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Abstract
The modernization paradigm which calls for technological intensification, specialization and scale
enlargement has dominated German agriculture since the 1950s. However, production-oriented
agricultural policies experience a lack of legitimacy. Present-day agriculture is framed as cause of
several problems: food scares, environmental degradation, animal abuse and many more. The
German food movement Wir haben es satt! (We are fed up!) calls for a turnaround in agricultural
policy and a shift from agroindustry to agroecology. Farmers felt unjustly accused by the network
and initiated a countermovement under the slogan Wir machen Euch satt! (We feed you!). The
thesis provides insights into the two movements and their positions in this debate. It will be
analyzed whether both initiatives can be described as urban versus rural movement, and if there
are overlaps in the way they think about sustainable agriculture and an agricultural turnaround.
The thesis reveals that multiple understandings and opinions can be traced back on framing: talking
about the same concept, but giving different meaning to it. This makes communication and
collaboration between both groups difficult. Despite tensions and confrontations, in both networks
there are members who show advocacy of the rural development approach and agroecological
styles of farming. However, the attitudes towards the need for an agricultural turnaround and what
both groups understand by ‘sustainable agriculture’ differ.
Key words: sustainable agriculture, food movement, agricultural turnaround, framing
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Foreword
Three years ago I decided to move to Wageningen, learn Dutch, and study ‘International
Development Studies’ at Wageningen University. I was fascinated by the program from the minute
I heard about it. It combined my interest in agriculture with several other of my concerns and
interests regarding poverty, globalization, social justice, environmental issues and a critical
perspective on all kinds of development trajectories and policy interventions. It was a pleasure to
stay in Göttingen for one Erasmus semester to study some courses from the agricultural faculty.
During my studies I met many people who share the same interest in agriculture, but still have
totally different ideas about which direction we should go in the future, what characterizes
sustainable agriculture and how it can be achieved. I trace my passion for agriculture back to the
fact that it is such a broad field with many related policy fields, concerns and problems. In addition,
I am glad that I had the chance to grow up on a farm. Since 2009 I have been working on several
farms. Whenever time allows (or staff shortages demand), I find myself milking between 200 and
350 cows and realizing that a pure scientific career or office job would not make me happy. During
the two month of writing this thesis, I also spent several hours in the milking parlor where I had
time to reflect on my research.
What I find striking is that food production and consumption issues are linked to many
problems and complaints. Consumers are demanding stricter regulations as they worry about
nature, animals and their health, while producers are complaining about mindless or useless
regulations which are only effective in the sense that they make life for farmers even harder. This
leads to a never-ending debate about agriculture. Still, I find it interesting to discuss about agrarian
change and sustainable systems of food provisioning, but the diversity of claims also makes it
frustrating because it seems impossible to find a solution that suits all. Or as my grandfather always
says: Maket es allen recht! This is Low German and basically means that it is impossible to please
everybody.
This is also what I can say after having finished my thesis. I want to emphasize that I neither
want to claim that I know the solution for the dispute over the agricultural turnaround. Nor do I
want to say that there is a single solution or truth. I have sympathy for both movements which will
be presented in this thesis because both contain claims and ideas with which I personally agree.
What I would like to see is that all stakeholders of the debate show respect to each other and are
as critical about their own claims and ideas as they are about those of others. My way of thinking
is shaped a lot by Mouffe’s (2005) book On the political. According to her, we should not always
aim at solving conflicts in the sense that we make compromises. However, it is important to respect
that people have different opinions. Antagonism needs to be turned into agonism: We have to
agree to disagree to eliminate the hostile attitudes towards people who do not consent to our own
ideas and demands (Mouffe, 2005). Further, I believe that respectful communication and fair talk
can help to find shared values and shared objectives. We should not give up our dreams. With
accusations, defiance and unrealistic demands, though, we will not get further, but rather increase
the gap between different positions within the debate.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations
AbL
Arbeitsgemeinschaft bäuerlicher Landwirtschaft (Association for Peasant Farming)
BSE
Bovine spongiform encephalopathy; also known as mad cow disease
BUND Bund für Umwelt und Naturschutz Deutschland; German NGO for environmental
protection
CAP
Common Agricultural Policy of the European Union
CETA Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement between Canada and the EU
DBV Deutscher Bauernverband e.V. (German farmers’ association)
EU
European Union
FdL
Frag den Landwirt; network of farmers who initiated the WMES protests
GMOs Genetically modified organisms
NABU Naturschutzbund Deutschland; German NGO for environmental protection
NGO Non-governmental organization
PETA People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals; animal rights organization
TAM Transnational Agrarian Movement
TNC
Transnational Corporation
TTIP Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership between the USA and the EU
UN
United Nations
WHES Wir haben es satt! (We are fed up!)
WMES Wir machen Euch satt! (We feed you!)
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1. Introduction
After the Second World War, Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the EU followed a productionoriented and modernization trajectory to increase productivity, ensure sufficient food supply at
affordable prices for consumers, as well as sufficient income for farmers through price intervention
and protectionism (Durand & van Huylenbroeck, 2003). However, intensification, specialization,
and the overall paradigm of modernization and the technological revolution have not provided
food security for all. Hunger and malnutrition are no longer a problem of quantity, but rather one
of quality, access and distribution (Lang, Barling, & Caraher, 2009; zu Löwenstein, 2011). Further,
“the rationale of the Fordist model of agriculture, oriented completely around production”, has
created several problems (Durand & van Huylenbroeck, 2003, p. 22). Since the 1980s, negative
externalities and scandals in Germany related to agriculture started challenging state-of-the-art
farming (Lang, Barling, & Caraher, 2009). Citizens in urban areas have been more skeptical about
the quality of food and its production process because of the globalization and decreasing
transparency of the food system and food chains. Concerns about environmental degradation,
overfertilization with nitrogen, contamination of groundwater, loss of biodiversity, agriculture’s
contribution to climate change, lack of animal welfare and the use of antibiotics in animal
husbandry are regularly heard arguments which fuel the debate about modern, industrial farming
(Durand & van Huylenbroeck, 2003; zu Löwenstein, 2011; 2015) and raise the question of the
“political dimensions of agriculture” (McMichael, 1994, p. 285). In addition, food safety issues and
food scares resulted in further skepticism, mistrust and accusations (Lang, Barling, & Caraher,
2009). In Europe, scandals and problems “originated by agriculture have caused an increasing lack
of legitimacy” (Durand & van Huylenbroeck, 2003, p. 22). It was the BSE crisis in 2000 that finally
triggered the debate about an agricultural turnaround (Agrarwende) in Germany (Gerlach, Kropp,
Spiller, & Ulmer, 2005).
However, not only consumers and urban citizens feel that something is wrong. At the same
time, the price cost squeeze and governmental regulations narrow farmers’ potential for using
their farms as viable sources of livelihood (van der Ploeg, 2014). Further, dependencies and
externalization of inputs and tasks reduce farmers’ autonomy and agency (ibid.). There is a shared
criticism among groups of farmers and citizens that the modern food system is linked to power
imbalances (Lang, Barling, & Caraher, 2009). Facing given costs and prices and the dependency on
external inputs and knowledge, farmers are unable to fulfill all public demands and requests, even
though they would like to improve things in terms of animal welfare or ecological sustainability
(Morgan & Murdoch, 2000). They are forced to compete on global markets (Isermeyer, 2001) and
“drawn into greater dependence, use of Green Revolution technologies, market relations, and the
debt cycle” (Rosset & Martinez-Torres, 2012, p. 21). Farmers feel pushed into the struggle for
existence and the question of ‘growing or giving way’, meaning following the script of
modernization and Fordist model or stepping out of agriculture (Burger & Eder, 2014). This leads
to the structural transformation (Strukturwandel) from many small farms to few large farms. In the
past, the CAP has rewarded mainly large producers, while market distortions especially hit smaller
farms (Holt-Giménez, Patel, & Shattuck, 2009). Hence, the CAP contributed to the structural
transformation in the agricultural sector. While modernization and structural transformation in
other sectors are seen as expression of progress, these trends in the agricultural sector are
criticized by the society for causing problems and negative externalities as noted above (Isermeyer,
2001).
5

It seems that the dominant modernization approach, which is accompanied by
entrepreneurial, industrial farming, faces several struggles and challenges of acceptance and
tolerance within German society and among farmers (McMichael, 1994). The agrarian debate also
became more complex over time. With increasing welfare, the objective of food security to stop
hunger was expanded by objectives of sustainable food provisioning and food safety issues (Furth,
2016; Lang & Barling, 2012). The superior question of the dispute over an agricultural turnaround
is, “What sort of food system is environmentally, socially and economically sustainable?” (Lang &
Barling, 2012, p. 321). In addition, there are several other questions which lead to disagreement
among stakeholders: How can the German and European policies contribute to global food
security? How much do farmers need to be regulated to operate sustainably? Who is responsible
to initiate an agricultural turnaround or a more sustainable food system – producers, consumers
or politicians? And which opportunities do these stakeholders have for the achievement of an
agricultural turnaround? Which farmers, types of farm enterprises and styles of farming should be
supported by the CAP? And in this relation, do we need to distinguish between entrepreneurial
farmer, peasant farmer, family farm, factory farm, organic and conventional and all these
classifications that are mentioned within the debate? If yes, how to define these categories? And
does that lead to a dichotomy of good and evil? Depending on people’s background and function
within the food system (being supplier of inputs, producer, processor, retailer, consumer, scientist
or politician of a specific field), these questions are framed or answered differently (Gerlach, Kropp,
Spiller, & Ulmer, 2005). In addition, the debate is accompanied by emotions, prejudices,
accusations and superficial knowledge, not least spurred by one-sided news coverage and framing
through media (Lecheler, Keer, Schuck, & Hänggli, 2015).
More and more social groups and movements call for agroecology, food sovereignty and
rural development with approaches of multi-functional agriculture (Rosset & Martinez-Torres,
2012). In Germany, the formation of two pressure groups in 2011 and 2015 has further heated the
debate about the functions, position and reputation of the agricultural sector and the question,
how sustainable agriculture is characterized and how it can be achieved. The first group is a food
movement called Wir haben es satt! (We are fed up!, short WHES). The group demands more
animal welfare, social and ecological justice in the food system, and calls for an agricultural
turnaround. As a response to WHES, a second pressure group was founded: Frag den Landwirt (Ask
the Farmer). The latter is a network of German farmers which claims Wir machen Euch satt! (We
feed you!, short WMES). This group feels offended and unjustly blamed. It highlights that German
farmers are working every day to supply high quality food in sufficient quantity, and that the
welfare of the German society builds upon the success and the diversity of the agricultural sector.

Problem formulation, research question and objectives
There are different, partly strongly contrasting approaches to sustainable agriculture which come
to the fore in the dispute over an agricultural turnaround. Wir haben es satt! (WHES) comes out
against further modernization and industrialization of agriculture, favoring a more peasant-like
production process and shorter supply chains which take social and ecological concerns into
account. In contrast to this first group, Wir machen Euch satt! (WMES) does not officially expresses
to be in favor of either the modernization or an alternative approach. The initiative criticizes the
food movement WHES, which raises several questions: Does that mean that WMES defends the
dominating approach of modernization? Hence, is it justified to assume that farmers who raise
their voice and say “We feed you” defend the modernization and productionist approach to
6

sustainable agriculture? Do they reject the call for an agricultural turnaround? And do both
pressure groups represent the clash of interests between urban and rural stakeholders? To find
answers to these questions, I will focus on two core questions:
1. To what extent can the dispute between both pressure groups WHES and WMES be
described as a clash of urban versus rural interests?
2. To what extent are there disagreements or overlaps in the way in which WHES and WMES
frame sustainable agriculture and the need for an agricultural turnaround?
The research objective is to compare the claims of Wir haben es satt! with the farming styles and
claims of Wir machen Euch satt! members regarding the underlying frames and paradigms for
sustainable agriculture.
The research is relevant in the context of an agrarian question and agrarian crisis which has been
going on since several decades. Growing concerns which are related to agricultural production
processes and food on the one hand, and the ongoing squeeze on agriculture which puts a lot of
pressure on farmers on the other hand, result in increasing uncertainties and discontent among
German citizens and decreasing appreciation for farmers. In addition, farming loses its function as
viable livelihood strategy to earn sufficient income (Deter, 2016a). Psychological burnouts and
depressions among German farmers increase (Bönte, 2016). At the same time, concerns about
long-term sustainable food provisioning should be taken seriously. Therefore, the whole dispute
over an agricultural turnaround and its many ramifications are highly relevant. According to Borras
JR, Edelman and Kay (2008), it is under-explored how different movements around agriculture and
food compete against each other. So far, no research has been conducted which reveals the
relationship and possible reasons for the dispute between those two food movements in Germany.
For me as a social science student from the field of international development studies it is
interesting to investigate reasons for conflicts and disagreements, and to search for shared values
and overlaps, which all can induce endogenous development.

