first agree better on how the meat substitutes should be developed. When
this becomes clear, producers can subsequently better innovate their products, after which
supermarkets can also respond to the trend.
Second, as education is identified as an opportunity for further growth, in order to really achieve the
growth, both the government, as well as producers and supermarkets will have to take action to
accomplish the desired development of the industry. As stated in the concluding remarks,
supermarkets should include information on meat substitutes in their magazines, while the
government should encourage education on meat substitutes in public schools.
Including theory on habit and transition served well to illustrate the complicated change and the
different factors that exist that prevent or support the further development of the industry (Dagevos,
2014; Shove, 2010). Furthermore, the methodology shows that this research needed a strategy that is
sensitive to different viewpoints. Therefore, conducting qualitative data through discourse analysis
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was the appropriate decision. In contrast to quantitative research, this research, therefore, paints a
detailed picture of the discourses and discursive practices of consumers, producers and supermarkets
towards meat substitutes (van Thiel, 2014). Besides the above-mentioned aspects, it is also good to
think about the possibility of generalizing the results. During the analysis of the data, it was counted
how often codewords appeared in the transcripts, on the websites and in the supermarket magazines.
It should be noted that these results are no more than an indication and thus have no statistical
significance. To really give statistical meaning to these results, the group would have had to be
enlarged using quantitative research methods. The results thus cannot be generalized to the whole
Dutch population.
The course of this research had some obstacles. Based on the research proposal, interviews would be
conducted with the three parties, consumers, producers and supermarkets. Due to the COVID-19
situation and the increasing traffic at the office of the producers, it was not possible to conduct
interviews with producers and supermarkets. As a result, it was decided to choose a different method
for these two samples, a content analysis instead of interviews to conduct the qualitative data. A
drawback of performing the content analysis instead of the interviews is that consequently producers
and supermarkets could not be asked about their understanding of the barriers and opportunities of
meat substitutes. Furthermore, it was also not possible to unravel the discursive practices of the
producers and supermarkets through the content analysis. For further research, it is of significant
importance to include in particular the barriers that supermarkets and producers still encounter, but
also the opportunities they see for further growth, in the research to obtain a complete picture of the
current situation of the various parties. From the scientific literature, it has to be clearly derived what
the current role of these producers and supermarkets is and the role of the government and current
policy should be reviewed to even get an even more clear idea of the possibilities for further growth
of the industry. For further research, the institutional context thus should posses a bigger role. A more
broader and institutional approach can help explain how such discursive practices come about and
how they can function as a society broad discourse.
Based on the reflection, in order to make the research more generalizable for the Dutch population,
as mentioned in the previous paragraph, it could be recommended to conduct follow-up research by
means of a quantitative method. To also delve deeper in the institutional context around discourses,
it is recommended to also include a qualitative research method. If a qualitative approach is chosen,
the research could also focus on the differences between discourses and discursive practices. This gap
and the discursive practices itself, as presented by Shove (2010), have not been brought to light enough
in this study. By both using qualitative and quantitative research methods, the reliability and validity
of the research will increase. It is also suggested to use the same research method for all samples when
comparing the groups, whether a qualitative or quantitative approach is chosen.
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APPENDIXES
Various appendices have been added to this master thesis. Annex A contains the list of interviewees,
used in this research. Annex B shows the interview guide that has been used when conducting the
consumer interviews. Lastly, Annex C and D show the coding scheme used for all three groups (both
deductive and inductive). The quantitative data files of the producer’s websites and supermarket
magazines have not been added to the appendices. These can be requested by contacting the
researcher.

ANNEX A: LIST OF INTERVIEWEES
Table 8. List of interviewees

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5
R6
R7
R8
R9
R10

Name
Lauryn Remmerswaal
Veerle Paarlberg
Marloes van Dinter
Nicole Damen
Cecilia Braendstrup
Rob van Steenbergen
Erwin Roep
Roland van der Klis
Marlous Witmer
Rosaline Pinto

Date interview
24-05-2021
27-05-2021
03-06-2021
23-06-2021
23-06-2021
27-06-2021
27-06-2021
23-06-2021
07-06-2021
03-06-2021

Age
22
23
22
61
28
57
58
29
23
23
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ANNEX B: CONSUMER INTERVIEW GUIDE
Table 9. Interview guide

SQ

Theoretical concept

Dutch interview question

SQ1

Discourse

Wat is uw algemene mening over vleesvervangers?

