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8. Exploring the potential of Dutch  

pig farmers and urban citizens to 

learn through frame reflection12 

The Dutch pig husbandry has become a topic of public debate. One underlying cause 

is that pig farmers and urban citizens have different perspectives and underlying norms, 

values and truths on pig husbandry and animal welfare. One way of dealing with such 

conflicts involves a learning process in which a shared vision is developed. A prerequisite 

for this process is that both parties become aware of their own fixed patterns of thoughts, 

actions, and blind spots. 

Therefore, we conducted five homogeneous focus groups consisting of either urban citizens 

or pig farmers. The first part of the sessions aimed to make the participants aware of their 

own perspectives and underlying norms and values concerning animal welfare, farm 

practices or consumer behaviour. Then, by the use of role-play and film fragments 

showing the perspectives of the other party, we aimed to stimulate frame reflection. 

The farmers maintained their own perspective and defended their practices. They 

denied the perspective of the urban citizens by portraying them as ignorant of the 

‘‘factual’’ farm practices. They proposed the use of one-way information, but our results 

indicate that this is likely to fail as a strategy to support or restore public acceptance. 

Our case shows hardly any consensus regarding the relevance of the facts at stake and 

a very limited amount of shared values. However, the shared love for animals together 

with the recognition by the urban citizens of the inescapable dilemma for farmers to 

adopt a use-framing towards animals might provide an opening for further learning 

strategies. 

 

  

                                                 

12 Popular publication of this study in Dutch branch media is presented in Appendix II.  
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8.1 Introduction 

The intensifying and up scaling of livestock production have resulted in high production and 

efficiency rates and affordable meat (Lassen et al., 2006; Vanhonacker et al., 2010; Miele et 

al., 2011). However, this technological and intensive manner of livestock production has 

resulted in negative trade-offs for animal welfare and health, the environment, and public 

health. In the late 1990s these trade-offs became visible for society, resulting in increasing 

societal concerns about in particular animal welfare (Blandford & Fulponi, 1999; Swinnen et 

al., 2005; Lassen et al., 2006; Commission, 2007; Vanhonacker et al., 2010). The subject of 

animal welfare in livestock production is very sensitive and potentially leads to the 

polarization of perspectives between stakeholders groups. Polarization derives from 

conflicting framings, through which people perceive, judge and respond to the subject at 

hand (Schön & Rein, 1994). Many scholars suggest that a solution for this type of conflicts 

could be found in frame reflection (Dunn, 1988; Schön & Rein, 1994; Hisschemöller & 

Hoppe, 1995; Termeer et al., 2010). Schön and Rein (1994) define frame reflection with the 

following definition:  

“to put themselves in the shoes of other actors in the environment (..) and to overcome the 

blindness induced by their own ways of framing the policy situation.” 

This chapter focuses on the polarization of viewpoints emanating from different framings of 

Dutch citizens and pig farmers on animal welfare and intensive pig husbandry. Using focus 

groups, we aimed to investigate the direct effects of various frame reflection exercises on the 

polarization of viewpoints between citizens and farmers.      

 

8.1.1 Polarization of viewpoints between citizen and farmer 

In the Netherlands, the proposed high-tech designs to intensify pig production, the so-called 

mega-stables13, recently caused much commotion. Criticism is growing towards the up-

scaling and high density of animals in husbandry, and in particular the trade-offs in their 

                                                 

13 Formally, a mega‐stable has at least 7500 fattening pigs or 1200 sows. 

http://edepot.wur.nl/41420. Last retrieved at February 2012.  
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health and welfare14. This criticism became visible through various citizen initiatives15 

collecting thousands of signatures against the building of mega-stables. In addition, the topic 

dominated the elections for the provincial council of certain Dutch areas in 2011 and led to 

the parliamentary decision to temporarily halt the licensing of mega-stables. It appears that 

Dutch animal husbandry, and in particularly pig production, is losing its license to produce 

by society and, consequently, its license to operate through politics (Veldkamp et al., 2009). 

Different interpretations might explain the polarization of viewpoints between farmers and 

citizens. First, some argue that farmers and citizens – particularly those living in urban areas 

– have become dissociated from each other. The industrialization and intensification of 

agriculture in the 1950s have led to a dramatic decrease in the number of people working in 

animal production and stimulated urbanization of the Netherlands and other Western 

countries. As a consequence, only a small proportion of citizens feel attached or connected 

with animal production (Frewer et al., 2005; Lassen et al., 2006; Vanhonacker et al., 2008). 

At the same time, the media have contributed to an increasing awareness and societal 

concerns about animal production (Swinnen et al., 2005; Lassen et al., 2006; Vanhonacker 

et al., 2008).  

Another interpretation argues that farmers and citizens have a different framing of animals 

and pig husbandry (Te Velde et al., 2002; Boogaard et al., 2006; Lassen et al., 2006; Marie, 

2006). A frame of reference can be described as the entire set of a person’s values, norms, 

convictions, and interests. Through frames, people structure knowledge and experiences and 

give meaning to their surroundings (Te Velde et al., 2002), or in other words, frames 

influence the way people perceive, judge and respond to issues (Schön & Rein, 1994). The 

interests of farmers are primarily economically driven as they have to make a living. Their 

norms are related to production improvement, and most specifically efficiency (Te Velde et 

al., 2002; Vanhonacker et al., 2008). Various farmers tend to have an agro/industrial 

discourse which is associated with globalized production. Faith is put in technology and 

intensifying in order to reduce input costs (Horlings & Hinssen, 2010). Citizens, on the other 

                                                 

14 Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs. 2011. Letter and report on the Dutch societal perspectives on 

mass stables. http://www.rijksoverheid.nl. Last retrieved at September 2011 
15One of the biggest citizen initiatives with more than 33,000 signatures was Megastallen‐Nee 

(Mega‐stables – No):  http://www.megastallen‐nee.nl. Last retrieved at February 2012.   
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hand, tend to develop a discourse related to food quality and food experience (Horlings & 

Hinssen, 2010). They have interests and norms related to treating animals in an acceptable 

way (Brom, 2000; Bennett et al., 2002). As a consequence, in describing good welfare, 

farmers will emphasize the health and productivity of animals, while citizens will emphasize 

the need for space to move freely and to behave naturally (Te Velde et al., 2002; Boogaard et 

al., 2006; Lassen et al., 2006; Marie, 2006).  