Methodology
The research builds upon a multi-method approach. Because no previous research has been done
on the two campaign groups, I conducted network analyses of both groups. I analyzed web
presence on websites and Facebook, news coverage on the initiatives and videos of protests of
both groups. To get an idea of the styles of farming that members of WMES display, I analyzed the
farm profiles which members of the network present on the website ‘www.fragdenlandwirt.de’
and in the corresponding Facebook group ‘www.facebook.com/fragdenlandwirt’. Further, I talked
to farmers who support one of the two pressure groups to get an impression of their ideas about
sustainable agriculture. In addition, I contacted the initiators of the campaign groups to ask them
to share a message in which I ask members of both movements to give a short definition of
‘modern agriculture’, ‘peasant agriculture’ as well as to give a short explanation to the question to
what extent German agriculture is sustainable or not. These questions about definitions and
perceptions remained unanswered after the network analyses and broad literature study were
conducted. The latter enriched the whole research with a conceptual framework and information
about the debate on the agricultural turnaround in Germany. The conceptual framework helped
to classify different statements and perspectives of members of both groups and allowed to detect
differences and overlaps in framing sustainable agriculture and the need for an agricultural
turnaround.
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Outlook
After the introduction, the conceptual framework will be discussed in the second chapter. It
consists of an introduction to the concept of framing, as well as opposing paradigms for sustainable
agriculture and several key concepts that regularly appear in the debate on sustainable agriculture.
The main focus, however, will be on the opposing approaches of modernization versus agroecology
and rural development.
In chapter three, the main criticisms and demands which are raised by the food movement
WHES will be outlined. I will analyze whom they blame for previous failures and problems related
to agriculture and which paradigm for sustainable agriculture describes best what this initiative is
asking for. The chapter will be completed with a brief view on related initiatives and public
responses to the movement.
Subsequent to the analysis of the first campaign group, in chapter four, I will do a similar
analysis for the second initiative WMES which was founded by German farmers as response to the
WHES. Therefore, the criticism that is addressed to WHES will be examined to investigate the
disparities and disagreements between both groups. Then, attention will be paid to the farm
enterprises of the members of WMES to see which paradigm for sustainable agriculture is reflected
in their daily farming practices and styles of farming. Finally, I will classify the position of WMES in
the debate on an agricultural turnaround and finish again with a brief look at related campaigns
and responses.
Findings will be discussed in chapter five. Further, disagreements and overlaps regarding
the agrarian debate will be outlined. Therefore, the claims of WHES will be opposed to the claims
and styles of farming of those who support WMES. This chapter will clarify the positions both
movements take up in the debate, and give some reasons why the antagonism between both
networks seems to be difficult to overcome. Shortcomings of the conceptual framework as well as
recommendations for additional research will be mentioned as well.
Finally, the most striking findings of my research will be summarized in the conclusion and used
to answer the two core questions: To what extent can both campaign groups be divided into urban
versus rural interests, and to what extent are there disagreements or overlaps in the way WHES
and WMES frame the agrarian debate about sustainable agriculture and an agricultural
turnaround?
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2. Conceptual framework
The research deals with different perspectives on sustainable agriculture. Consumers might have
different ideas than producers. However, opinions and ideologies can also diverge among farmers.
Agricultural policy is shaped by a certain way of thinking and framing, too. The way in which people
think about how to achieve sustainable styles of farming and sustainable food provisioning can
explain where they detect problems and how they seek to solve them. This chapter will introduce
the most popular policy approaches and frames which are known in the agrarian debate.

2.1

The act of framing in the agrarian debate

Framing is the act of interpreting concepts, problems, statements or plans in a certain way, thus
giving meaning to it with a certain kind of rationality or logic (Lecheler, Keer, Schuck, & Hänggli,
2015). This logic influences the selection of information, emphasizing those facts which are in line
with the logic or previous experiences and thoughts, whereas other aspects are “pushed into the
background” (Lecheler, Keer, Schuck, & Hänggli, 2015, p. 4) News media can have huge impact on
people’s opinions and attitudes since news are repeatedly framed in a certain way and present
information which is taken for granted and being the whole truth (Lecheler, Keer, Schuck, &
Hänggli, 2015). Framing is responsible for the ambiguity of certain concepts, thus the fact that a
single concept or ‘consensus frame’ is understood in multiple ways (Candel, Breeman, Stiller, &
Termeer, 2014, p. 48). This means that multiple understandings emerge around a single concept.
People with different understandings might disagree. In this case, it is not possible to say that the
one person is right and the other is wrong.
In the dispute over an agricultural turnaround, multiple understandings can be detected
as well. Achieving food security has been the core objective of agricultural policy for several
decades (Durand & van Huylenbroeck, 2003). However, the legitimacy for continuously producing
as much as possible at affordable prices is diminished because the EU already produces more food
than it needs, and most of its citizens have never suffered from food shortages (Candel, Breeman,
Stiller, & Termeer, 2014). Candel et al. (2014), therefore, indicate six sub-frames or perspectives
on food security. The productionist frame and the free trade frame are related to the
modernization policy approach which aims at producing more through technological
intensification, scale-enlargement, specialization and liberalization of markets. This is how the CAP
has reasoned its policy in the past (Durand & van Huylenbroeck, 2003). In contrast, the
environmental frame blames the CAP for “paying insufficient attention to the negative effects of
intensive agriculture on nature, the countryside, and on the land itself” (p. 50) and reminds of the
need to be able to produce food in the long run. In addition, the development frame blames
previous European food security policies for having ignored negative effects on developing
countries and poor societies. The regional frame highlights the regional differences that the
subsidies of the CAP have caused. Finally, the food sovereignty frame is calling for agroecological
production processes, fairness, quality, agency of farmers and consumers, and more local food
networks, instead of a global food system dictated by big multinationals of the agroindustry.
Over time, the concept of sustainable agriculture was added to the objective of food
security. However, similar ambiguous constructions of reality emerge around this consensus
frame. Hence, different stakeholders have different ideas about what characterizes sustainable
agriculture. Van Gorp and van der Goot (2012) identify different ways of framing ‘sustainable
agriculture’. One example is the progress frame which tells the narrative of the modernization
9

paradigm and new technologies which will lead to sustainable progress in farming. The
Frankenstein frame questions the benefits of technological innovations and artificial growth
factors such as genetically modified organisms (GMOs). These innovations allow for intensive
farming which is connected to risks, such as pollution and contamination, which cannot be turned
back. The natural goodness frame rejects artificial growth factors and idealizes organic, regional
and seasonal products. Another frame is called responsibility frame which highlights the need to
protect nature and care for plants, animals, people and the whole planet. Fifth, the underminingof-foundations frame stresses that farming has to be in balance with nature and refuse artificial
growth factors to be able to be productive in the long run. The previous food system has ignored
the role of nature as ‘base’. Hence, the ecosystem is threatened to collapse. The last frame van
Gorp and van der Goot present is the Good Mother frame which says that Mother Nature will
always care for humankind. According to the authors, this allows for two interpretations: first, we
have to protect Mother Nature, and second, Mother Nature’s care is endless and there will always
be sufficient supply. The latter understanding might lead to the argument that there is no need to
worry about environmental sustainability (van Gorp & van der Goot, 2012).
Apart from multiple understandings regarding food security and food sustainability, also
issues as food safety or animal welfare are framed in different ways, where some stakeholders
might claim that large-scale, industrial, standardized food production processes are beneficial,
while others claim the opposite. These disputes will come back in the following chapters.

2.2

Paradigms of agricultural policies

Agricultural policy in Germany and the European Union can be analyzed in terms of frames that
underlie political decisions and reforms. In the past, mainly production- and market-oriented
understandings have dominated the CAP. However, due to a rethinking in society also policy
interventions have slightly adapted and adopted aspects of other frames. This can be seen in the
case of modifications of subsidies through the introduction of Cross Compliance, Greening and the
institutionalization of the second pillar of the CAP which supports rural development projects
(Oostindie & van Broekhuizen, 2015; Peterson, Boisvert, & de Gorter, 2003). Three different policy
approaches are outlined in the following sections – the modernization approach, agroecology and
the rural development approach.

2.2.1 Modernization approach
There are different ways to refer to the modernization approach, for example, by terms as
“Fordism and productivism” (Trougthon, 2005, p. 22), “production-oriented logic” (del Mar
Delgado, Ramos, Gallardo, & Ramos, 2003, p. 25) or “agro-industrial model” (McMichael,
1994, p. 8). According to this approach, agriculture has the function to produce cheap food in
sufficient quantity to feed the world (Trougthon, 2005). It reflects the productionist frame,
the free trade frame, and the progress frame. Due to trade liberalization, producers have to
strive for cost reduction to be able to compete on global markets (Oostindie, Roep, & Renting,
2006). Therefore, productivity and efficiency play an important role. These objectives are
reached by technology-driven intensification, specialization and scale-enlargement which
allow producers to benefit from economies of scale (Schneider, van der Ploeg, & Hebinck,
2015; van Leeuwen, 2010). Farmers become entrepreneurial or capitalist farmers.
“Entrepreneurial farming replaces natural growth factors (e.g. soil biology, manure, varieties
and breeds adapted to local ecosystems, and multiple cropping as a means to suppress pests
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and plant diseases) by artificial growth factors obtained from the market” (van der Ploeg,
2010, p. 5). Figure 1 shows that the production process is rather dependent on external inputs
than on internal resources. Entrepreneurial farmers buy production resources from external
agencies or suppliers such as companies which produce agricultural machinery, chemical
fertilizers and pesticides, or from consulting firms and research and development institutions
who supply knowledge and advice (ibid.). Agrochemicals, technological revolutions and
progress, as well as GMOs are seen as solutions to global challenges such as climate change,
soil depletion and the growing demand for food and agricultural products (Mann, 2014). Lang,
according to Mann (2014), refers to this paradigm as the productionist paradigm which “is
committed to raising output, intensification of farming, mass processing, mass marketing,
homogeneity of products, monocultures, and a reliance on chemical and pharmaceutical
solutions” (p. 21). Improvements and adjustments in seeds and breeds as well as technological
development make scale-enlargement rational and result in monocultures and industrial farm
factories (Trougthon, 2005). The latter produce high quantity of agricultural products for bulk
markets. Hence, they deliver standardized products with little added value (Oostindie, Roep,
& Renting, 2006). The modernization paradigm is based on capitalism and liberalization.
Farmers depend on bank loans to invest in the equipment, machinery and inputs (AkramLodhi, 2013; Rosset & Martinez-Torres, 2012). Their outputs are turned into commodities and
are sold on bulk markets (see also figure 1) to earn the money for repaying the loans, paying
wages and buying new production resources (Akram-Lodhi, 2013).

External inputs/
Production
resources

Commoditization/
Mainstream
markets

Agricultural
production process:
transformation of
inputs into outputs

Reproduction and use of
internal resources

Figure 1 Entrepreneurial farm

2.2.2 Agroecology approach
Marsden (2006) puts forward that “[a]groecology emerged in the 1980s as an interesting attempt
to establish a scientific basis for alternatives to industrial agriculture, avoiding resource degrading
tendencies with which the latter has become associated” (p. 205). It is a different framing of
sustainability which emphasizes the return to co-production, thus, farming embedded in both the
social and the natural (Marsden, 2006; Martin & Sauerborn, 2013). Diversification replaces
homogenization and monocultures of the modernization approach (Rieff, 2016). This paradigm
offers opportunities for endogenous development or development from bottom up (van der Ploeg,
Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012). While externalization and power imbalances of industrial farming
create top-down incentives for development (van der Ploeg, Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012),
agroecology places high value on farmers’ knowledge, ecological and cultural diversity, interactions
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between consumers and producers within alternative food networks such as nested markets, and,
consequently, a less anonymous food system (Marsden, 2006). For a further explanation of what
is meant by nested markets, see also box 1. Because agroecology is based on local knowledge and
novelty production, it triggers and supports the creativity and agency of farmers (Mann, 2014).
Therefore, it is also linked to food sovereignty.
There are big international social movements advocating agroecology and food sovereignty,
for example La Via Campesina (Mann, 2014). “The concept of food sovereignty challenges the
dominance of agribusinesses and an unjust trade system, promoting an alternative system of smallscale, localized agriculture as a fairer solution to hunger, poverty and climate change” (Mann, 2014,
p. 3). According to zu Löwenstein (2011), typical characteristics of family farms who focus on
agroecology are the esteem and popularity of local, fresh food, high value assigned to organic
waste as source of nutrients for soil fertility, the rejection of artificial products as plastics which
cannot be recycled by the natural nutrient cycle, and, finally, a high degree of social cohesion and
team spirit which means that those who engage in agroecological farming styles and alternative
food systems are aware of their distinctiveness and special position in the food system.
Agroecological farming improves farmers’ self-esteem and makes farmers proud again of being a
farmer (zu Löwenstein, 2011).

2.2.3 Rural development and multifunctionality approach
Rural development has become more important in European agricultural policy since the
introduction of the second pillar of the CAP. The second pillar is meant to support projects which
are not justified by the production- and export-oriented modernization approach, but rather by
the rural development paradigm (del Mar Delgado, Ramos, Gallardo, & Ramos, 2003). The
approach will also be useful for the analysis of farming styles performed by those farmers who
engage in the campaign group Wir machen Euch satt! which will be presented in chapter four. The
rural development approach represents an alternative to the modernization approach. It follows
the idea of agroecology and the rejection of industrial farming and the production of standardized,
homogeneous products for bulk markets (van der Ploeg & Roep, 2003). Van der Ploeg and
Schneider (2012) distinguish between rural development policies, practices and processes.
Rural development policies
While agroecology as a concept has not yet explicitly received much attention from German or
European agricultural policy, there is evidence that rural development emerges as political
alternative to previous production-oriented models of agricultural modernization (del Mar
Delgado, Ramos, Gallardo, & Ramos, 2003). The CAP has introduced a second pillar to support rural
development projects and gradually increases the budget for such interventions (del Mar Delgado,
Ramos, Gallardo, & Ramos, 2003; Oostindie & van Broekhuizen, 2015). Van der Ploeg and
Schneider (2012) describe the objectives of rural development policies. First, rural development
policies “do not only aim to strengthen agricultural growth. Instead they aim at redefining the role
of agriculture in society” (p. 136). Second, the attempt of rural development is to correct market
failures, reduce negative externalities of agriculture and increase or revalue positive ones. Finally,
this leads to the goal of creating new, nested markets (see also box 1) which are less characterized
by power imbalances and dependence on food empires as it is the case with bulk markets.