SQ1

Discourse

SQ1

Discourse

SQ1
SQ1

Discourse
Discursive practices

SQ1

Discursive practices

SQ1

Discourse

SQ1

Discourse

SQ2

Habit/social context

SQ2
SQ2
SQ2
SQ2

Habit/instutional
context
Discourse
Discourse
Discursive practices

SQ2

Discursive practices

SQ3

-

SQ3

-

SQ3

Discursive practices

SQ3

-

Wat vindt u van de transitie de laatste jaren rondom onze
voedselconsumptie, en dan met name de transitie in
vleesconsumptie?
Vindt u dat uw idee over vleesvervangers afwijkt van de huidige
norm in Nederland?
Waarom denkt u dat het nodig is om minder vlees te gaan eten?
Maak u wel eens gebruik van een vleesvervangend product als u
geen vlees eet?
Zo ja, hoe vaak per week maakt u gebruik van een
vleesvervangend product?
Wat is uw persoonlijke motivatie om wel of geen
vleesvervangers te eten?
Zijn er factoren die uw motivatie voor vleesvervangers
beïnvloeden, die u kunt bedenken?
Vind je jouw sociale omgeving een rol spelen/ van invloed zijn op
jouw keuze om vleesvervangers wel of niet te eten?
Vind je overheid een rol spelen/ van invloed zijn op jouw keuze
om vleesvervangers wel of niet te eten?
Wat ziet u als de voordelen van vleesvervangers?
Wat ziet u als de nadelen van vleesvervangers?
Wat zijn volgens u op dit moment voor jou de barrières om vlees
te blijven consumeren?
Wat zijn volgens u op dit moment de prikkels voor jou om meer
vleesvervangers te consumeren?
Wat vindt u van de manier waarop producenten vleesvervangers
verkopen? (denk aan verpakkingen, reclame door de producent
zelf)
Wat vindt u van de manier waarop supermarkten
vleesvervangers verkopen?
Zou u zelf meer vleesvervangers eten als producenten en/of
supermarkten meer reclame zouden maken in lijn met uw
motivatie?
Wat zouden producenten en supermarkten volgens u moeten
doen om een nog verdere transitie naar meer vleesvervangers te
realiseren?

Page 65 of 68

ANNEX C: DEDUCTIVE CODING SCHEME
Table 10. Coding scheme for discourses with Dutch codewords and coding explanation for the analysis

Theme
‘Environment’ discourse

Dutch codewords
Milieu,
emissies,
klimaat,
aarde,
duurzaam,
duurzaamheid,
planeet
‘Animal-wealth’ discourse Dier,
dood,
dierenleed
‘Positive health’ discourse (verzadigde) vetten,
cholesterol,
gezondheid,
eiwitten, ziekten,
voedingsstoffen
‘Negative health’ discourse gezond,
balans,
eiwit, gezondheid,
voedingsstoffen
‘Price’ discourse
Koop, acties, prijs,
supermarkt, folder,
advertenties, duur,
goedkoop
‘Culture’ discourse
Sociale
(en
institutionele
context, gewoonte,
invloed, omgeving,
cultuur,
gedrag,
routine
‘Taste/flavor’ discourse
Smaak,
heerlijk,
structuur

Dutch coding explanation
Iemand die het klimaat beschermen wil en
daarom probeert zijn of haar praktijken te
heroverwegen

Iemand die ethische overtuigingen heeft tegen
de inname van vlees
Iemand die de negatieve effecten van rood
vlees en verwerkt vlees met bijbehorende
ziekten erkent

Iemand die vlees als onbetwist gezond voedsel
als een belangrijk element voor een
evenwichtige voeding ziet
Iemand die gelooft dat de ideale
vleesvervanger goedkoper moet zijn dan vlees
om van dieet te veranderen, wat volgens hen
nog niet het geval is
Iemand voor wie vlees een centrale plaats
inneemt door gewoonten, sociale normen en
culturele verwachtingen

Iemand die de kwaliteit (smaak en textuur) van
vleesvervangers minder beoordeelde dan
vlees
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ANNEX D: INDUCTIVE CODING SCHEME
Table 11. Coding scheme for discourses with Dutch codewords and coding explanation for the analysis

Theme
‘Environment’ discourse

Dutch codewords
Milieu,
emissies,
klimaat,
aarde,
duurzaam,
duurzaamheid,
planeet, voetprint,
biologisch, impact,
C02,
klimaatverandering
‘Animal-wealth’ discourse Dier,
dood,
dierenleed,
diervriendelijk
‘Positive health’ discourse (Verzadigde) vetten,
gezondheid,
cholesterol,
eiwitten, ziekten,
voedingsstoffen,
allergieën, buikpijn
‘Negative health’ discourse Gezond,
gezondheid, balans,
eiwit,
voedingsstoffen
‘Price’ discourse
Koop, acties, prijs,
supermarkt, folder,
advertenties, duur,
goedkoop
‘Culture’ discourse
Sociale
(en
institutionele
context)
,
gewoonte, invloed,
omgeving, cultuur,
gedrag,
routine,
traditie,
norm,
taboe,
normaal,
bubbel
‘Taste/flavor’ discourse
Smaak,
heerlijk,
structuur
‘Food supply’ discourse

Voedselrevolutie,
voedselvoorziening

Dutch coding explanation
Iemand die het klimaat beschermen wil en
daarom probeert zijn of haar praktijken te
heroverwegen

Iemand die ethische overtuigingen heeft tegen
de inname van vlees
Iemand die de negatieve effecten van rood
vlees en verwerkt vlees met bijbehorende
ziekten erkent

Iemand die vlees als onbetwist gezond voedsel
als een belangrijk element voor een
evenwichtige voeding ziet
Iemand die gelooft dat de ideale
vleesvervanger goedkoper moet zijn dan vlees
om van dieet te veranderen, wat volgens hen
nog niet het geval is
Iemand voor wie vlees een centrale plaats
inneemt door gewoonten, sociale normen en
culturele verwachtingen

Iemand die de kwaliteit (smaak en textuur) van
vleesvervangers minder beoordeelde dan
vlees
Iemand die de voedselvoorraad van belang
vindt
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