The adoption of a specific frame towards animals by people is dependent on the role one has, 

and might vary over time: e.g., in the case of animals, when a farmer is at work or at home 

with his/her own pets (Kupper & De Cock Buning, 2011). In a different way, citizens might 

employ a different framing as consumers: their main interest becomes easily available and 

affordable food that is healthy and tasty (Te Velde et al., 2002; Vanhonacker et al., 2008). In 

addition, the social context is of relevance in the process of adopting a specific frame: 

through communication people develop a shared view on the world (Moon, 2004). Termeer 

et al. (2010) provides an explanation, following the configuration theory, of how people 

organize themselves around frames, and how that might lead to fixations. People are 

inclined to interact with others who have a similar background and way of framing, which is 

argued to result in more homogeneity between these people and the development of 

configurations (Termeer et al., 2010). Through intensive interaction, people in a 

configuration are more prone to agree upon interaction rules, patterns and meanings 

(Termeer et al., 2010). At the same time, they tend to respond from a preconceived 

perspective and exclude those who have other perspectives. It is claimed that configurations 

have the potential to develop into fixations, where people are no longer able or willing to 

reflect on their own frame of reference and only try to confirm their own views (Termeer et 

al., 2010). Beekman and Van der Weele (2004) describe how controversial issues, such as 

intensive husbandry and related issues like animal welfare, tend to end in a deadlock arising 

from sensitive contrasts or ritualized arguments as a result of fixations.   

 

8.1.2 Setting up a learning process  

An option for dealing with conflicts between viewpoints and underlying values from a 

governance perspective is provided by the General Policy theory (Dunn, 1988; Hisschemöller 

& Hoppe, 1995). They identified four different societal problem types based on consensus 

about values and facts. When there is no consensus on the values and facts at stake, they 

confirmed that the most constructive policy strategy in various cases was initiating a joint 
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learning process. In this proposed strategy, options for a shared vision and problem 

definition are explored, through which “horizons become fused.” A shared vision on the 

problem increases the chance of success in creating solutions that match the diversity of 

societal perspectives. This relates to the work of Boogaard et al. (2006; 2011), who stressed 

the importance of the socio-cultural pillar of sustainability in animal production (besides its 

economic and environmental pillars). They describe this socio-cultural pillar as taking into 

account the values that matter for people and state that integration of societal needs and 

values is a requirement for a legitimate animal production system (Verbeke & Ward, 2001; 

Boogaard et al., 2011). Examples of projects that integrated societal values in husbandry 

systems after joint learning processes are Laying Hen Husbandry (Houden van Hennen) 

(Bos, 2008) and Pork Opportunities (Varkansen) (Eijk et al., 2010). Another initiative is the 

recent collaboration between the Dutch retail industry, meat production industry, farmers 

and the Dutch animal protection organization. They developed the B2C market concept 

Better Life quality mark16, in which animal welfare at the farm level could be improved with 

the help of competitive market forces. However, for the successful implementation and 

diffusion of these initiatives, both farmers and citizens have to embrace them. This might be 

difficult, because farmers might have to leave their initial vision of producing and adapt their 

framing. On the other hand, the example of the New Mixed Business, an innovative 

approach to develop a husbandry systems that takes into account various values still resulted 

in societal criticism and deadlock (Horlings & Hinssen, 2010). Termeer et al. (2010) showed 

that fixations can negatively affect this social learning process. She states that to initiate a 

learning process, it is important that people first become aware of their fixed patterns of 

thoughts and actions. Schön and Rein (1994) argue that a process of frame reflection is 

therefore required. Frame reflection is, however, a difficult process (Schön & Rein, 1994), 

and in some situations people are trapped in mutual presumptions (Termeer et al., 2010). In 

that case, Termeer argues, external interventions are needed to open up frame reflection and 

mutual learning.  Organizing second-order learning (i.e., learning by reflection, instead of 

first-order copying) can be used as an intervention to stimulate frame reflection. Percy 

(2005) describes second-order experiences by combining work by different scholars:  

                                                 

16 Meat can be valued up to three stars, where each star represents higher welfare standards.  

http://www.ah.nl/meerdoen/dierenwelzijn/varken#overzichtvarken.                        

Last retrieved at February 2012.  
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"it often involves disorientation (Mezirow), surprise (Schön), or recognition of 

ignorance (Revans) – elements which challenge the first order experience and lead 

to reconsideration and modification of that experience or knowledge." 

This can be realized, among others, by the use of a video showing other perspectives, role 

playing (Percy, 2005), appointing a devil’s advocate, or retrospective analysis (Termeer et 

al., 2010). 

 

8.1.3 Conceptual model 

In this paper we build on a study of the Kupper and De Cock Buning (2011) that identified 

four frames related to valuations of animals, based on sixteen focus groups. There appears to 

be a set of ten recurrent values with four different relative patterns of importance. These four 

value frames were labelled by Kupper and De Cock Buning as Use frame (an instrumental 

use of animals is valued), Relation frame (mutual aspects of a personal relation with an 

animal is valued), Balance frame (the system-related interdependencies of humans, 

animals, environment are valued), and Source frame (valuation of symbolic and spiritual 

dimensions of the animal-human interactions). They showed that the development of a 

shared vision between people with different framings is not (easily) possible during a 

dialogue session. As reflection is a crucial condition for a successful dialogue and the 

development of a shared vision, a better understanding of reflection exercises is required.  

In this study, we do not bring two groups together in dialogue, but explore separately the 

ability of urban citizens – people living in an urban area – and farmers to reflect on their 

situation and their own framing by means of several reflection exercises including role play 

and video. In section 4 and 5 we describe separately the course of the focus groups of the 

farmers and citizens. We use the four value frames of the model of Kupper and de Cock 

Buning to analyse in chapter 6 the similarities and differences in framings of urban citizens 

and pig farmers with regard to the living conditions of pigs at the farm level and their 

attitudes towards each other. Then we examine the extent to which a transformation has 

taken place in the frames of participating urban citizens and pig farmers after role-playing 

and seeing film fragments. By this study, we aim to provide insights in how to revitalize the 

learning process, as method to address the apparent deadlock between urban citizens and 

farmers. Therefore, we end with a discussion on what these results mean for the future 
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relationship between the farmer and urban citizen, and in particular for learning processes 

between them.  