12

Box 1 Nested markets against dominating food empires
Nested markets emerge as alternatives to bulk markets. The specific place, specific products and
networks of producers and consumers distinguish nested markets from mainstream markets (van
der Ploeg, Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012). They fill ‘structural holes’ of bulk markets which derive
from a “lack of social relations” (van der Ploeg, 2015, p. 29). Market failures of the modernization
approach lead to negative externalities and the squeeze on agriculture which locks farmers in
within the script of modernization (Oostindie, Roep, & Renting, 2006). Further, farmers do not earn
sufficient revenues through the associated mainstream markets (van der Ploeg, 2006). The profit
share of German farmers compared to the total added value has decreased over the last years,
while other actors in the food chain (input suppliers, processors and retailers of agroindustry) still
increase their profits (Deter, 2016a). For farmers, nested markets represent an opportunity to
dissociate from the power and dependence on the food regime. The food regime or food empire,
refers to transnational corporations (TNCs) and retailers of the agroindustry who dominate large
parts of the upstream and downstream side of the food chain (Akram-Lodhi, 2013; van der Ploeg,
Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012; Mann, 2014). This allows them to control much of the production
process and the cost price squeeze which farmers face in liberalized, global food chains based on
productivity and homogenous production for mainstream markets (Akram-Lodhi, 2013; Mann,
2014; van der Ploeg, Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012; Rieff, 2016). Nested markets reduce the
distance between consumers and producers (van der Ploeg, 2006), and offer opportunities for
rebuilding personal trust as well as new products and services which are not delivered by
mainstream markets (van der Ploeg, Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012). Therefore, nested markets and
rural development enable to take agriculture’s multifunctionality into account and allow farmers
and consumers to meet their needs and interests (van der Ploeg, 2006).
The most popular nested markets in Europe are “high quality products, organic products, regional
specialties, direct selling, agro-tourism services, care facilities, decentralized energy production,
maintenance of landscape and nature, and traditional diversification activities” (van der Ploeg,
Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012, p. 144).
Rural development as practice and process
Next to rural development as policies, there are also practices which then collectively lead to
processes of rural development (van der Ploeg, Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012). Van der Ploeg,
Jingzhong and Schneider (2012) emphasize that rural development is rather achieved through
grass-root initiatives and practices, than through top-down policies and state-driven projects. From
the micro-perspective, rural development can be reflected in what farmers do on their farm
enterprises. Figure 2 shows the transformation from the modernization approach to the rural
development approach on the level of a farm enterprise. Those who follow the former paradigm
produce commodities for agro-industrial processing and mainstream retail chains (right side of the
inner triangle), get the needed resources from upstream industries of the food chain (bottom side)
and form part of the rural area (left side) (van der Ploeg, Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012). In contrast,
rural development practices allow for more heterogeneous styles of farming. The right side can be
amplified by not only producing standardized homogenous products for bulk markets, but adding
value to the agricultural output, for example by changing the production process from
conventional into organic or creating a local brand. This is called deepening (van der Ploeg,
Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012). A second form of repositioning the farm is to engage in broadening
activities, such as agro-tourism, energy production or landscape management which are often nonagricultural, but part or additional functions of rural areas (van der Ploeg, Jingzhong, & Schneider,
2012; van der Ploeg, 2006). Finally, regrounding refers to “reducing dependence on external
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Figure 2

Rural development at farm enterprise level (van der Ploeg & Roep, 2003, p. 45)

resources and increasing the emphasis on internally available resources” (van der Ploeg,
Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012, p. 135). On the one hand, external inputs can be replaced by
internal ones or by local co-operations which leads to cost reduction. This regrounding on
internal inputs is illustrated in figure 3 which can be compared to figure 1 of entrepreneurial
farms that follow the modernization approach. On the other hand, off-farm employment
(pluriactivity) can offer additional income which can be used to reduce dependence on banks
or external loans (van der Ploeg, Jingzhong, & Schneider, 2012). This empowers farmers in the
sense that they regain control over their farm enterprise and become self-determined agents,
thus, leading to self-regulation and “self-provisioning” (van der Ploeg, 2006; van der Ploeg,
2010, p. 6). “Taken together, deepening, broadening, and regrounding reshape the farm into
a multifunctional enterprise delivering a broader range of products and services” (van der
Ploeg & Roep, 2003, p. 44).
External inputs/
Production
resources

Commoditization/
Mainstream
markets

Agricultural production
process:
transformation of
inputs into outputs

Commoditization/
Nested markets

Reproduction and use of internal resources

Figure 3 Peasant farm
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The paradigm of rural development reconnects consumers and producers, and is based on more
transparency and personal networks, for example through new, nested markets (Durand & van
Huylenbroeck, 2003). According to advocates of rural development, the modernization trajectory
and industrial, specialized farming styles ignore the broader social and ecological functions of
agriculture, thus, its multifunctional character (Oostindie, Roep, & Renting, 2006). Primary
production and scale enlargement are no longer the only objectives of agricultural enterprises,
since rural development practices allow to increase the viability and resilience of farm enterprises,
as well as taking more societal needs and demands into account (van der Ploeg, 2010). Therefore,
rural development can be both an attempt to meet consumers changing needs and a response to
the squeeze on agriculture and the financial crisis (van der Ploeg & Roep, 2003) in which also
German farmers recognize themselves at the moment (Drebes & Hüwel, 2016).
Together with the agroecology approach, rural development supports the trend of repeasantization which means a return to peasant farming (van der Ploeg, 2010). “When farmers
undergo a transition from input-dependent farming to agroecology based on local resources, they
are becoming more peasant. Agroecological practices are similar to, and frequently based upon,
traditional peasant practices, so in this transition, re-peasantization takes place. […] During the
heyday of the Green Revolution in the 1960s and 1970s, the peasantry was incorporated en masse
into the system, many becoming entrepreneurial family farmers. However, today, faced with
growing debt and market-driven exclusion, the net tendency is the reverse, according to van der
Ploeg” (Rosset & Martinez-Torres, 2012, p. 21).

To sum it up, this chapter has introduced the important concept of framing which explains why
people might give different meanings to the same term or concept. I presented several frames
which represent different perspectives on food security and sustainable agriculture. In the past,
agricultural policy in Germany and the European Union has followed the modernization approach
which includes notions of the productionist frame, the free trade frame, and the progress frame.
However, due to several shifts in societal concerns, the paradigm of agroecology is gaining more
importance. Agricultural policy is asked to pay more attention to the multifunctionality of
agriculture and the related rural development approach.
The research can be interpreted as a deductive framing analysis of the food movement Wir
haben es satt! and the farmers’ initiative Wir machen Euch satt!. With the frames and approaches
in mind which were introduced in this chapter, I will analyze both initiatives and search for overlaps
and disagreements. The notion of framing and different frames that shape people’s perceptions
and construction of reality in the agrarian debate should help to interpret different opinions.
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3. “We are fed up!” – Claims for an agrarian change
This chapter will introduce the campaign group Wir haben es satt! (WHES). The first section tells
the story of establishment, when the initiative started, who initiated the movement and who
participates. The second section deals with the critique that is mentioned by the campaign group.
After that, it will be clarified at whom this critique is directed. Who is blamed for problems or things
that WHES considers to have failed in the past? The fourth section pays attention to the objectives
and appeals of the initiator of WHES and its members, which will give more insights into what the
campaign group asks for and which alternative it suggests. Subsequently, the movement will be
compared to the theory of chapter two. Which frames can be discovered in the network’s critique
and claims and which paradigm for sustainable agriculture does it advocate? The chapter
concludes with a brief view at related campaigns and reactions from outside the movement.

3.1

Establishment, members and activities

WHES was initiated by another campaign called Meine Landwirtschaft (My Agriculture) which was
organized by the Forum Environment and Development (Forum Umwelt und Entwicklung) (Fritz,
n.d.a). The latter was founded in 1992 after the UN Conference on Environment and Development
and coordinates the work of German non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in international
policy processes on sustainable development (Hoering, 2014). Meine Landwirtschaft started in
2010, and its overall ambition is to campaign for an agricultural turnaround and shape the
agricultural sector towards more ecological family-farming, rather than industrial farming (Meine
Landwirtschaft, n.d.a). Out of this objective the protest and campaign group WHES was founded.
WHES brings together a large number of organizations and stakeholders: NGOs who fight
for environmental or social justice, those who engage in international development projects and
fight against hunger, church institutions, animal rights activists, organizations that campaign for
direct democracy or smallholder farming, farmers, farmers’ associations, beekeepers,
sheepherders, certification agencies for organic products and many more (Fritz, Benning, & Jasper,
2016; Fritz, n.d.b). Box 2 presents some of the organizations that sponsor WHES. Chris Methmann
is agricultural expert of Campact, an organization fighting for direct democracy through more
direct involvement and polls among citizens. He emphasizes the meaning of such a diverse group:
“The fact that farmers protest together with consumers, that animal rights activists and livestock
owner, vegans and dairy farmers go onto the streets together shows: This movement for a different
agriculture comes from within all parts of our society” (Fritz, Benning, & Jasper, 2016). Therefore,
it is a joint movement which brings together urban and rural interests. Environmental NGOs,
animal rights organizations, church institutions and other organizations such as Campact tend lead
to a strong proportion of rather urban citizens and urban interests. However, as indicated above,
also many supporters have a relation to agriculture. The exact claims will be mentioned later.
The first protest organized by WHES took place on January 22, 2011 in Berlin (Benning,
Kolb, & Fritz, 2011). At the same time, the German government launched a conference on
agricultural economics (ibid.). The WHES protest was themed “We are fed up - No to genetic
engineering, livestock factories and dumping-exports”. From then on, WHES invited to yearly
protests during the International Green Week which takes place every January in Berlin. Other
places were chosen for protests, too, such as Munich (Ruppaner & Sobczak, 2013), Dresden (Müller
& Mertsching, 2014) and Potsdam (Wimmer & Fritz, 2014). In addition, the website of WHES
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informs about related events and debates regarding food, food culture, food sovereignty, and
alternatives to industrial food systems (Fritz, 2016a).
Box 2 Sponsors of Wir haben es satt!
Bund für Umwelt und Naturschutz Deutschland (BUND), Campact e.V., Deutscher,
Tierschutzbund e.V., Arbeitsgemeinschaft bäuerlicher Landwirtschaft e.V. (AbL), Brot für die
Welt, Misereor, Naturschutzbund Deutschland e.V. (NABU), Bioland - Verband für organischbiologischen Landbau e.V., La Via Campesina, Demeter e.V., Forum Umwelt & Entwicklung,
Die Schäfer - Bundesverband Berufsschäfer e.V., Oxfam Deutschland e.V., Slow Food
Deutschland e.V., Solidarische Landwirtschaft e.V.
(Source: Fritz, n.d.b)

3.2

Criticism against the current food system

Due to the great diversity of stakeholders, there are also different backgrounds and motivations to
join WHES. Ambitions and objectives, therefore, slightly differ among supporters. What all of them
have in common is the rejection of industrial agriculture and European policy which follows the
export-oriented modernization paradigm and ‘growing or giving way’ strategies at the expense of
smallholders (Janßen, 2015). Within this criticism, some stakeholders pay more attention to
environmental concerns, others to animal rights, and again others to food safety or social aspects
such as power relations and food sovereignty. To give an impression of concrete criticisms that
WHES brings to the fore, I mainly focus on joint press releases, instead of evaluating the interests
of every single stakeholder group. In few cases videos of the different protests and speakers help
to support arguments given in these press releases. Box 3 presents the slogans under which the
previous protests have been launched.
Box 3 Slogans of the annual WHES protests in Berlin
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016

No to genetic engineering, livestock factories, and dumping exports!
(Benning, Kolb, & Fritz, 2011)
Family farms instead of agroindustry! (Fritz, Benning, & Venedey, 2012)
Good food. Good agriculture. Now! (Benning, Fritz, & Venedey, 2013)
Stop Agroindustry! (Fritz, 2014)
no additional slogan
No future without peasants! (Fritz, Benning, & Jasper, 2016)

The following quotation summarizes the main criticisms that come to the fore in the WHES
protests: WHES is “against genetic engineering in agriculture, against agroindustry and the free
trade agreements TTIP and CETA” (Fritz, 2016a).
Since GMOs are still connected to several (potential) risks, such as risks for human health,
environment or biodiversity (Aleksejeva, 2014), WHES rejects it as a mean to increase productivity.
Another reason for the rejection of GMOs can be found in the argument of Sabine Obermeier
(2015), member of an organic farming association and supporter of WHES, who states,
“biodiversity and independence in the selection of seeds is crucial”. She thinks that seeds adapted
to local conditions are the best way to achieve high yields in close communion with nature
(Obermeier, 2015). Farming with nature instead of artificial intervention is seen as strategy to
produce sustainable food. Even without GMOs, the diversity of breeds and seed varieties that is
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used by farmers is quite low. Agroindustry demands standardization. To produce products of
similar quality and to increase productivity, animals and plants have been bred to achieve highest
output. The best genes have been selected, while much of the previous genetic diversity has been
lost (zu Löwenstein, 2011).
In addition, seeds and breeds are often linked to power relations between farmers and
agroindustry (suppliers of seeds and matched pesticides) because many of them are protected by
patents which are owned by few companies. For example, 90% of the laying hens on the globe are
of breeds owned by only three companies (zu Löwenstein, 2011). WHES rejects a food system that
is based on a powerful agroindustry (Fritz, 2014). The rejection of agroindustry is motivated by
saying that powerful transnational corporations (TNCs) in the agribusiness define what is produced
and what people eat, and their interests are based on profit maximization, instead of healthy diets,
ecological sustainability or the wellbeing of farmers and animals (Fritz, 2014). According to WHES,
“97% of Europeans reject more power for multinationals” (Fritz, 2015a). Through vertical
integration of big companies in the food chain, these large enterprises engage in primary
production which then takes place on “factory farms with 60.000 pigs, 2.000 cows or 1 billion
chickens” (Fritz, 2015a).
A video of the protest in 2011 shows different speakers at the WHES protest in Berlin,
among others Maria Heubuch who is dairy farmer and federal chairwoman of the Association for
Peasant Farming (Arbeitsgemeinschaft bäuerliche Landwirtschaft, short AbL) (Chattengaustudio,
2011). Heubuch criticizes that pictures of farms (here translated from the German word Bauernhof
in opposition to farm factories) are printed on food packages such as egg cartons, even when the
eggs are produced on a large-scale, industrialized farm. She points out that consumers are misled
by the agroindustry which pretends the image of romantic and idyllic family farming on small
farms, although the true production process looks totally different.
WHES is also against the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) between
the EU and Canada and the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) between the EU
and the USA. This is again linked to the previous criticisms against GMOs and TNCs. Julia BarTal
(2016), member of an association fighting for food sovereignty in Syria called ‘15th Garden’ and
supporter of WHES, states, “We reject the creation and opening of markets in the interest of
Monsanto, Bayer and Co. which is then disguised as humanitarian and developmental aid”.
Further, WHES worries that CETA and TTIP could reduce consumer protection and food safety for
German citizens because they could cancel previous legal prohibition of cultivation of GMOs, and
give additional power to TNCs through Investor-State Dispute Settlements (Campact e.V., 2015).
The BUND, a German NGO fighting for environmental protection, claims that peasant farmers and
consumers are the losers of the free trade agreements TTIP and CETA (Weiger, 2016). Both free
trade agreements would increase the pressure on peasants since the global competition would
speed up the structural transformation from many small-scale farms towards few large-scale
farms, hence, demanding farmers to grow or give way to the more competitive farms (Weiger,
2016).
The critique that is mentioned by WHES reflects worries about consumer protection,
biodiversity and transparency of production processes. These can be seen as typical urban
interests. At the same time, worries about farmers’ position and agency within the food chain are
expressed. Therefore, both urban and rural interests can be found.
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3.3

Who is blamed?