 

8.2 Methodology  

We conducted a qualitative study using focus group methodology. A focus group is a 

selective set of unrelated individuals who engage in the collective activity of deliberating a 

specific topic from their own experience (Kitzinger, 1994). To stimulate open deliberation, a 

safe context was created by inviting urban citizens and separately farmers to join groups of 

five to eight participants. Three urban citizen focus groups were conducted in December 

2010 (N=21), and two with pig farmers in April 2011 (N=11). At that time, the issue of mega-

stables was regularly in the media17, while (citizen) initiatives against mega-stables were 

already finished in 2009 and 2010.18-19 We choose urban citizens to increase the chance that 

they are dissociated from pig husbandry. They were recruited by a commercial recruitment 

company from a pool for urban citizen panels and were equally balanced in gender, age and 

education, but all living in the Randstad (Dutch metropole). They were not informed about 

the theme of the meeting. The farmers were all living in the Dutch province Noord-Brabant 

(rural area) and were searched for in Google Maps by using the search term “Pig Farmer”. In 

total 100 farmers were approached randomly and invited to discuss the opinion of the urban 

citizen on pig husbandry. Reasons to not participate were not picking up the telephone, 

being no farmer anymore, not feeling representative, no interest (in group discussion) or 

unable to join at the proposed data. All 11 participating farmers, except for one, had 

intensive farms with sizes varying from 1000 to 6000 fattening pigs or 200 to 850 sows. The 

farmer and urban citizen focus groups used the same process structure, though with 

different input, as we used the articulated perceptions of the urban citizens as input for the 
                                                 

17  The website of the citizen initiative Megastallen‐Nee (Mega‐stables – No) shows an overview of 

media related to mass stables.  http://www.megastallen‐nee.nl. Last retrieved at February 2012.   
18 Another citizen initiative than Megastallen‐Nee was organized by the NGO Friends of the earth 

Netherlands in October 2009. http://www.milieudefensie.nl/nieuws/archief/milieudefensie‐start‐

burgerinitiatief‐tegen‐megastallen‐utrecht. Last retrieved at February 2012 
19 Also Dutch professors joined forces against factory farming. 

http://www.duurzameveeteelt.nl/english. Last retrieved at February 2012 
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farmers (see table 8.1). The first part of the focus group sessions aimed to increase 

awareness of their own implicit attitudes, opinions and underlying values regarding farmers, 

urban citizens, pig husbandry and animal welfare, the second part to explore their ability 

and willingness to reflect on it.  

 

8.2.1 Urban citizen focus group design 

In the first exercise, we invited the urban citizens to write their first associations with pig 

husbandry in some keywords on post-its and asked to declare their associations. These post-

its were collected on a board in front of them. In a second exercise, we invited the urban 

citizens to sketch their perception of the living conditions of pigs. They presented their 

drawings to each other and explained the two elements that had the most impact on animal 

welfare. To get a better understanding of their framing of welfare and to compare with the 

framings of the farmers, we asked them if these two elements were related to the physical or 

mental health or the ability to perform natural behaviour (roughly based on Fraser’s welfare 

approach (1997), in which he describes three qualities of life concerns). Finally, we asked the 

urban citizens to list farmers’ motives for keeping their animals in the way they described in 

their drawings. Because we expected a critical attitude and closed framing towards farmers, 

we chose role-playing as a challenging means to shift to a farmer perspective within their 

own familiar group, which involved reflecting on the farmers’ conflicting interests. Prior to 

the role-play, a short presentation was given and a one page fact sheet including information 

on 1) the pig industry in the Netherlands (numbers), 2) Law & Regulation (established 

norms related to welfare and health of pigs), 3) Management (diverse aspects that farmers 

have to deal with and possible strategies) and 4) Mega-stables (size and established norms). 

The role play was based on a case where a farmer with financial difficulties wanted to scale 

up from 2000 towards 10,000 pigs. His aim was to become more efficient and to generate 

more income. There were three roles assigned: a) the farmer, b) the animal activist who was 

against, and c) the farmer who was owner of a mass-stable and who encouraged the farmer 

to scale up. To stimulate frame reflection in the urban citizens who showed previously the 

most critical opinion towards animal production, they were challenged to take the role as 

mega-stable owners. We asked them to exchange perspectives and after some time to come 

to a consensus, because we wanted them to experience that a consensus might not be easily 

achieved. At the end of the focus group we discussed what was learned and which 

implications it gave for their perspective.  
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8.2.2 Farmer focus‐group design 

We hypothesized that the farmers were aware of citizen perceptions, because animal 

production was at the time of this study frequently in the media and topic of political and 

societal debate. However, based on eight exploratory interviews with random farmers, we 

expected that the farmers were excluding these concerns by labelling urban citizens as 

ignorant of the real situation. For the stimulating of frame reflection of the farmers, three 

video fragments of the urban citizen focus groups were presented. We decided for this 

intervention, because these fragments showed open and clearly formulated reactions of the 

urban citizens and their underlying norms and values. In addition, the fragments showed 

that the urban citizens do have a reasonable understanding of farm practices. Therefore, we 

expected these reactions to be difficult to ignore for the farmers, potentially changing their 

attitude towards urban citizens and indirectly leading to reflection on their own frame of 

farm practices and animal welfare. Prior to the film fragments we invited the farmers to take 

the perspective of the urban citizens and predict their statements in the film fragments. After 

showing them the film fragments, we invited them to reflect on the similarities and 

differences between their anticipated answers and the actual answers given by urban citizens 

in the film fragments. In the first exercise, we invited the farmers to write their first 

associations in key-words for “urban citizens.” For the second exercise, we asked the farmers 

to make a drawing of the living conditions of pig, but then from the presumed perspective of 

the urban citizen. Similar to the urban citizens, they presented their drawings to each other 

and explained the two elements that had the most impact on animal welfare. We also asked 

them to which quality of life concern identified by Fraser (1997) these elements were 

relating. Then, the first video fragment was shown on how the urban citizens actually 

perceived the living conditions of pigs by explaining their drawings. In the third exercise, the 

farmers forecasted how urban citizens see farmers’ motives. Then, in the second video 

fragment, it was shown how urban citizens actually discussed possible motives of farmers. In 

the fourth exercise, the third video fragment was showed urban citizens talking about the 

learning process that they went through. It was used as input for the farmers’ own reflection 

on their learning process (see table 8.1).  

   



  

134 

 

Table 8.1 Focus group design of urban citizens and farmers. 

  Design for Urban citizens  Design for Pig Farmers 

Introduction  Assessing familiarity with pigs and 

husbandry 

Assessing familiarity with animal 

welfare and urban citizens 

Exercise 1  First associations regarding pig 

husbandry (writing on post‐its) 

First associations regarding urban 

citizens (writing on post‐its) 

Exercise 2  Sketch the living conditions of pigs 

and discussing them in terms of 

natural living, mental and 

physical welfare (roughly based 

on Fraser (1997) 

Sketch and discuss the living conditions 

of pigs from the perspective of the 

urban citizen 

Reflecting on video fragments of urban 

citizens presenting their drawing 

Exercise 3  List farmers’ motives Forecast how urban citizens see 

farmers’ motives 

Reflecting on video fragments of urban 

citizens about farmers’ objectives 

Exercise 4  Role play exercising the farmers 

frame  

Reflection on role play and defining 

solutions for conflicting 

interests 

Reflecting on film fragments of urban 

citizens about their learning 

progress 

Defining solutions for closing the gap 

between urban citizen and farmer 

Evaluation  Learning progress Learning progress

 

8.3 Results  

This section discusses the focus group results per exercise of, firstly, the urban citizens and 

then, secondly, of the pig farmers. This section concludes with a comparative analysis of the 

results derived from citizens and farmers.  
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8.3.1 Urban citizens  

Introduction, examining familiarity with pig husbandry. At the start of the focus group 

session, most of the 21 urban citizens stated that they had no actual experience or affinity 

with husbandry practices. Three had visited a farm once or a few times but not an intensive 

pig husbandry site. Pigs were primarily associated with meat but also with a funny and smart 

animal. Four urban citizens followed a vegetarian or organic dietary lifestyle. 

Exercise 1 associations, examining the relative importance of animal welfare issues in pig 

husbandry. The urban citizens who had never been on a pig farm appreciated – except for 

the vegetarians – that its purpose is to produce meat. One of the vegetarians reflected on the 

unacceptably low prices of pork in his opinion. Nevertheless, the urban citizens had an 

outspoken and primarily negative perspective. They associated pig husbandry with health 

risks, environmental pollution and, mostly, animal welfare issues (24 of 40 associations).  

The animal welfare issues were related to three central themes: 

1) “massive scale” 

“Pigs are kept and slaughtered in such incredibly large numbers.”   

2) “unnatural” 

“First of all, pigs are absolutely not kept in a way that takes into account their 

natural behaviour.” 

3) “industrial efficiency” 

“It is purely about production and efficiency. Please do the fattening of pigs in a 

more humane way.” 

Exercise 2 sketch, examining knowledge degree regarding the living conditions of pigs. The 

drawings of the living conditions of pigs appeared to depict the same three themes. The 

urban citizens all drew massive farms where large numbers of pigs are kept. For four urban 

citizens, the pigs were stalled individually in long rows but for most, the pigs were kept in 

(over)crowed pens. The inability to go outside, the limited space and the restriction of 

movement were seen as hampering the natural behaviour of pigs. Unnatural was the lack of 

daylight and a normal day and night rhythm. In four drawings this was depicted with 

fluorescent tubes permanently switched on. To emphasize the contrast between natural and 

unnatural farming, three urban citizens made a “how it is” drawing and a “how it should be” 

drawing where pigs rolled in the mud, roamed outside and had enough space for movement. 
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Industrial efficiency was depicted with long rows of cramped pens and the presence of grids 

on the floor. In their presentations, urban citizens spoke of the separation of sow and piglet 

and the re-insemination shortly after birth, docking of the tail and clipping of teeth, and the 

choice of unhealthy food spiked with medicines and aiming at rapid growth. The 

circumstances drawn and highlighted by the urban citizens all conflicted with natural 

behaviour and were considered to have a big impact on the mental health of the pig, e.g., 

causing fear, boredom, madness, frustration, stress, depression and aggressiveness. The lack 

of daylight, the unhealthy food and limited space in particular were affecting the physical 

health of the pig. Pigs became too fat to stand on their legs, resulting in injured bones and 

joints. One participant believed in the goodwill of the farmer. Farmers who love their job will 

treat their animals well, which was positive for the physical and mental health of the animals 

according to the participant. The urban citizens agreed that mental and physical health and 

the ability to behave naturally influence each other and that all three are essential for good 

welfare.  

Exercise 3 motives, examining the attitude towards farmers. Although outspoken statements 

appeared in previous exercises, in this one the attitude towards farmers turned out to be 

relatively sympathetic. Most urban citizens believed that farmers love their animals but that 

low incomes forced them to keep animals as they described. Low incomes together with 

competition, large loans, high demand and low meat prices were reasons mentioned for up-

scaling and intensifying. In addition, they argued that organic farming is neither profitable 

nor feasible, because keeping all the pigs in the world in an organic way would take up too 

much space. In contrast, a selective group of five urban citizens (mixed in diet preference) 

was more critical: despite the difficult position of farmers, they felt that farmers are free to 

take a moral decision. Farmers are able to switch to other branches or to start side activities 

such as a care farm20. They questioned the love of the farmer towards their animals because 

the animals are not given a name and remain anonymous.                                                                                       

Exercise 4 role play, examining the ability of reflecting. Although some urban citizens were 

initially reluctant to act in a role play, and two urban citizens who had outspoken opinions 

against pig husbandry were initially reluctant to argue as mega-stable farmers, all of them 

joint the role-play and took their role seriously and joined in the role play. Arguments of 
                                                 

20 Care farms: "The use of commercial farms and agricultural landscapes as a base for promoting 

mental and physical health, through normal farming activity" (Hine et al., 2008).  
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both the ‘farmers’ and ‘mega-stable farmers’ were about more income, more employment, 

less risk of disease, lower environmental impacts and an increase in animal welfare due to 

shorter transport times and new technological investments to monitor the animals and 

reduce emissions. The 'farmers' primarily used arguments concerning income, while those of 

the 'mega-stable farmers' concerned animal welfare, employment and environmental 

impact. The 'animal activists' appreciated the small welfare improvements promised by the 

‘mega-stable farmers’, but underlined the need for pigs to have enough space and 

opportunities to behave naturally and the possibility to go outside. They did not believe that 

a mega-stable would provide these specific needs. Against their own and others’ 

expectations, the 'mega-stable farmers’ were eager to defend themselves and to attack the 

‘animal welfare activists’ by portraying them as simplistic and unrealistic. They argued that 

the fulfilment of a pig’s needs was not up to them but up to consumers who were not willing 

to pay more for their meat. They added that there are strict governmental regulations to 

guarantee animal welfare. After about ten minutes, they started to repeat arguments, and the 

role-play was stopped by the facilitator. At that point, a consensus had not been reached. As 

the improvement of animal welfare was important to all the urban citizens, we let them 

brainstorm together on how to achieve this. They did not manage to come up with solutions 

because farmers had to make a living and the switch to organic farming was regarded as too 

expensive; consumers were not interested in the topic or willing to pay more for their meat; 

and the government was not supporting the farmers. It was the government that should raise 

the price of meat, or give money to farmers to improve their farms.  