The criticism is basically addressed at German politicians of federal and local politics (Meine
Landwirtschaft, n.d.b), for example Chancellor Angela Merkel, Minister of Economic Affairs Sigmar
Gabriel, and Federal Minister of Agriculture Christian Schmidt (Fritz, 2015b). In the past, farmers
were advised to grow in size to remain competitive (Janßen, 2015). Recently, even in times when
the current milk price crisis was foreseeable as a consequence of oversupply in Europe, agricultural
counseling and banks still have advised to increase livestock units, and applications for
construction permits for new sheds were more likely approved when sufficient stock increase was
planned (Neuenhaus, 2016; Theisen, 2016). The federal government is seen as responsible for the
fact that since 2000, more than 75% of pig farmers had to give up their farm enterprise, while
agribusiness enterprises of the meat industry took over these capacities, and the building of new
large-scale production sites or farm factories is still allowed (Fritz, 2016b). This criticism includes
questions about who is allowed to farm, who can be called farmer and who should be supported
by agricultural policies? WHES seems to distinguish between good and bad farmers. This issue will
be further discussed in chapter five.
WHES emphasizes that the government strengthens agro-industrial structures within the
food system if it does not change its policy (Fritz, 2015a). Development policies have favored rather
the interests of agroindustry and multinationals than the objective to stimulate sustainable
development which eliminates hunger, poverty or wars (Hoering, 2014; BarTal, 2016; Fritz, 2016b).
The EU, and indirectly the German government, is blamed for paying subsidies to large enterprises
of the agroindustry such as meat companies, instead of directing taxpayers’ money into peasant
farming (Fritz, 2015a). Further, with plans to sign TTIP and CETA, the government is blamed to
jeopardize previous levels of consumer protection, animal rights and environmental regulation, as
well as deteriorating conditions for peasants and small family farms (Weiger, 2016).
It can be noted, that WHES does not blame farmers for any undesirable development in
the agricultural sector. Rather, politicians are blamed for having steered and supported a certain
policy that has created the contemporary food system dominated by ideas of efficiency,
productivity, modernization and industrialization, and which has created industrial farm
enterprises and forced farmers to turn from peasant farmers into entrepreneurial farmers.

3.4

Objectives and appeals

To understand the purpose of WHES, it is useful to pay attention to the initiator Meine
Landwirtschaft once more. Since the latter has founded the campaign group WHES, it is interesting
to see which objectives it pursues. Afterwards I will outline the objectives mentioned by WHES
itself.
3.4.1 Objection and appeals of the initiator Meine Landwirtschaft
The goal of the initiator Meine Landwirtschaft was to bring consumers and producers together,
create an active debate on future farming, and make food production more compatible with
concerns about animal welfare, environment or social justice (Meine Landwirtschaft, n.d.a). Meine
Landwirtschaft emphasizes the political dimensions that are connected to agriculture and primary
production: hunger, growing world population and demographic change, energy supply,
environmental concerns and climate change (Meine Landwirtschaft, n.d.a), but also health and
nutrition or extinction of smallholder family farms - the so called Bauernsterben – are related to
agriculture (Meine Landwirtschaft, n.d.c). According to Meine Landwirtschaft, people have started
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rethinking their consumption patterns and the consequences of their buying behavior. Questions
about where the food actually is coming from, under which conditions and by which means it has
been produced become more and more important (Meine Landwirtschaft, n.d.a). The globalization
of food systems has failed to end global hunger (Meine Landwirtschaft, n.d.c). Instead, additional
problems and rising concerns emerged which can no longer be ignored. Therefore, agriculture
should go back to regional production networks, more locally grown and sold food, and ecofriendlier production processes. The campaign demands a reorientation of agriculture and food
production (Meine Landwirtschaft, n.d.c). It acknowledges the lack of legitimacy which also Durand
and van Huylenbroeck (2003) proclaim. Therefore, policies need to adapt to the new demands.
3.4.2 Objectives and appeals mentioned by WHES
The objectives and appeals mentioned by WHES are closely related to those of the initiator. WHES
demands an agrarian change or agricultural turnaround (Fritz, 2015a). A policy change is needed
that protects biodiversity and stops the structural transformation and extinction of smallholders
(Fritz, 2014). “To prevent the extinction of farms (here translated from the word Höfesterben,
sometimes also referred to as Bauernsterben) there is a need for change in agricultural policy: with
an orientation towards societal favored quality production, instead of ruinous cheap exports”
(Fritz, 2016b). To stop global hunger, future farming should follow the peasant model, rather than
large-scale entrepreneurial and capitalist farming models (Fritz, 2016a). Further, it should be less
harmful to nature and climate, more animal-friendly and free from GMOs (ibid.). Rural areas and
landscapes have to be maintained (Fritz, Benning, & Jasper, 2016). Kerstin Lanje (2016), agricultural
expert of Misereor, summarizes what WHES aims at: “Together with farmers (women and men)
we demand political framework conditions which stop overproduction and export of meat and milk
in Europe!”. Fair terms of trade for farmers are one objective of WHES which has to be achieved
not only for German farmers but for all farmers in the world (Fritz, 2015b). WHES calls for the
implementation of the worldwide right to food and fair access to land (Fritz, Benning, & Jasper,
2016). Further, the movement calls for a return to co-production. “If we understand that we have
to farm with nature, not against it, we will gain back the esteem for what feeds us. This will benefit
farmers, soils and animals” (Sarah Wiener according to Fritz, Benning, & Jasper, 2016). La Via
Campesina also supports WHES and calls for a global change in food systems which goes in line
with food sovereignty. According to WHES, a turnaround in agricultural policy and related policy
fields has to occur to reach these objectives and steer agriculture into a new, more sustainable
direction. “The protests of WHES have arisen out of the belief that we can only achieve a
restructuring of agriculture in cooperation with peasants - be they organic or conventional farmers
- and consumers” (Fritz, 2016a). According to WHES, peasant farmers and ecological farm practices
need to receive more appreciation and support. A member of La Via Campesina who joined the
WHES protest in 2015 also commented, “We as peasants need protection against the trend of
industrialization of agriculture and food systems which is pushed by multinationals and policies in
the name of progress and growth” (Fritz, 2015a). Politicians are blamed for not offering this
protection, and supporting the opposite instead.
In her speech at the WHES protest in 2011, Maria Heubuch reports on a politician’s
argumentation against WHES which she designates as unfair. In a political talk show few weeks
before the protest took place, the former Federal Minister of Agriculture Karl-Heinz Funke had
defended large-scale animal husbandry (critics usually refer to it as Massentierhaltung or mass
husbandry). Funke had compared modern sheds and farm buildings for animal husbandry with
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those of the 1950s to emphasize the enormous improvements in terms of animal welfare which
have been achieved through modernization. Heubuch is indignant about this comparison and
stresses that WHES is not appealing to go back to the 1950s. “Of course, the circumstances and
conditions of the 1950s are no alternative to mass husbandry!” (Chattengaustudio, 2011). She
addresses the problem, that opponents of WHES misunderstand and misinterpret the claims that
WHES brings to the fore.
To sum it up, these protests can be seen as a call for a re-peasantization to circumvent the
squeeze on agriculture and ‘growing or giving way’ strategies. The idea is to achieve an embedded
agriculture where small family farms produce high-quality food and the production process pays
more attention to environmental aspects (farming with nature, circular flows of nutrients etc.),
social aspects (more employment opportunities due to more labour intensive production
processes and distribution channels, less power imbalances, less pressure on farmers etc.) and,
thirdly, also allows for a more viable livelihood for farmers. The goal is to change the food system
in that way that it meets the needs of peasants and consumers, instead of few entrepreneurs or
TNCs of the agroindustry.

3.5

Classification according to the theory

The previous sections have revealed that WHES is against the modernization approach. The
network criticizes how concentration of power in the agroindustry has led to the entrepreneurial
farming model which depends on external resources and produces standardized, low quality
products for bulk markets. In contrast, WHES is in favor of agroecology and food sovereignty, which
aim at bringing control and agency back to producers and consumers. Fair terms of trade and the
rejection of free trade agreements, as well as the reduction of power of multinationals are
mentioned as desirable. To come back to the different frames that were mentioned by Candel et
al. (2014). and van Gorp and van der Goot (2012), it can be concluded that WHES reflects a mixture
of the environmental frame, the development frame, the regional frame and the food security
frame, as well as the undermining-of-foundations frame, the Frankenstein frame, the natural
goodness frame, and the responsibility frame. Even though they do not generally refuse
conventional farming and the use of artificial growth factors such as pesticides and mineral
fertilizers, they advocate an eco-friendlier production process of co-production which does not
only focus on profitability. What WHES fights for is an agricultural policy which allows for, or
supports a re-peasantization.

3.6

Related campaigns and responses

There is another Wir haben es satt! movement in Austria with identical objectives and claims (Wir
haben es satt! Austria, n.d.). This shows that the ideology and claims are not only present in
Germany, but come back in other European societies as well. Concerns over consumer protection,
food safety, animal welfare, environment and the struggle of peasants seem to unite different
societies. Both the German and the Austrian movement show that the modernization approach
experiences a legitimacy crisis which challenges the rules and structures of the previous food
system and policy. Since both movements are substantially the same, there exists the opportunity
to collaborate and form a transnational agrarian movement (TAM) (Borras JR, Edelman, & Kay,
2008). However, there is no hint that both food movements collaborate.
A survey among 2054 German citizens about their appreciation of nature and landscape
(Naturbewusstseinsstudie) in 2016 has revealed that 83% agrees with the suggestion to increase
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regulations for environmental protection in the agricultural sector (Agra-Europe, 2016a). Further,
76% refuses the use of GMOs in agriculture, and 84% favors extra support for organic agriculture.
These attitudes go in line with the claims of WHES and show, that they do not only present the
opinion of a minority of the German society.
The mentioned survey was used by the Federal Minister of the Environment Dr. Barbara
Hendricks to call for an agricultural turnaround and claim that subsidies need to be linked to
requirements or compliances which benefit nature and landscape conservation (Agra-Europe,
2016a). This was criticized by many agricultural associations and experts because, first, subsidies
are already connected to requirements such as Cross Compliance or Greening requirements, and
second, because the same survey has also detected that the respondents themselves show little
willingness to contribute to environmental protection (Agra-Europe, 2016a). Rural voices note that
claims of urban citizens whose behaviors differ from their attitudes should not be seen as relevant
and taken as a reason to call on farmers to protect the environment (Bahrenberg, 2016).
The responses of the Federal Minister of Agriculture Schmidt to the claims and appeals of
WHES are rather skeptical. He reminds the members of WHES not to forget about the fact that
modern agriculture and technological intensification have achieved food security, and that further
modernization and technological innovations are needed to feed the world in the future. Here it
becomes clear how frames influence the way people interpret problems and which ideas about
solutions they think off. Schmidt bases his arguments on the productionist and progress frames
and, therefore, favors agricultural policy that holds on to the modernization approach. WHES
rejects the modernization approach, but it does not call for reactionary agricultural farming
practices. This issue and the interrelationship between modern agriculture, modernization and
peasant farming will be further discussed in chapter five.
The next chapter will introduce the critical response to WHES which was expressed by farmers
who united under the slogan Wir machen Euch satt! and appeared as countermovement to WHES.
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4. “We feed you!” – Farmers defend their profession
After having introduced the WHES movement in chapter three, this chapter will deal with the same
questions applied to the German initiative Wir machen Euch satt! (We feed you). The first section
will present information about the foundation and supporters of WMES. Second, I will outline the
general criticism that WMES shares as response to the food movement WHES. Section three will
summarize at whom this critique is exactly directed, hence, who is blamed by the WMES initiative.
Subsequently, section four deals with the objectives and appeals the network, and scrutinizes what
WMES aims at. Section five pays attention to the farm profiles presented on the website and in the
Facebook group of the network, which will reveal the diversity of WMES members and their styles
of farming. This will help to get an idea about which frames and paradigms WMES members
advocate. The relation between WMES and the paradigms is discussed in section six. Finally, I will
briefly mention campaigns, events and reactions which are related to the initiative of WMES.