Evaluation. The urban citizens experienced the overall focus group as informative. It was 

interesting to become aware of their own perspective and that of other urban citizens and to 

argue as someone ‘from the other side’, resulting in a more inclusive framing. By being open 

to other perspectives, their frames also became more differentiated: the urban citizens stated 

that they became more aware of farmers’ dilemmas and the complexity of animal production 

and the improvement of animal welfare.   

“That is what I like about the role-play, that you find out that it is more than just a 

big industry. Reasons do exist to produce meat in that way. I do understand the 

farmers.” 

One argued that we cannot avoid mega-stables because there are too many people to feed. 

He considered mega-stables acceptable given strict requirements and regulations on farm 

animal welfare. For another, the discussions raised more questions than answers and 
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triggered curiosity, at least. Nevertheless, the other urban citizens retained their original 

opinion of being against mega-stables. 

 

8.3.2 Results: Farmers 

Introduction, examining familiarity with urban citizens. All 11 farmers stated at the 

beginning of the focus group session that they have had no direct contact with urban citizens 

about the topic of pig husbandry or have no contact with them at all. However, two of them 

had organized initiatives for the local rural citizens. Seven of the famers said they were not 

aware of urban citizens’ perceptions or concerns about animal production. The farmers 

graded the welfare level on their farms from average to very good. One argument given was 

the fact that their animals suffered fewer injuries than the average human. Other reasons 

included an optimally controlled climate, good hygiene, availability of food and water, high 

production numbers, and meeting the required minimum space per animal. The farmers 

expected that the urban citizens would grade the welfare lower as they were expected to lack 

relevant knowledge and were critical about farm practices.  

Exercise 1 associations, examining attitude towards urban citizens. All farmers associated 

urban citizens with ignorance about pig husbandry. Urban citizens would have an outspoken 

negative opinion based on limited knowledge: they would believe that the welfare of the pig 

is still poor and that pig production is a problem for the environment. This is not true, 

according to the farmers. The farmers did not understand their viewpoint and believed that 

it was unfair that urban citizens wanted animal husbandry to stay traditional while other 

industries were encouraged to modernize and grow. Nevertheless, the farmers did not blame 

the urban citizens: the farmers believed that the media and only a small group of critical 

urban citizens, such as members of animal protection organizations, held this negative 

image. The farmers indicated that this ignorance encouraged them to provide good 

information. Other associations were related to consumer behaviour. The fact that urban 

citizens spend too little time and money on food was painful for some farmers as they 

produced meat with care. The farmers hold the supermarket chains responsible for this 

because they regard meat merely as a means of competition. Two farmers acknowledged that 

they themselves also buy the cheapest products.  

Exercise 2a sketch, examining the knowledge on the perspective of the urban citizens 

concerning the pig farming practice. To induce a reversal of perspective, we asked the 
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farmers to make a drawing of the living conditions of the pig from an urban citizen’s 

perspective. Some farmers were reluctant to do so. They felt that they could not understand 

urban citizens’ perceptions as they did not have contact with them. One drawing showed a 

factory because urban citizens would believe that meat and milk are produced in factories. 

Another drawing was a pen without details because this farmer believed that urban citizens 

do not think about the topic any further. One farmer visualized nostalgia: much handwork, 

no modern techniques and poor hygiene, resulting in vermin and pigs lying in their own 

manure. Most drawings referred to modern husbandry: no windows, no straw or toys, 

synthetic grids and concrete walls, overcrowding and not enough space to move or play. The 

farmers did not agree with this illustration of pig husbandry and emphasized that urban 

citizens do not have a realistic view due to their lack of knowledge. The circumstances 

sketched and highlighted by the farmers would have a negative effect on the physical health 

of the animal, indeed. According to the farmers, primarily good physical health results in a 

good mental welfare of pigs. Three farmers mentioned natural behaviour, such as a pool of 

mud and the ability to go outside, as an important aspect for urban citizens. However, they 

stated that such behaviour was not possible, and it did not represent an important aspect of 

animal welfare for them.   

Exercise 2b, examining the ability of participants to reflect on initial perspective on urban 

citizens and animal welfare. We showed the farmers film fragments of urban citizens 

explaining their drawing of the living conditions of pigs (retrieved from exercise 2 of urban 

citizens). In response to the drawings, the farmers reacted by countering the arguments. All 

farmers heard “wrong statements” and indicated that the drawings did not represent pig 

husbandry at all. They repeated that urban citizens are ignorant and have an unrealistic view 

of pig husbandry. They argued that there are new technologies and regulations, and that 

most of their ideas were outdated, e.g., the use of a grid and the lack of daylight. Strict 

regulations guaranteed that pigs have enough space to move freely and that they have toys to 

play with. The husbandry conditions prevented the development of negative feelings such as 

stress and fear in pigs. Aspects that urban citizens mentioned as the needs of pigs were also 

countered. The need for a day and night rhythm was questioned because pigs kept in full 

darkness were also productive. A mud bath was not a requirement for pigs anymore because 

the new breeds have changed needs, and optimal climate control means they do not need to 

cool down anymore. Also, the impact on the environment was refuted, by stating that driving 

a car would be worse. It was obvious for the farmers that urban citizens lack basic 

knowledge, as they did not know the difference between how sows and fattening pigs are 

kept. One farmer stated that urban citizens are not realistic because they compare pigs with 
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pets. The arguments of the urban citizens did not lead to reflection on farm practices; 

instead, their ignorance was seen as the key problem in the relationship between the farmer 

and urban citizen. The farmers stressed that their information would positively affect the 

attitude of the urban citizen. The only problem for the farmer was the current accusation of 

the excessive use of antibiotics in animal husbandry: the farmer could easily show that each 

claim of the urban citizen is not true.   

Exercise 3, examining the ability to reflect on initial perspectives. We asked the farmers to 

predict what urban citizens would say about the justification of farmers concerning animal 

husbandry in the way they described earlier. Most farmers had an optimistic expectation and 

said that it is not necessary to have much knowledge to understand the dilemmas that the 

farmers face and the consequences for the pigs’ living conditions. We then showed them film 

fragments of the urban citizens. They were pleasantly surprised with the results. Urban 

citizens reacted in a friendlier manner and had more understanding than in the first series of 

film fragments. The exception was one fragment in which an urban citizen accused farmers 

of being heartless because they do not give animals a name. Two of the farmers were affected 

by this fragment. They said that people with such strong opinions look confident and are 

able to influence other urban citizens. In addition, this film fragment gave rise to the 

discussion of whether farmers do love their animals. They agreed – except for one – that 

they do, but explained that they have to stay rational to be able to deal with bringing animals 

to the slaughter. In contrast, they agreed that urban citizens are not used to setting their 

emotions aside. 

Exercise 4, examining the ability to reflect on initial perspectives. In the last exercise, we 

showed film fragments of urban citizens saying what they learned from their own focus 

group (see Results urban citizens, evaluation). The farmers focused on the film fragment in 

which one urban citizen claimed to have become more aware of farmers’ dilemmas and the 

complexity of animal production. In the farmers' opinion, the urban citizens had a more 

nuanced perspective on husbandry at the end of the focus group. This meant, in their 

perception, that there are options for farmers to influence the urban citizens. Others were 

surprised that the word mega-stable was known in urban areas. In two film fragments, urban 

citizens said that mega-stable farmers are animal abusers and should be ashamed. These two 

fragments were painful for two farmers, and all agreed that they should not spend energy on 

trying to change those opinions. They were shocked that politicians had spread this negative 

view among urban citizens who had never seen a mega-stable in their life and did not know 

anything about it. Spending energy on such urban citizens was seen as a waste of time.                                           
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Evaluation. At the end of the focus group, a short evaluation round was included, during 

which the farmers were asked about their impressions of the session and what they had 

learned. Many farmers stated that the session was interesting and the films directly showed 

the urban citizens’ impressions and thoughts. However, they said that the film fragments 

provided them with no new information. Instead, their preconception of urban citizens’ 

ignorance was confirmed and their opinion strengthened that there is an urgent need to 

spread positive information.  

 

8.3.3 Comparative analysis 

Both farmers and urban citizens stated at the beginning of the focus groups that they were 

unfamiliar with the other’s circumstances or concerns, but they appeared to have an 

outspoken opinion on each other(‘s practises). 

The urban citizens were critically regarding pig farming and in particular addressing 

negative animal welfare aspects. They had a relative detailed picture of the actual husbandry 

systems and the related impact on animal welfare, at least the ones they criticized. However, 

the urban citizens appeared to portray a nuanced image regarding the attitude of the farmer 

as a person even though they rejected current husbandry. They were able to shift their 

perspective and argued in a realistic way for the role related interest. They were very able to 

take an overall third person perspective and could evaluate the given arguments beyond 

their own initial presuppositions and subsequent roles taken. As a group, however, they were 

not able to integrate the perspectives towards joint solutions (agree on the legitimacy of the 

perspectives and agree to disagree). 

The pig farmers associated urban citizens strongly with ignorance. They considered them 

unfair in their judgment in absence of first-hand knowledge and being framed by a small 

group that uses media for their critics. From exercise 2a and 2b appear that farmers had low 

expectations of the knowledge of urban citizens on pig farming. The drawings of the urban 

citizens did not change these expectations, while they were far more detailed than expected 

by the farmers. In addition, the farmers and urban citizens had different perspectives on 

good animal welfare: the farmers included only physical health, while the urban citizens 

included the mental and physical health and the ability to perform natural behaviour. 

However, it did not lead to reflection by the farmers on their perspective on welfare or farm 

practices. In exercise 3b the recognition by urban–citizens of dilemma’s in the farm practice, 
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was anticipated by the farmers and was regarded as a common ground. It opened for a while 

a frame fusion when the “loving” of an animal by the farmer was discussed. Although from 

exercise 2, 3 and 4 appeared that the urban citizens have more knowledge than initially 

expected, this did not change to any extend farmers' final perspectives on urban citizens and 

their knowledge. Also, the shown urban citizens norms and values did not appear to be a 

reason for the participating farmers to reflect their own initial perspective on animal welfare 

and the treatment of animals. 

 

8.4 Analysis of frame reflection process 

When asked to express their associations and make drawings, implicit values related to 

animals emerged. We linked them with the predefined values by Kupper and the Cock-

Buning (2011) and counted how often these values were discussed (see table 8.2). From that, 

we could asses which animal frames were at stake and which were dominant (see figure 8.1). 

The urban citizens appeared to react primarily from the perspective of the animal and its 

non-instrumental (intrinsic) value. Figure 8.1a shows that their main framework was 

Balance, but they also valued categories important in the Relation and Source frameworks 

(see figure 8.1a). They associated pig husbandry with values that reflected the opposite of the 

animal’s intrinsic value, for instance massive scale, unnatural and industrial efficiency. 

Farmers, on the other hand, reacted from the perspective of good entrepreneurship and 

stewardship, valuing animals and their welfare by the Use framework (see figure 8.1b).  They 

did not appreciate the undervaluing of their practices and products by urban citizens and 

portrayed them all as ignorant. On the other hand, not the urban citizens, but the food 

production system was held responsible for the criticism. The farmers were against the 

image of animal production portrayed by the media or the pressure retailers put on the 

prices of meat. Both farmers and urban citizens could to some degree create understanding 

for the choices that the urban citizens or farmers make, indicating that both groups had to 

some degree a common ground in the frames towards each other. In particular the urban 

citizens could empathize with the use value category and see it as an inescapable dilemma 

for the farmers.  

   



8

  

143 

 

Table 8.2 Value categories of the Urban citizens (C) and the Farmers (F). Values (first column) and 

operational definitions (second column) related to the number of times urban citizens (C) and 

farmers (F) referred to the specific value.  The fourth column contains typical quotes.  From this 

table, the value frames of the participants were determined. 

Value  Value  

definition 

N    Quote 

Bond  Personal 

connectedness or 

dependence when 

humans and animals 

live together 

C 12 “That farmer did not even look at his 

animal or said goodbye before it went 

to the slaughterhouse. Then I think, he 

doesn’t love his animals. Heartless” 

    F 8  “If we did not love our animals, we 

could not do our job” 

Being  Way the animal is in‐

the‐world and relates 

itself to its 

environment 

C 0  ‐

    F 0  ‐

 Capacity  Elements of an 

animal’s biological 

structure or function.  