4.1 Establishment, members and activities
WMES-protests started in 2015 as counter-protests against the annual protests of WHES (top
agrar-Online, n.d.; Deter, 2016c). On January 16, 2016, 1500 farmers joined the protest in Berlin
(Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016). Apart from the two protests in 2015 and 2016 at the
International Green Week, several local demonstrations have been organized during the years
(Deter, 2016c). For example, only in January 2016, over 50 local events were organized where
farmers met at central points in the cities to call attention to their message (Holtkötter, Henke, &
Seeger, 2016). To facilitate the communication between farmers or the WMES network and
consumers, the website ‘www.fragedenlandwirt.de’ (similar to American version
askthefarmers.com) and the associated Facebook group ‘Bauernwiki – Frag doch mal den Landwirt’
(www.facebook.com/fragdenlandwirt) have been established by Nadine Henke, Kathrin Seeger
and Marcus Holtkötter (Deter, 2016d). These initiators developed the idea to organize the protests
under the slogan ‘Wir machen Euch satt!’. Therefore, the group Frag den Landwirt (Ask the
Farmer), short FdL, is identical with the network of WMES. All members are farmers. However,
there is a large variety of farmers that is united in this campaign group: large-scale and small-scale
farmers, organic and conventional, those who have secondary occupations or jobs, and those who
fully depend on farming as livelihood strategy, crop farmers, and those with livestock (Holtkötter,
Henke, & Seeger, n.d.a). FdL represents rural interests, and its activities have a defensive character
compared to the offensive claims presented by WHES that ask for a change.

4.2 Criticism against Wir haben es satt!
Since FdL was founded as a response to WHES, it is valuable to ask which criticism FdL addresses
at WHES. This section will help to understand the reason behind the establishment of FdL. You may
notice several contradictions compared to the previous chapter about WHES. This is because for
each chapter I took in the position of the corresponding network to present their perspective.
Disagreements and contradictions will be discussed in more detail in chapter five.
Members of FdL worry about the increasing spread and popularity of assertions about modern
agriculture which they consider to be false. They claim that terms such as mass husbandry
(Massentierhaltung) or agroindustry (Agrarindustrie) frame agriculture in a specific way that is
associated with a lack of animal welfare and environmental degradation (Holtkötter, Henke, &
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Seeger, n.d.a). Due to the structural transformation in agriculture, fewer and fewer people have
direct contact to agriculture and production processes. This offers room for speculation and
demands or claims, which are either ungrounded or idealistic and far from reality (Holtkötter,
Henke, & Seeger, n.d.a). FdL members do not tolerate this bad talk about their profession and the
stigmatization of farmers which is based on an enemy image (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, n.d.a).
In the most popular German professional journal for farmers ‘top agrar’ (Maurin, 2015),
Deter (2016b) writes very critically about WHES, “Every minute, speakers at the rostrum were
changing and insulting today’s agriculture, animal husbandry and agricultural policy”. In a
discussion on Facebook about why the FdL farmers do not collaborate with WHES, whose claims
are also meant to achieve better conditions for peasant farmers, FdL gives two reasons: First, WHES
protests together with organizations who vilify farmers and modern agriculture or even demand
the abolition of animal husbandry (Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016a). Second, FdL would not
discriminate or reject large-scale farmers and agricultural cooperatives. WHES criticizes the
agroindustry, and WMES rejects the term ‘agroindustry’ and the associated criticism. Klaus-Peter
Lucht, farmer and FdL member, states, “In Germany we still have a peasant agriculture. The alleged
farm factories do not exist!” (Kwasniewkski, Deutsche Presse-Agentur GmbH, & Agence FrancePresse, 2016). WMES understands the term agroindustry as a critique directed at farmers and
consequently asks for more social appreciation for all producers: small-scale and large-scale,
organic and conventional, engaged in crop farming or animal husbandry (Henke, Holtkötter, &
Seeger, 2016a).
Why does WMES have the idea that supporters of WHES vilify farmers? The criticism
against WHES builds upon concrete agitation against farmers which has been conducted by
organizations who support WHES. To give an impression of such accusations, I will mention several
examples. In 2013, the BUND has published a fictional video in which babies play on a field, meant
to represent seedlings. A plane flies over the field and sprays a pesticide which includes the active
ingredient glyphosate. In the end, the viewer is asked to sign a petition against glyphosate. The
short movie is titled “Pesticides: Made to kill” (Deter, 2013; Schöneberg, 2013). Media headlines
reported on farmers as baby killers (Deter, 2013; Schöneberg, 2013). Later, the BUND withdrew
the video from the internet for the reason that not the critique of the agroindustry has led to this
decision, but the fact that BUND members were also skeptical about this depiction and illustration
(Schöneberg, 2013). In the WMES press release from January 2016, WMES emphasizes that this
“scandalization” is inappropriate and unrewarding (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016).
Further, after heavy rainfall in the beginning of June 2016, the news channel WDR
(Westdeutscher Rundfunk) reported that, according to the NABU (Naturschutzbund Deutschland,
supporter of WHES and lobbying for environmental protection), maize cultivation was the root
cause of the devastating consequences of the floods which flooded villages and damaged nature
and people’s properties (Deter, 2016e). The reporter finishes her report in front of a piece of weedy
fallow land with the words, “We need more of such grass land”. Indignation among farmers was
immense and also the FdL network shared this report with comments which refute these
accusations (Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016b). Due to the critique of farmers, the WDR visited
Marcus Holtkötter, co-initiator of FdL and WMES, on his farm where he presented counterarguments and demonstrated that maize fields and farm land in general have huge capacities to
absorb water, while the increasing sealing of villages and urban areas represents a higher risk for
water-surface ascent (Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016c).
Third, PETA Deutschland e.V. is an organization that advocates an agriculture without
animal husbandry and regularly joins the protests of WHES with others who call for the ‘deliverance
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of animals’ (PETA Deutschland e.V., 2011). Farmers have huge problems with this, since PETA calls
for no animal husbandry at all and publishes videos and photos of farms (also made during illegal
activities such as entering farms and sheds at night without permission to take pictures and make
videos which are then cut into shocking videos) which present farmers as animal abusers or
murderers (Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016d). Numerous videos with messages like these can
be found on the internet. FdL rejects these accusations. Even if there are few black sheep in the
agricultural sectors, this does not allow for generalization and stigmatization of a whole profession
(Wohlfahrt, 2015; Covert, 2015; Agra-Europe, 2016b). Because such extreme groups join the WHES
protests, WMES criticizes the whole campaign group (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016; Henke,
Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016a; Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016d).
Similar reaction has been provoked by comments of the animal rights organization Animal
Peace on a fatal accident on a farm in 2015, where a farmer was killed by his bull. Animal Peace
published a statement on their website viva-vegan.info in which they treated this bull as hero who
killed his ‘slaveholder’: “We bow to the hero of freedom. May many more cattle follow the revolt
of the exploited!” (Animal Peace according to Maurin, 2015). Maurin (2015) writes that claims were
circulating which said that Animal Peace was also part of WHES protests. However, he reports that
Georg Janßen, chairman of the Association for Peasant Farming (AbL) and co-organizer of the
WHES protests, pressed charges against Animal Peace, saying that its statement and reaction to
the fatal accident allows no excuse and is out of place. Janßen further emphasizes that it is not
legitimized to put this statement of Animal Peace on a level with protests and criticism of WHES
against agroindustry. According to him, those who equate both WHES and Animal Peace try to
detract from the debate on the urgently needed turnaround in agricultural policy (Maurin, 2015).
According to WMES, it seems to be easy to criticize farmers and blame agriculture to be
the main cause of many ecological problems and the violation of animal rights, while too little
appreciation is shown for what has already been improved during the last decades (Holtkötter,
Henke, & Seeger, 2016). Daniel Bohl, farmer and co-chairman of an agricultural cooperative which
farms 2.500ha land and cares for 1.300 ewes, highlights that farming enterprises of any size are
highly regulated and forced to give information, for example about the use of antibiotics as well as
their nitrogen budget (ibid.). Bohl demonstrates how standards and measures have already been
tightened enormously. For example, nitrogen application has been reduced from 90kg/ha to
60kg/ha with future reduction planned (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016). He emphasizes that
his large cooperative is still rooted in local communities and villages, and therefore rejects the
claims that large-scale farming enterprises equal an anonymous (sometimes critics seem to speak
about ‘soulless’) farm factories (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016). According to him, farmers are
exposed to many regulations which become stricter over time. Even though farmers were able to
comply with these requirements, he emphasizes that ongoing demands to tell farmers what to do,
how and when to do it makes it hard to preserve a diverse agriculture (ibid.)
Holtkötter et al. (2016) quote Monika Mayer, another speaker at the WMES protest in
Berlin with a similar opinion. She has a different farming background than Bohl. She is an organic
farmer, farming 35ha grassland and holding 40 cows. Mayer claims that public agitation,
regulations and abstruse claims have emerged which even deteriorate the conditions for organic
farmers and lead to further structural transformation in agriculture, thus increasing the average
size of farms and reducing the diversity of farm enterprises. Further, Mayer illustrates that claims
such as “for 1kg of beef 15.455 liters of water are wasted” (suggested by the BUND in their ‘meat
atlas’) distort facts because 94% of this amount is rain water that falls on the grassland which offers
fodder for the animal (p. 3). She blames such an argumentation for causing “misleading of the
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people” (p. 3). Farmers need freedom to conduct a prosperous business. This is the only way to
maintain agricultural diversity, because “farmers are diverse” (Bohl according to Holtkötter, Henke,
& Seeger, 2016).
A video on YouTube created by the farmers’ association of Schleswig-Holstein shows
extracts of both WHES and WMES protests in January 2015 in Berlin (Bauernverband SchleswigHolstein, 2015). In the end, the question is raised why those who call for an agricultural turnaround
and demand more animal welfare and eco-friendlier production processes do not buy products,
which already exist and meet these requirements. It is said that consumers have a choice and can
vote with their shopping basket (Bauernverband Schleswig-Holstein, 2015). Purchasing a certain
product is seen as indirect support of the production process and stakeholders who are linked to
the processing and distribution channel (Mann, 2014). Buying food is therefore a political act, since
certain practices, processes, power relations or externalities are supported or boycotted (ibid.).
The concept of ‘political consumerism’ is reflected in this reasoning (Spaargaren & Oosterveer,
2010, p. 6). The farmers’ association argues that other farmers would also change their production
processes (more ecological farming, more animal welfare etc.), if the demand for such products is
growing and prices are profitable. However, according to the farmers’ association, the majority of
German consumers is still favoring cheap products (Bauernverband Schleswig-Holstein, 2015).
Therefore, the production process in most cases still follows the logic of productivity and efficiency
instead of producing high quality products with added value.
This criticism against consumers comes also back in the letter of ‘Farmer Willi’, a member
of FdL who became famous for his personal and emotional words addressed to consumers (Covert,
2015). In his letter ‘Dear Consumer’ he blames consumers for being part of the problem since they
are choosing for the cheapest food, wasting much of it and are not willing to change consumption
habits which could lead to the desired agricultural turnaround. He also writes about the struggle
farmers are going through, and about how hard it is to get the work on a farm done in times of
increasing regulations. Box 4 presents extracts from Farmer Willi’s letter to the consumers. Farmer
Willi is also upset about the fight of ideologies that takes place in the debate on sustainable
agriculture (Bauer Willi, 2015). This feeling comes back in statements and comments of other FdL
members who claim that farmers cannot be divided into good and evil (Wohlfahrt, 2015), or that
farmers in generally operate sustainably since they are part of the last sector in which
intergenerational thinking is one of the underlying principles (JesefHo, 2015; Schulte & Schulte,
2015). Because family farm enterprises are usually continued by own family members of a younger
generation, it is in farmers own interest to farm the land sustainably and leave a prosperous
heritage (ibid.) According to the FdL network, farmers treat nature respectfully and sustainably,
but farmers’ professional skills and knowledge are doubted and questioned in public (Amos, 2015).
Box 4 Farmer Willi's letter to the consumers - extracts translated by Erin Covert
“You, dear consumers, only want one thing: cheapness. And you also have demands! Your food
should be GMO-free, gluten-free, lactose-free, cholesterol-free, low in calories (or why not
calorie free?), as little fertilized as possible and if fertilized, then organic. But it shouldn’t stink
and when the fields are organically fertilized, it shouldn’t be near you. Of course it can’t be
sprayed with pesticides, but it has to look tip-top, with no spots. If there are any little blemishes
you won’t touch it. […] Most likely you’d prefer that we plow the fields with horses. It would
look so nice, and horses are so cute! And then the tractors wouldn’t be in your way when you
go jogging down our farm paths.
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You have no idea and a lot of it. Do you actually realize that we farmers have to live from
the work of our own hands? That we also like to take vacations (though we seldom get to), that
we also have children that, just like yours, want a smartphone and designer clothes? And to go
to university? How can we afford that when we’re forced to sell our produce at a loss?
Please explain to me how I can do anything else but implement ever more advanced
technology to raise even larger natural harvest? Of course I can go organic, but then I’ll have
exactly as much income as I get with minimum yield. And one can’t live from ‘good feelings’
alone. It’s easy to talk about when you don’t have to raise a family on the proceeds.
[…] My products have to be tested for contaminations, which I pay for myself. Of course
they never find anything, but that’s the law. Just like during the BSE crisis. Today we’re still
spending 400 million Euros a year on that. Do you know how many people in Europe died of
BSE? None, not a single one! […] And supposedly we farmers were it again. There’s nobody there
to set the record straight. We farmers get to sweep up the broken glass alone.
[…] You say you’d like to buy local? Not true! Who buys right now, in January, grapes
from Chile, asparagus from South Africa, mangos from Brazil and apples from China? You do!
Otherwise Rewe (grocery store) would have stopped offering it a long time ago.
[…] Why am I writing all this? To give you a sense of how it feels to be in my situation.
Feelings are not concrete, they’re not right or wrong. One just has them. But perhaps you can
understand why sometimes the pleasure of my work escapes me. I also know that we farmers
are not all saints, that there are also black sheep. But not all doctors are quacks, not all
handymen are swindlers, not all politicians are corrupt and not all police are beaters. Farmers
operate sustainably in their own interests. We don’t need to be told to do so by clever politicians,
smart journalists or clueless bureaucrats. They get their paychecks every month without taking
on any entrepreneurial risk.” (Farmer Willi according to Covert, 2015).
To sum up, the main criticism turns around three things: accusations and prejudices about
agricultural production and modern farming which are considered to be false or unjust, too little
appreciation for improvements that German farmers have achieved in the past, and too little
consistency between consumers’ claims and their buying or consumption behavior. FdL members
are fed up with being the scapegoat and being told what to do by people who are often not even
familiar with agricultural expertise (Baumgarten, 2015).

4.3 Who is blamed?
According to FdL, members of WHES or organizations who support WHES as well as mainstream
media spread false information about agriculture which leads to an ‘enemy image’ and
consequently to stigmatization of farmers (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, n.d.a). These
organizations and media put agriculture in a specific light by framing it mostly in terms of negative
externalities, harm to the environment and animals or emerging food scandals which are
presented as implication and proof of the failure of modernization and production-oriented
policies (Wohlfahrt, 2015). FdL frames WHES as an alliance of critics of modern, conventional
farming who pervert facts and induce agitation against agriculture to mislead people (Deter,
2016b). This interpretation is based on experiences of the past which have shown that those
organizations and groups who support WHES do not flinch from spreading information which
stigmatizes farmers as monsters or murderers (Deter, 2013). It goes that far that even in some
cases, farmers’ kids are bullied at school and farmers suffer from burnout or mental problems and
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stress, because bad talk and low financial rewards are hitting them hard (Deter, 2016f; Bönte,
2016). “Convinced and filled with pleasure I do my daily work. Together with other farmers I am
responsible for feeding the world. A great feeling. However, again and again I see images and
reports which frame farmers as monsters” (Keufner, 2015). The frustration of farmers is also made
clear in the letter written by Farmer Willi (box 4).
Finally, consumers are blamed for raising their expectations and demanding higher
standards and stricter regulations, while at the same time they are still searching for the cheapest
products and show little willingness to change their own behavior (Bauernverband SchleswigHolstein, 2015; Covert, 2015; Agra-Europe, 2016a). WMES has little trust in consumers and tends
to generalize claims of ‘non-farmers’ (meant as stakeholders in the debate who do not use farming
as a livelihood strategy and do not have to earn a living from farming, thus, consumers and
politicians) to be unjust, unrealistic or vilifying. The pressure group does not distinguish between
good and evil farmers or food systems, but rather between farmers and non-farmers. A subliminal
dispute seems to join the debate: Who is authorized to have a say in how farmers should operate
and which farming practices are allowed, sustainable or correct? Further, FdL blames WHES,
politicians and consumers for victimizing farmers. Is this reproach justified in relation to WHES? Or
do farmers also victimize themselves? If so, why? All these questions will be discussed in chapter
five.

4.4 Objectives and appeals
“Our goal is that farmers, again, are valued and recognized authentically by society“ (Seeger,
Seeger, & Holtkötter, Willkommen, 2016). To facilitate the communication between farmers and
non-farmers and to allow for more transparency and building of trust, the website
‘www.fragdenlandwirt.de’ and the related Facebook group ‘Bauernwiki – Frag doch mal den
Landwirt’ have been established. Here, information about modern agriculture is shared, farmers
can introduce themselves and their farm enterprise, and people can comment the different
postings and ask questions about certain farming practices or products. “Talk to us, not about us!”
is one regularly repeated quote and slogan of the campaign group (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger,
2016). There are several other ways in which members of FdL try to improve the relation between
consumers and producers and care about public relations: Local events where farmers meet at
public places to inform citizens and call attention to their message, as well as open days where
people are invited to visit their farms and get an idea of how farms look like and operate are two
examples (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016). There are also farmers who maintain an own blog
or a Facebook profile to inform consumers, or who installed cameras in the sheds to allow people
to have a look at their farms 24 hours a day (Faust, 2016; Müller J. , 2015).
To set examples against the agitation, according to FdL, the network aims at introducing
facts and arguments in the debate which are based on science instead of emotions and ideologies
(Kwasniewkski, Deutsche Presse-Agentur GmbH, & Agence France-Presse, 2016; Holtkötter,
Henke, & Seeger, 2016). For example, FdL uses the Facebook group to spread messages such as
“scientific research has proofed that conventional products are as nutritious as organic products”
(Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016e) or that milk with extended shelf life does not differ much
from fresh milk in terms of nutrients (Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016f). However, it should be
noted that also scientific research can reveal contradictory evaluations or ‘facts’. The transparency
WMES offers is meant to achieve more respect, understanding and appreciation for their work, no
matter whether the farm is large or small, organic or conventional. FdL aims at preserving the
diversity of farming styles and farm enterprises (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016). Many farmers
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pick up general urban interests and criticisms such as lack of animal welfare or loss of biodiversity
and environmentally harmful production processes. These accusations are then refuted by
highlighting how their farm enterprises care for these things (Bundstein, 2016; Hanfsting, 2015;
Naumann, 2015; Milatz, n.d.).
The messages that is spread is that modern agriculture is sustainable. Again, size and style
of farming are said to be less important if one wants to assess the sustainability of a farm
enterprise. Rather, the management is said to have the most influence. Monika Mayer, organic
farmer with 35ha land and 40 cows, emphasizes that a lot has been improved in terms of animal
welfare during the last decades (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016). However, she admits that
degrees of animal welfare standards should not be pit against nature. She emphasizes that
economic viability needs to be seen as the benchmark (ibid.).
Finally, FdL appeals to consumers to buy products which are already linked to extra high
standards in the production process (Bauernverband Schleswig-Holstein, 2015). If demand for
these products increases, there is no necessity to introduce stricter rules to increase the
sustainability of agriculture. In addition, stricter regulations make it hard for German farmers to
compete against imports from other countries, where production processes are less regulated.
Those exported products are cheaper, but also probably less sustainable (Isermeyer, 2001). FdL
and its members are willing to change and further adapt their farming practices, but in return they
say that this is only possible, if consumers show more consistency in what they claim and what
they buy, thus between attitude and behavior (Bauernverband Schleswig-Holstein, 2015).
According to WMES, there is no urgent need for an agricultural turnaround because agriculture is
sustainable anyway. However, if consumers demand a change, it is possible. Therefore, German
society has to give incentives and start voting with its shopping basket. FdL does not see farmers
to be responsible to take the risk and invest in more sustainable production processes, if, in the
end, cheap products are imported from abroad to meet the demand for cheap food in discounters
and supermarkets with which German farmers, then, cannot compete anymore.
To conclude, WMES aims at regaining appreciation for farmers’ work, creating an image of
agriculture that is more realistic in their view, and the pressure groups refuses demands for further
regulations. According to the network, there is no need to worry about the quality and
sustainability of food produced by German farmers. Apart from few black sheep in the sector,
German farmers operate sustainably in their own interest.

4.5 Styles of farming represented by WMES members
This section analyzes the different farm profiles that can be found in the Facebook group and
on the website of FdL. There, farmers get the opportunity to present their farm enterprises to
make the whole initiative less anonymous and show their willingness for transparency. This
indicates that they have nothing to hide and are proud or convinced of what they are doing.
These presentations of farm enterprises of FdL members allow to get some impressions of the
styles of farming. The analysis reveals whether they are involved in broadening, deepening or
regrounding activities or whether they represent a typical entrepreneurial or peasant farmer
as defined in chapter two and illustrated in figure 1 and 3. Their wording can also give some
hints about how they frame sustainability in the agricultural sector and which paradigms are
reflected in their work. In addition, it gives a more detailed perception of who supports the
protests and events under the slogan of Wir machen Euch satt!.
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FdL shared a video in which the dairy farm ‘Rodenwalde’ in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
(northern Germany) is presented (Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016g). 1750 cows live on the
farm, and 37 employees are working there. It is the 10th generation that farms the land and
holds cows. Everything on the farm turns around the animals. The farmer emphasizes, that
they treat every animal as an individual “which is entitled to receive the best possible care”.
Care is a principle that dominates the whole work on the farm and which demands farmers to
have a passion for farming and animal husbandry. In the video it is said that if animals are
treated well and cared for, they are healthy and happy, live a long life and give much milk.
Therefore, it is in a farmer’s own interest to care for his or her animals. The sheds look very
clean and open, and the speaker says that the shed was built for the welfare of the cows which
are in the center of attention. Several regrounding and broadening activities are described,
for example that most of the fodder is produced on the farm. The farmer emphasizes that the
fodder has to be of outstanding quality to be able to produce high quality milk. Slurry is used
to produce biogas, and leftovers are used as natural fertilizer. Hence, re-grounding on internal
resources, here fodder and slurry, is reasoned in terms of quality. Even such a large farm
emphasizes the role of internal inputs and self-provisioning. Farming sustainably is said to be
a basic principle of the whole farm enterprise, including economic, social and ecological
aspects as well as animal welfare. Further, aspects of co-production come to the fore in the
description. In addition, own skills and knowledge are highlighted which have been fine-tuned
from generation to generation. The whole farm profile reminds of the peasant model, rather
than the entrepreneurial model and industrial farming.
The agricultural cooperation Karstädt e.G. is member of WMES and farms 3500ha
land, holds 1400 cows and 300 beef cattle (Milatz, 2015). On its website, the Karstädt e.G.
describes how the farm workers maintain soil fertility, how they engage in landscape
management and “farm with nature” (Milatz, n.d.) and they call themselves a multi-family
farm (Milatz, 2015). The argument is that instead of forcing family farms into ruin, such a
cooperation brings several family farms together.
There are many other farms who engage in broadening activities such as biogas (Rupp,
2016; Schwarz, 2015; Scharl, 2015; Seeger, Bauernwiki - Frag doch mal den Landwirt, 2014;
Mörixmann, 2014; Naumann, 2015; Kühling, 2015; Müller H. , 2015), solar energy (Naumann,
2015; Seeger, Bauernwiki - Frag doch mal den Landwirt, 2014; Kühling, 2015) or landscape
management and conservation of the natural and cultural heritage (Milatz, 2015; Amos, 2015;
Bundstein, 2016). Some especially emphasize their contribution to biodiversity by growing
different crops and stick to a certain crop rotation which is said to be beneficial for the soil
fertility and a natural pest control (Faust, 2016). Others produce stovewood for sale
(Hussmann, 2015) or offer agro-tourism services (Immich, 2015; Kinker, 2014). Further, many
invite the public to visit their farms. Some farms regularly offer tours for schools or
kindergartens (Brocker, 2015; Lucassen, 2015; Mersch, 2015; Schoster, 2015; Vogler, 2015).
All of them seek to improve public relations and emphasize that, even though time is scarce
and public relations do not bring additional income, it is a heartfelt wish to improve the
relation to consumers and urban citizens who appreciate to get a chance to see where their
food comes from (Hanfsting, 2015; Frech, 2015; Seeger, Bauernwiki - Frag doch mal den
Landwirt, 2014; Keufner, 2015). These farmers state to feel responsible to raise their voice
and remove the bad talk and accusations about agriculture. Somehow, they defend their
profession. Werner Schwarz (2015) says, “For us sustainability and regionality are no empty
phrases”. He uses his crops to feed the pigs or sells them to regional retailers or biogas
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producers. Two hectares miscanthus are used to comply with the Greening requirements and
to produce renewable energy (Schwarz, 2015).
Several farms are involved in deepening activities which add additional value to their
products. Among FdL members there are also organic farmers like Franz Kinker (2014) who
changed from conventional to organic farming in 1998. He describes how he learned over time
that everything in nature has its reasons and right to exist. Friends and other farmers were
skeptical about his decision to become organic. However, Kinker is happy that social
appreciation for his work has increased since he switched to organic farming. He emphasizes
the synergy which emerged between the shift to co-production and his agro-tourism services.
People appreciate the feeling of being grounded and the idea of farming with nature (Kinker,
2014). Nevertheless, he supports the FdL network.
Many farmers, conventional and organic, sell their products on farmers’ markets, in
their own farm shops or to local processors and are therefore involved in nested markets and
alternative food networks (Breuer & Lütke Zutelgte, 2015; Krüger, 2015; Rupp, 2016; Vogler,
2015; Keufner, 2015). Martin Schoster (2015) is 20 years old and farmer. His family produces
asparagus, free-range eggs and pig meat from an old breed which is almost extinct. In 1991,
they started with direct marketing, and since 2003 they have an own farm shop. They organize
festivals on the farm and offer tours for schools to bring consumers in contact with agriculture.
An own Facebook page (www.facebook.com/HofSchoster) keeps customers and people up to
date.
Different re-grounding activities can be identified in the different farm profiles. Some
cases of pluriactivity can be detected, such as with Bettina Hanfsting (2015) who was a
chemical lab worker when she met her husband who is part-time farmer and owns a company
for control technology. Today, both manage to run the farm while also having another job.
However, there are also re-grounding activities which can be explained as efforts to increase
self-provisioning through internal resource circuits. In many cases, the heat which originates
from the biogas production is used to heat the sheds of pigs, slurry is used to produce biogas,
fodder for the animals is produced on the own farm, manure is used as natural fertilizer for
crop production and sometimes machinery is shared with other farmers to reduce costs
(Knapp, 2015; Mersch, 2015; Kühling, 2015; Vogler, 2015; Lucassen, 2015; Müller H. , 2015;
Seeger, Bauernwiki - Frag doch mal den Landwirt, 2014; Scharl, 2015; Naumann, 2015). These
circular flows of nutrients and resources, as well as efforts of cost-reduction on the farms are
highlighted in many profiles.
At the same time, modernization and the use of latest technological innovations is
another point that seems to be relevant for many farmers who are member of FdL. Knapp
(2015) holds 150 cows which are milked by a robot whenever they want to be milked. Further,
he invested in a ‘milk-filling station’ (Milchtankstelle) were people can tap fresh milk 24 hour
a day at the farm. Such installations for direct marketing of milk have increased during the last
years in Germany. Some farmers explain why they use artificial growth factors such as
pesticides, but they emphasize that the amount of input is precisely calculated and adapted
to local needs. This is also facilitated by modern technology such as precision farming
(Holtkamp, 2015). Since artificial growth factors are also a big cost factor for the production,
farmers are not interested in wasting or overusing them (Schmidt, 2016; Holtkamp, 2015).
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4.6 Classification according to the theory
In one of his statements on the website of FdL, Farmer Willi speaks very critically about ideologies,
thus the whole dispute over industrial farming versus peasant farming and claiming the one to be
better or worse than the other (Bauer Willi, 2015). FdL advocates a diverse agricultural sector
which includes big agricultural cooperatives as well as small part-time farmers, organic or
conventional farmers, those with or without animal husbandry. WMES rejects the criticism against
the modernization approach and claims that people ignore that the majority of food is still
produced on family farms. According to them, the question of modernization versus sustainability
is not justified or applicable.
Reflecting on the different farming styles that FdL members perform, as well as several of
their claims and statements allows to conclude that not all FdL members perceive themselves as
entrepreneurial farmers as illustrated in chapter two. They also do not all follow the script of
modernization linked to “continued scale-enlargement, specialization, intensification based on
increased input use, introduction of GMOs, internalization of regulatory schemes, etc.” (van der
Ploeg, 2010, p. 2). In contrast, many activities in which those farmers are involved indicate that the
rural development paradigm is common practice. Farmers reduce costs through regrounding and
are aware of the quality of their internally recycled resources, their skills and knowledge. Farmers
supply different agricultural and non-agricultural products and services, thus making agriculture a
multi-functional business and passion. They try to add extra value to their products and search for
alternative, partly more local distribution channels and nested markets. Further, they emphasize
the need to reconnect consumers to the production process to regain personal contact,
conversation and trust. The farm profiles give the impression that many of the farms are aware of
the benefits of the rural development approach and agroecological farming. They are as proud of
their work as peasants are said to be zu Löwenstein (zu Löwenstein, 2011). At the same time, many
of them hold on to the benefits of ‘artificial growth factors’ (van der Ploeg, 2010, p. 6) and seem
to use many of the inputs offered by agro-industrial corporations (seed varieties, chemicals,
fertilizers, and external technological innovations). In addition, the FdL network reminds people
that farming is not only a passion, but also a livelihood strategy (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger,
Pressebereich, 2016). According to WMES, to be able to make a living and to farm sustainably, also
economic aspects have to be taken into account which sometimes force farmers to make
compromises, unless consumers compensate for the higher production costs or the losses due to
less intensive farming practices (Holtkötter, Henke, & Seeger, 2016).
WMES is not a campaign initiated to claim that the Fordist model and modernization
paradigm have to be defended in any case. They do not even clearly distinguish between
entrepreneurial and peasant farming in terms of “this is better; this is worse”. This is important to
recognize because this is basically what the debate about sustainable agriculture is about. It is a
question about which production processes and farming practices are better and which are worse.
What people define as better or worse depends on the way in which they frame things and which
meaning they give to certain aspects and issues. For some, it is more important to care about the
environment, for others animal rights have to get more attention, again others worry about social
justice, fair terms of trade or food safety or some might place most value on profitability and
viability of farming as livelihood strategy. WMES can be best classified with the last attempt. It
takes up a defensive position that calls for more tolerance towards the modernization approach,
not saying that this is the only way to achieve sustainability, but that it is part of the solution and
should not be brought into bad repute. The underlying attitude that dominates most of the
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network’s claims states three things. First, German farmers farm sustainably anyway
(intergenerational thinking makes sustainable farming a self-interest to allow the next generation
to continue farming). Here, it is irrelevant whether a farm is large or small, conventional or organic,
industrial or peasant-like. WMES does not distinguish between styles of farming. Second, as a
consequence, there is no need for non-farmers - consumers or politicians - to demand stricter
regulations or changes in the food system. Third, as soon as economic incentives exist, German
farmers are willing to change the production processes and meet requirements or higher
standards. Thus, economic aspects play a crucial role. Farming has to be profitable to be ‘good’.
Regarding the fact that consumers are blamed for not creating such incentives, but still demanding
for an agricultural turnaround, WMES seems to have little trust in consumers and their willingness
to contribute to the goal achievement of making agriculture more sustainable in the way
consumers define ‘sustainable agriculture’.
WMES does not claim to advocate a specific approach or any of the frames mentioned in
chapter two. It does neither say that agroecology, food sovereignty or multifunctionality are more
sustainable than the modernization approach, nor does it claim that these concepts are the wrong
way. However, a striking result of the analysis of styles of farming of FdL members was that they
represent characteristics of broadening, deepening, re-grounding, agroecological farming and a
peasant-like farming model that is based upon internal resources, own skills and which is linked to
passion, pride and care. This is what also WHES advocates. In that sense, the initiative is no
countermovement to Wir haben es satt!. It does not take up an opposite position and presses its
contradictory claims. Rather, it is a defensive pressure groups which steers the debate into another
direction of demanding more appreciation and respectful dialogue with farmers. What they want
is an end to the accusations and the treatment of farmers as scapegoats who are the only ones
who are responsible for any problems and scandals related to food, human and animal health,
environment or rural development. As mentioned earlier, chapter five will scrutinize to what
extent also self-victimizing elements play a role in the establishment of FdL and the WMES protests.