C 0  ‐

    F 0  ‐

Function‐

ality 

Human use of 

animals, while the 

animal itself either 

derives a benefit or is 

not significantly 

harmed 

C 20 “‘You are allowed to fatten and 

slaughter pigs, but do it in an animal 

friendly way”  

    F 7  “We meet the requirements; 

everything is regulated, such as the 

climate. So, I can conclude they have a 
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good life”

Indivi‐

duality 

Distinctive kind of 

character and 

behaviour that make 

the animal a unique 

organism 

C 13 “Pigs are smart, social and funny 

animals”  

    F 0  ‐

Life  Continued existence 

of the animal on 

earth, in interaction 

with other forms of 

life and the 

environment 

C 37 “Although I do not believe pigs have a 

conscience, they do get stressed in the 

small pens and each other’s 

nervousness. They are social animals 

that prefer to play and roll in the mud 

together”  

“It is important that the pigs have a 

good life” 

    F 0  ‐

Natural‐

ness 

Background of a 

system able to 

develop itself into 

what it is without 

human interference 

C 23 “That is how I visualise it: a pool of 

mud, sun is shining, a rural 

environment and then a pig that is 

rolling in the mud and growling” 

    F 0  ‐

System  Whole of which the 

parts show such 

interconnectedness 

and interdependence 

that they cannot be 

C 4  “‘In former days, it was a natural loop. 

You took care of a pig and in autumn 

you had as family enough to eat”  
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Figure 8.1a. Urban citizens’ animal framework   Figure 8.1b. Farmers’ animal framework 

Four value frameworks (grey: Use, Balance, Relation, Source) and their relative difference in the 

valuation of animal aspects. Aspects closer to a framework are more valued than those at a greater 

distance, e.g., a Balance framework will value the bond with the animal and the direct experiences 

shared by the animal less than the naturalness of its behaviour (adapted from Kupper and De Cock 

                                                 

21 This number is placed between brackets because the urban citizens could empathise with the use 

value category of farmers, but they did not relate themselves to it.  

 

perceived separately 

anymore 

 

    F 0  ‐

Use  Human use of animals, 

at the expense of the 

animal  

C (14)21 “Farmers are in a rat race. 

Unfortunately, they have no other 

choice”  

    F 20 “We have to make a living. We can’t do 

it differently. Many pigs in a pen cost 

less money” 
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Buning (2011). The weight of the circles depicts the emphasis the participants gave to aspects. Figure 

8.1a: The underlying value categories of urban citizens’ concerns and criticism were primarily life, 

naturalness and functionality, but also individuality, bond, and system (see table 8.2). Consequently, 

the urban citizens showed with respect to this topic primarily a Balance framework but also partly a 

Source or Relation framework. At the end of the focus group session, the urban citizens could 

empathise with the use value category of farmers. Figure 8.1b: The underlying value of farmers when 

they discussed pig husbandry and animal welfare was primarily use, but also bond and functionality. 

Therefore, the farmers employed a Use framework regarding this topic. 

The farmers and urban citizens showed a different process of frame reflection. By being open 

to other perspectives, the frame of urban citizens became more differentiated and inclusive. 

They learned that the improvement of animal welfare in pig husbandry is not easy but rather 

complex, and they learned that farmers have their rationales to act from a Use framework 

(see figure 8.1a). The farmers, on the other hand, retained their closed perspective and 

defended their practices. Instead of reflecting on themselves, they denied the relevance of 

what the urban citizens said by continuing to portray them as ignorant. However, in exercise 

three the video of the urban citizens triggered them to reflect on their own stance regarding 

“loving their animals.” Interestingly, this issue seems to touch both parties, and both agree 

that the farmer should live accordingly. Shared values are potentially the stepping stones for 

mutual learning. Farmers believed that better communication and information would lead to 

a change in attitude of urban citizens. However, the results of the role play by urban citizens 

indicate that this idea is probably too optimistic. Urban citizens had concerns about massive 

scale, unnaturalness and industrial efficiency and their effect on the physical and mental 

welfare of pigs. The urban citizens acting as farmers made use of arguments that  mostly did 

not address these concerns, but related instead to the farmers’ benefits (table 8.3, number 2) 

or physical animal welfare improvements due to technical innovations (table 8.3, number 

3,5,6,7,12,13), just like real farmers did. The ‘farmers’ in the role play and the true farmers 

were not addressing the natural needs or mental state of the animal. Consequently, the 

urban citizens and ‘farmers’ seemed to speak a different value-driven language, and urban 

citizens’ concerns about aspects they value were not truly addressed. As result, the urban 

citizens were not yet inclined to reconsider their negative perceptions regarding the living 

conditions of pigs, and therefore pig husbandry.  
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Table 8.3 Overview of urban citizens’ concerns expressed in exercises 1 and 2 (column 1 and 2), 

argumentation of the urban citizens acting as farmers in exercise 4 (column 3) and the 

argumentation of the real farmers expressed during the focus group (column 4).  The animal welfare 

issues of the urban citizens were related to the themes massive scale, unnaturalness, and industrial 

efficiency. Their underlying values under pressure were primarily bond and naturalness. They were 

rebutted by the farmers and role‐play farmers with technical facts or farmer benefits. 

Theme  Urban citizens’ 

concerns 

Farmer’s defence by 

urban citizens (role play) 

Farmers’ defence  Ref. 

text 

Massive 

scale: 

 

 (over) Crowded 

pens/ Limited 

space 

 

 Strict governmental 

regulation regarding 

the minimum space 

 In a mega‐stable 

animals do have a slight 

increase in space per 

animal 

 Pigs are offered 

the legally 

required 

minimum space 

 

1 

 

 

 

 

 Having more animals 

per farm provides more 

income. This is sorely 

needed  

 More animals provide 

more  employment 

 Other industries 

are stimulated 

to expand but 

animal 

husbandry is 

blocked  

2 

 

 

Unnaturaln

ess: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Unchallenging 

environment for 

pigs 

 The presence of toys

 

 The presence of 

toys 

 

3 

 

 No option to go 

outside (and play 

in mud) 

 Consumers do not pay 

enough 

 Consumers do 

not pay enough 

 Modern pig has 

different needs 

 Optimally 

controlled 

climate inside 

4 

 

5 

 

6 
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 Good hygiene 

inside 

7 

 Artificial light 

(non‐stop 

switched on) 

 Pigs have 

daylight 

 No day and night 

rhythm does not 

affect 

production  

8 

 

9 

Industrial 

efficiency  

 

 Grids

 

 Grids are not 

used anymore 

10 

 

 Too much use of 

medicines 

 

 

 Less risk of disease due 

to shorter transport 

 Decrease in use 

of antibiotics 

 Pigs are sick  

less often than 

humans 

11 

 

12 

 Fattening of pigs 

by unhealthy 

food 

 Tail docking and 

teeth grinding 

 Separation of 

sow and piglet 

after birth 

 Re‐insemination 

of sow shortly 

after birth 

 Improved welfare due 

to electronic 

monitoring  

 Improved welfare due 

to shorter transport 

 

 Sufficient food 

and water 

 

13 
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8.5 Discussion  

The future of Dutch pig husbandry is a topic of societal and political debate. One underlying 

cause is a polarization of viewpoints, emanating from opposing frames. In this study, we 

explored the ability of pig farmers and urban citizens to reflect on the situation and their 

own frames, aiming to open up fixed patterns of thoughts. This is a crucial condition for a 

successful learning process. We realize that urban citizens and farmers themselves have a 

diversity of perspectives (de Rooij et al., 2010; Kupper & De Cock Buning, 2011). However, 

we did not aim to invent this diversity, but to understand the mechanism of learning in real 

life groups. Although we made use of a small sample, the qualitative results provide useful 

insights into the limitations and opportunities concerning mutual learning processes 

between farmers and urban citizens and, therefore, the feasibility of a shared vision on the 

living conditions of pigs at the farm level.    