4.7 Related campaigns and responses
There are several campaigns which also aim at improving the image of farmers, raising awareness
for the essential role they play in society and calling for more appreciation.
Die Deutschen Bauern (The German Farmers) is one example of an alternative network which
aims at reconnecting consumers and producers and resolving misunderstandings and accusations,
which are considered to be unjust and incorrect (Deutscher Bauernverband e.V., n.d.a). Farmers
invite people to visit their farms on open days. Further, they organize petitions or events to fight
for better producer prices and start promotion campaigns for the agricultural sector under the
slogan of “Wir machen…”, such as “Wir machen frisch”, “Wir machen sauber”, “Wir machen Dein
Früshstück”, referring to the daily work of farmers who produce fresh products, keep soil clean and
fertile, and prevent people from starving (Deutscher Bauernverband e.V., n.d.a). This network is
initiated by the German farmers’ association (Deutscher Bauernverband, in short DBV) which
represents the “interests and needs of farmers and foresters” (Deutscher Bauernverband e.V.,
n.d.b). Hence, it can be noticed that the biggest farmers’ association in Germany also supports
what Frag den Landwirt and the initiative Wir machen Euch satt! claim and aim at. Chairman
Joachim Rukwied says, “We have to talk to citizens and consumers more than we did in the past,
about what we are doing and why we are doing it. There are many critical questions, but also much
ignorance and misunderstandings” (Deutscher Bauernverband e.V., n.d.c).
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However, there is also a critical reaction to the WMES protests and the FdL network such as a
Facebook group titled ‘Frag doch mal den Landwirt – die traurige Wahrheit’ (Ask the farmer – the
sad truth) (Frag doch mal den Landwirt - Die traurige Wahrheit, 2016). In this group, critics proclaim
radical accusations about agriculture (especially animal husbandry) and support their arguments
by pointing at concrete postings and comments of FdL members in the original Facebook group
‘Bauernwiki – Frag doch mal den Landwirt’. However, this group is not initiated by the WHES
movement. It is rather a response by those who convict and stigmatize farmers in general and who
are blamed by the FdL network for this reason.
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5. Discussion
Now that both pressure groups have been introduced and contrasted in chapter three and
four, it is time to analyze how both perspectives relate to each other. The previous chapters
have not fully answered the core question of my research, yet. Instead, many new questions
have been raised. This chapter, therefore, will discuss the following issues: What role do
multiple understandings play in the reciprocal accusations? Are there disagreements
regarding the framing of concepts, circumstances or problems? Or are there in fact overlaps,
even though accusations and tensions between the two pressure groups foreshadow an
antagonism? How do both think about the need for an agricultural turnaround, and who is
considered to be responsible to make a start or give incentives for such an agrarian change?
Why does any form of dialogue or collaboration between both movements seem to be
difficult? Thus, why is there such a big antagonism between both movements? Farmers are
fed up to be the scapegoat. However, are farmers only victimized by media and society? Or
are there also self-victimizing elements? And what distinguishes farmers who support WHES
from those farmers who criticize WHES? This chapter will take the findings of the previous
chapters to go a step further and try to answer questions like these.

5.1 Are peasant farming and modernization mutually exclusive?
WHES calls for an urgent agricultural turnaround which is aimed at benefiting both consumers
and peasants. However, the FdL network blames the WHES movement to be an alliance of
critics of modern, conventional farming who pervert facts and induce agitation against
farmers (Deter, 2016b). In contrast, WHES claims that the movement “arose out of the belief
that we can only achieve a restructuring of agriculture in cooperation with peasants, be they
organic or conventional farmers, and consumers” (Fritz, 2016a). Still, WHES is interpreted as
opponent of modern agriculture (Deter, 2016b). Carl-Albrecht Bartmer, chairman of the
German Agricultural Society (Deutsche Landwirtschafts-Gesellschaft, DLG), states that claims
for a reactionary agriculture indicate a lack of sense of responsibility (Agra-Europe, 2016c).
It is true that WHES thinks critically about modernization that is linked to increasing
industrialization of farming through specialization, scale-enlargement and technological
intensification as van der Ploeg (2010) describes it. Even though the research has shown that
WHES refuses the modernization approach with its production-oriented policies that
strengthen a food regime, in 2016, the organizers of the WHES protest in Berlin highlighted
that they are not against modern agriculture. Rather, they claim to represent modern
agriculture (Deter, 2016b). Maria Heubuch emphasizes, “Peasant farming has not come to a
standstill in the 50s! Our farms are also no idyll of the 50s!” (Chattengaustudio, 2011). It seems
to be a contradiction in itself that even the critics of the modernization approach claim to be
modern. However, it shows that modernization and peasant farming are not mutually
exclusive. Both pressure groups see modern agriculture as something positive and more
sustainable.
One needs to distinguish between the modernization approach or the script of
modernization which van der Ploeg (2010) describes on the one hand, and modernization in
the sense that farmers keep up with the times regarding their equipment and new trends or
scientific insights that change farming practices. In this regard, the term ‘modernization
approach’ is slightly misleading because modernizing a farm does not need to be connected
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to scale-enlargement, specialization or technological intensification. Even a peasant farmer
who holds on to organic or agroecological standards does not deny the benefits of state-ofthe-art equipment, technology or machinery. A peasant farm can be as modern as an
entrepreneurial farm. The concept of modernization is ambiguous which causes multiple
understandings that can lead to misunderstandings between different parties. To prevent that
critics of the modernization approach are automatically be accused to claim that outdated
equipment, production processes and technologies are a better alternative for the
contemporary production processes, it might be better to refer to the modernization
approach as productivism and Fordist approach or industrial-farming model.
It is important to realize that critics of the modernization approach do not demand
that cows are milked by hand or fields are plowed with horses again as also. This assumption
comes also to the fore in Farmer Willi’s letter to the consumers. However, peasants are no
‘laggards’. Rather, they combine local knowledge (which can include traditional roots) with
technologies and techniques that reflect state-of-the-art agriculture (van der Ploeg, 2010).
The claims of WHES are not reactionary. Instead, WHES expresses progressive claims which
aim at making agriculture more sustainable and better prepared for future challenges.
“Peasant farms with species-appropriate husbandry and domestic fodder free from genetic
engineering are highly efficient and match up to future challenges. Industrial farming does
not!” (Maria Heubuch according to Chattengaustudio, 2011). The fact that WHES advocates
the approaches of agroecology and rural development depends on its way of framing food
security and sustainable agriculture (environmental frame, development frame, food
sovereignty frame among others as mentioned in chapter three), but it does not exclude the
modernization of production processes.
Henning Haschenburger (2016) is member of FdL and states, “I am proud of being a
farmer!”. Further, he explains that he advocates a modern agriculture with peasant-like
structures (bäuerliche Grundstrukturen). This example indicates that WHES and WMES do not
totally disagree. Even a WMES supporter claims to advocate modern peasant farming. This
leads to the question why some farmers support WHES, while other farmers oppose WHES
and support WMES, if they (at least partly) have the same ideas. I will come back to this
question later. Klaus-Peter Lucht is also FdL member and adds, “In Germany we still have a
peasant agriculture. The alleged farm factories do not exist!” (Kwasniewkski, Deutsche PresseAgentur GmbH, & Agence France-Presse, 2016). This statement contradicts to what WHES
claims. It is not possible to judge who is right or wrong. Instead, both pressure groups might
frame ‘peasant farming’ (bäuerliche Landwirtschaft) and ‘farm factories’ or ‘industrial
farming’ differently which leads to different consequences: WHES demands a repeasantization, while WMES claims that German farmers are already peasants.
I tried to interpret press releases, postings on Facebook and speeches of WHES and
WMES supporters, as well as news coverage on the two pressure groups regarding the framing
of these concepts. However, a survey could investigate how members of both networks
exactly frame ‘modern agriculture’, ‘peasant farming’, ‘industrial farming’, ‘farm factories’ and
‘sustainable agriculture’.

5.2 Sustainability of large-scale farming
The analysis of the styles of farming that exist among FdL members has illustrated the diversity
of farmers and styles of farming that unite under the slogan ‘We feed you’ to defend the
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profession of farming. In some cases of the presented farms of FdL members, critics might say
that the farm enterprise represents a factory farm with mass husbandry. Next accusations
might be a lack of animal welfare and negative ecological externalities as well as the pressure
on small family farms, who cannot compete and have to give way to the large farm
enterprises. However, even those farmers who operate on such a large-scale farm enterprise
use phrases such as ‘farming with nature’, ‘farming as passion’, ‘every animal is seen as an
individual which is entitled to receive the best possible care’ or emphasize the internal circuits
of resources and production factors (fodder, slurry, energy/heat etc.). Re-grounding is not
only seen as a mean to reduce costs but also expressed as necessity of a quality-oriented
production process. FdL members negate that large-scale ‘multi-family farms’ kick families out
of the farming business and reduce the job opportunities by bringing forward the argument
that these large-scale farms are often managed by a cooperative that consists of many families
and employs additional workers. It is emphasized that sustainability is not a question of scale,
but rather a question of management and a question of the efforts, care and passion with
which a farm is run. Critics might argue that these farm profiles or videos are just a mean of
promotional campaign to justify such big farm enterprises. But similar could apply to smaller
farms who might hope to benefit from claiming to be sustainable for several reasons. ‘Greenwashing’ can take place at all scales, and by increasing the transparency, farmers allow
consumers to see for themselves which narrative they believe, whom they trust and how this
influences their buying behavior. Even large-scale farms partly use similar terminologies and
phrases such as the agroecology paradigm. Therefore, WHES criticism against large-scale farm
enterprises can be understood as generalization and framing large-scale farms not to be
sustainable. Such generalizations are part of the root causes for the antagonism between
WHES and WMES.