The focus group data shows that professional facilitation of dialogue is needed, because both 

farmers and urban citizens stated to leave the conflict between them unaddressed in daily 

life. Farmers had no interaction normally with urban citizens, and only some had local rural 

citizens to act as a target group for their initiatives. In addition, urban citizens stated to 

prefer to conceal the topic of animal welfare in intensive husbandry. Concealing is a known 

coping strategy of citizens, used as a distancing device to deal with their ambiguity (Serpell, 

1986; Te Velde et al., 2002). By not reflecting on the intensive husbandry and its animal 

welfare standards, it remains unproblematic to eat meat from intensive husbandry.  

Both farmers and urban citizens showed during the focus groups the tendency to react from 

their frame of reference and related values, and to deny or reframe information that does not 

fit their dominant value perspective. Although farmers believed that modern husbandry is 

enhancing animal welfare, urban citizens had a negative perception of modern husbandry. 

After seeing and discussing the video fragments, the farmers did not reflect on a potential 

shared value of animal welfare at the farm level. Instead, they choose to disqualify the 

relevance of the knowledge of the urban citizens by labelling them as ignorant. This is in line 

with other studies that showed that farmers claim that citizens are not knowledgeable as 

response to societal concerns (Aarts & Hanning, 2001; Beekman et al., 2003; Stassen, 2006; 

de Rooij et al., 2010). The animal message of urban citizens may be seen as a threat by 

farmers, which is understandable, as the statements of the urban citizens attack their way of 

living, their practice and their perspective on a “good life.” Although the confrontation was 

designed to be less severe than a direct dialogue by organizing it indirectly through video 
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fragments, it still appeared hard for them to step out of the denial phase. The fear appeal 

literature explains that threat messages with a low perceived efficacy result in defensive 

strategies of the receiver, such as denial or avoidance (Witte, 1994).  

In contrast, after the role play, the urban citizens were more open for other perspectives, 

resulting in a more differentiated frame towards animal welfare policy in husbandry and a 

more inclusive frame towards the objectives of the farmer. Nevertheless, they were not able 

to leave behind their overall negative perceptions concerning the living conditions of pigs 

and pig husbandry after hearing facts and arguments given by ‘the farmers’ in the role play. 

They could not support its up-scaling based on arguments of valuing functionality (health), 

but were open for arguments that valued naturalness (behaviour). Our results of the role 

plays in the urban citizen groups indicate that one-way information that is framed around 

the values of the sender, proposed by the farmers, is likely to fail as a strategy to regain 

public acceptance, although frame reflection might be enhanced considerably. Boogaard et 

al. (2006) already showed that the spreading of “relevant facts” will not necessarily lead to a 

different perception as the original perception is strongly based on value positions that 

implicitly colour the relevance and therefore the acceptance of the presented “facts”. The 

spreading of facts by farmers resembles the deficit model. This model explains public 

resistance against scientific innovation as an effect of a lack of relevant knowledge, and thus 

assumes that more relevant information would create public acceptance by itself. However, 

this model has proved to be ineffective, as in many cases information is used to confirm 

existing opinions and views (Bauer, 1964; Gross, 1994; Hanssen et al., 2003; Osseweijer, 

2006).  

Setting up a learning strategy 

According to the general policy theory of Dunn (1988), which relates four types of fact-value 

conflicts to four policy strategies that will yield the best options to proceed towards shared 

decisions, the conflict between farmers and urban citizens might have the best chance of 

being solved by a learning strategy. This presupposes, however, a mutual willingness to 

enter into a learning process. Our results show that frame reflection is feasible on the side of 

urban citizens, but it is more difficult for the farmers as their ‘way of living’ and interests are 

criticized. Our case seems to show hardly any consensus regarding the relevance of the facts 

at stake (e.g., good production against option for natural behaviour) and a very limited 

amount of shared values (only bond and functionality). However, in particular the value 

bond seems to touch both parties and statements of urban citizens resulted in reflection by 

the farmers on their own stance regarding “loving their animals”. The shared love for 
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animals together with the recognition by the urban citizens of the inescapable dilemma for 

farmers to adopt the use framing might be an option for further learning strategies. In future 

research, we will explore more in-depth the potential of frame reflection and learning 

processes in different settings and with different stakeholder groups. Such a learning 

strategy is not meant to impose another value frame upon the other party. It cannot be 

expected that one switches to the value frame of the other in such a process (e.g., from the 

Balance framework towards the Use framework or vice versa), but new perspectives might 

emerge from the fusion of horizons (Gadamer, 1965; Kupper, 2009).  

There are in principle three options to manage a more fruitful process of value frame 

extension. One is to arrange a mutual learning trajectory for professional representatives of 

urban citizens and pig farmers. This has been done in the Netherlands for many years among 

the branch lobbyists, animal welfare lobbyists and the Ministry of Agriculture (agreements, 

self-regulation, etc.). However, these learning trajectories are performed at a distance from 

society. The farmers themselves do not simply accommodate the frame extension of their 

representatives. The success of these trajectories seems therefore mainly due to the 

professionalization of the intermediate “learners,” i.e., the reduction of a strong direct 

interest, as in the case of farmers. The second option is to clone the round tables of the 

national lobbyists to the regional tables, in order to synchronize vertically the mutual 

learning process in frame reflection. This implies a lot of governance costs. Third, 

introducing frame reflection in the education of farmers (agricultural schools) by organizing 

sessions with high schools and tertiary levels of education. In the continuation of our project, 

we will explore a modest step in the last two options: managing frame reflection and 

alignment around animal welfare projects by inviting Ph.D. students and representatives of 

farmers, animal protection organizations and the meat industry to explicate the different 

valuations and explore common grounds for win-win options. 



  

 

 

  