5.3 The controversial issue of agroindustry
Another problem related to framing exists in the case of ‘agroindustry’. Both initiatives agree
that modern agriculture is sustainable or desirable. However, in the case of agroindustry, both
pressure groups disagree. WHES wants to eliminate any support for the agroindustry and
blames it to be responsible for several problems. The emerging industrial farm factories are
framed as not being sustainable. WHES distinguishes between entrepreneurial, industrial
farmers and peasants, claiming the latter to be more sustainable, and the first to be a victim
of the script of modernization. FdL disagrees with such a claim. Often, the rejection of the
criticism against agroindustry is reasoned by claiming that farm factories do not exist or that
even large-scale, industrialized farm enterprises are sustainable (Kwasniewkski, Deutsche
Presse-Agentur GmbH, & Agence France-Presse, 2016). In addition, FdL does not differentiate
between entrepreneurial farmers and peasants. According to this network, there is no evil
farmer apart from few black sheep that exist in all industries, not only in the agricultural
sector.
However, the concept of agroindustry is not only equated to farm factories.
Agroindustry is also linked to transnational corporations and companies upstream and
downstream the food chain, providing artificial growth factors and machinery, as well as
processors or retailers, who turn raw products into homogeneous, partly convenience food
for the (global) mainstream market. In this sense, agroindustry is primarily linked to the
criticism of power concentration and the squeeze on agriculture. As a consequence, industrial
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farms emerge. According to WHES, processors and retailers invest in primary production and
build factory farms. This agroindustry is said to be not sustainable.
The FdL network perceives the term ‘agroindustry’ as a critique directed at farmers
and consequently asks for more social appreciation for all producers: small-scale and largescale, organic and conventional, engaged in crop farming or animal husbandry (Henke,
Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016a). FdL members think that the term generally equals modern sheds
and modern production processes with industrial farming. As the previous section has shown,
this is not the case because WHES advocates modern agriculture as well. In the case of
agroindustry, the disagreement between WHES and WMES is based on different
understandings regarding the meaning that is given to the concept. It is right that WHES favors
small-scale farms and small-scale animal husbandry (the opposite of mass husbandry).
However, in both understandings of agroindustry that WHES presents – agroindustry related
to the food empire and agroindustry related to industrial farm enterprises – criticism is not
directed at farmers, but at agricultural policy, TNCs or the dictating food system which pushes
farmers into the script of modernization. WHES does not blame farmers, but rather the system
which forces farmers to grow or give way, to intensify the production and produce plenty of
homogeneous output. Therefore, farmers do not need to feel offended by the criticism against
agroindustry.
Since WHES demands a change in policy which allows for more power and agency for
farmers as well as better financial rewards for their work, FdL members could theoretically
agree with the movement. The fact that many of the FdL members are engaged in broadening,
deepening and regrounding activities shows that also FdL members are not following the pure
‘script of modernization’ with its reliance on external inputs and mainstream markets. Hence,
FdL members probably already present examples of family farms which WHES wants to
support and protect: those who increase the role of co-production on their farm, those who
engage in nested markets and increase personal contact between consumers and producers,
and those who emphasize the multifunctional character of agriculture.
The network analysis of WMES does not give any hints about how it thinks about
power concentration in the agribusiness or a food empire. Further research could deal with
these issues and farmers’ opinions on them. Further, based on the network analysis of WMES,
it seems that the farmers do only blame consumers for the squeeze on agriculture. Additional
research could pay attention to the question of how farmers experience this cost price
squeeze and whom they blame to be responsible for declining profits of farmers. Such
research might reveal that WMES brings arguments to the farm which are similar the criticism
against agroindustry expressed by WHES.

5.4 The need for action – Is the glass half-full or half-empty?
FdL members call for more appreciation of what has already been improved in the agricultural
sector in terms of animal welfare and the reduction of emissions, use of fertilizers and
chemical inputs. This is a defensive position they take up since they understand the
contemporary agriculture to be the result of longstanding struggles of improvements and
efforts to make it more sustainable, and they are proud of what has been achieved so far. In
contrast, WHES member Heubuch criticizes that there are people who call attention to what
has been improved since the mid of the 20th century to justify the current circumstances
(Chattengaustudio, 2011). She stresses that WHES is not appealing to go back to the 1950s
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(ibid.) Instead, WHES is a progressive movement which strives for more improvements and
aims at making the food system more sustainable through demanding more political support
for organic or agroecological farming and peasants. Here, another issue of the dispute comes
to the fore: Should Germany be proud of the partly reduction of negative externalities, or
should the country still strive for more improvements? Is the glass half-full or half-empty? And
what is the price we have to pay if we decide for the one or the other perspective?
Zu Löwenstein (2011) simulates two options for the discussion about climate change
and the question: Should we reduce emissions and prevent the acceleration of climate
change, or is the whole story about climate change just fear mongering? He comes out with
two scenarios: First, we believe that climate change is manmade, so we apply a lot of effort
to reduce emissions, replace fossil fuels by renewable energy, and adapt new strategies for
increasing soil fertility and productivity which do not depend on energy-intensive technologies
and inputs. Than it turns out that the fears about consequences of climate change were
unfounded or that climate change is not manmade, so all of our efforts have been useless.
Second, we believe that climate change does not exist or is not manmade, so we do not
change anything. Then it turns out that we were wrong, but it is too late to react, the tipping
points are already reached, and we face a rapid breakup of ecological balances. Zu Löwenstein
concludes, that the first misconception would be much less devastating. Following his opinion,
we should continue to strive for improvements and not leave anything untried to make
agriculture more ecologically sustainable, because this is less risky in the long run. The glass is
half-empty.
WHES and WMES disagree in this question. At least they show a different weighting
in their argumentation. WHES emphasizes the urgent need to change policies and strive for a
more sustainable agriculture because it thinks pessimistic about the future of an industrialized
agriculture (including social, ecological and economic aspects in its reasoning). As opposed to
this, the call of FdL for more appreciation is rather defensive and optimistic regarding the
sustainability of agriculture. It does not mean that FdL does not see any need to strive for
further improvements, but it puts more emphasis on what has been achieved so far and calls
for appreciation of this success.
In this case, it is not impossible to merge both perspectives. Both pressure groups
could appreciate past achievements of agriculture, and agree that the current circumstances
are already the result of many efforts to increase the sustainability of agriculture. Several CAP
reforms have already admitted that previous policies have not been beneficial in all cases. If
the society would appreciate subgoals and small successes, farmers would be more motivated
to see what else consumers and politicians are willing to support and how they can progress
regarding the endeavor to increase sustainability of production processes. Since WHES and
many people in Germany are more pessimistic and demand for more efforts to make
agriculture more sustainable, FdL members take up a rather defensive position.

5.5 Implementation opportunities and responsibility to induce a change
Different frames around the question how to achieve more sustainable agriculture lead to
disputes. Several farmers blame consumers for not being willing to pay more for their
groceries. As a consequence, they refuse to change their farming practices. The question is:
Where to start? Or who is responsible to make a start? Does the farmer need to change and
hope that anybody will buy his products with added value (higher quality in terms of more
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animal welfare or less intensive farming and less use of pesticides etc.)? Or is it the consumer,
who demands an agricultural turnaround, responsible to point the way and vote with his
shopping basket by selecting organic products, buying from local farmers and paying attention
to seasonality?
According to FdL members, it is the political consumer who can increase the demand
for those products which already meet his/her requirements. This could create incentives for
other farmers to also reorganize their production process. Critics of the latter reasoning claim
that it is almost impossible for consumers to make an informed decision when buying food
because almost every product or supplier claims to be sustainable and many are certified for
an outstanding quality. How can consumers know, which products are produced sustainably
and how fair farmers are paid for their work? A related question is: To what extent can
consumers be seen as victims of commerce and marketing strategies which mislead them and
make it difficult to make a rational, informed decision? These issues are too wide-ranging to
discuss them in detail here. Further research could scrutinize to what extent consumers and
producers are victims of the current food system and a powerful food regime and food
retailing industry.
However, it is possible to briefly mention the positions that both pressure groups take
up regarding this question of responsibility to make a start. As mentioned before, WMES
considers consumers to be responsible. WHES does not ask farmers to make a start, even
though FdL members partly interpret the movement’s claims like that. Instead, WHES
demands that the CAP is responsible to support a sustainable development of the agricultural
sector. However, how can politics achieve this goal? WMES criticizes that political
interventions in the form of stricter requirements and regulations might end up in a relocation
of problems because German products will be replaced by imported from countries where
agriculture is less regulated and leads to more environmental degradation than in Germany
(Isermeyer, 2001). Protectionist policies which ban or tax food imports of products with lower
standards than German food production processes face are no option because international
trade agreements do not allow for such discrimination due to characteristics of production
processes (ibid.). Alternatively, WHES calls on the CAP to rethink its policy paradigm that
decides where money is spent on and which farms or farming practices are supported. Since
subsidies already exist, a redistribution that creates incentives to follow the logic of
agroecology could help to induce an agricultural turnaround. Therefore, the question about
who is responsible to make a start does not only need to be negotiated between producers
and consumers but also with those who set the basic conditions - politcians.

5.6 The self-victimizing scapegoat
Even though both pressure groups talk about peasants, farming with nature, and many FdL
members engage in nested markets or deepening, broadening and re-grounding activities,
there is an ongoing altercation and antagonism. FdL members are blamed for being obstinate
and little open-minded, rather than willing to enter into a dialogue, even though it is FdL who
claims, “Talk to us, not about us!”. WHES members or Facebook users who comment the farm
profiles and ask critical questions are rebuffed and receive answers like “It would be pointless
to answer this question” or “If you read other posts and comments in this Facebook group
you will find an answer to your question” (Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016h). In these cases,
it seems that FdL is not as open-minded and ready for a dialogue as it claims to be. However,
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it is also a tricky situation if a person asks a question like “When do you separate the calves
from their mothers?”. It is foreseeable that a straight and honest answer like “directly after
birth” or “few hours after birth” would kick of a number of comments of concerned people
who claim that it is not morally right to do that. In this case, farmers avoid an answer from
fear that a number of accusations would follow.
I talked to one farmer about his participation at WHES protests and why there are
farmers in both pressure groups who, on the face of it, do not differ from each other. So how
does that some farmers support WHES, while others support WMES? The farmer I talked to
shared his estimation of the WMES network and said, “The majority of the present generation
of farmers has stopped thinking critically and reflecting on the whole system they are part of.
They go with the flow, and whenever someone has an idea about what could be done
differently, they burst into indignation and denial”. Chapter four has demonstrated that WHES
members perceive themselves as scapegoat and victim. However, this perception is also based
on a certain interpretation of the WHES movement which does not fully match with what
WHES intends to claim. A WHES member, his nickname is JosefHo, comments on an extensive
debate between WHES and WMES members on the website of Farmer Willi.
“Through my yearly participation at the WHES protest I try to put pressure on politics.
For the overview: What we demand is fair trade instead of free trade, farm animal
welfare, support of regional fodder production, the global right to food, healthy and
affordable food for all, fair prices and fair market regulations for farmers, freedom of
seed variety. What we want to prevent: TTIP and CETA, industrial farm factories,
GMOs on our fields, global hunger, food scares, the extinction of peasants, patents on
plants and animals. Dear farmers, nobody turns on you! Rather, we want you to be
able to continue to exist in the current amount. What is written about the [WHES]
protests in the weekly newspapers for farmers is not in accord with what we intend
and what really happens.” (JesefHo, 2015)
Hence, the perception of FdL members to be victimized by the WHES movement is not
justified. “The fact that farmers protest together with consumers, that animal rights activists
and livestock owner, vegans and dairy farmers go onto the streets together shows: This
movement for a different agriculture comes from within all parts of our society” (Chris
Methmann according to Fritz, Benning, & Jasper, 2016). Examples of accusations directed at
farmers which were published by organizations who also support WHES, such as BUND, NABU
or PETA, were mentioned in chapter four. However, FdL members overlook the intrinsic
message of WHES because they generalize such individual cases of accusations. FdL concludes
that a movement that collaborates with organizations who vilify farmers cannot be in the
interests of farmers. In this way they do they same for which they criticize others generalization and stigmatization. The fact that WHES also aims at increasing the agency of
farmers and allowing them to earn a living from their work indicates that the reasoning of FdL
members also includes self-victimizing elements. How does it come that these farmers feel
offended and victimized? In the last part of this chapter I want to think once more about why
farmers (here especially FdL members) often show a disclaiming attitude and little openmindedness for criticism or objection regarding sustainable agriculture.
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5.7 Pain memory and the role of farmers’ identity
A remaining question is: Why does collaboration seem to be difficult? Or why do farmers who
support WMES seem less open-minded to criticism and claims of consumers than farmers who
support WHES? A big problem between seems to be that farmers have been exposed to many
accusations in the past. Even member organizations of WHES have spread information which
defamed the whole profession. This has led to stigmatization and public framing of farmers as
being responsible for all kinds of problems, hence, framing farmers as scapegoats. Media have
shown little open-mindedness and critical reflection, therefore created one-sided news
coverage. Additionally, TV series such as Bauer sucht Frau (Farmer wants a wife) have
presented farmers as laggards, irresponsible and stupid. Media framing influences how people
think about a certain issue (Lecheler, Keer, Schuck, & Hänggli, 2015). Since people have been
exposed to rather critical news and reports about agriculture, farmers (especially conventional
farmers) receive little support or appreciation from the public. At least, uncertainties and
skepticism are provoked. The heterogeneity of the WHES movement leads to some
divergences of claims. Thus, several individual member organizations claim different things
than the WHES press releases. For example, the latter gives no hints that WHES opposes
animal husbandry, but the animal rights organization PETA does. Because such extreme
groups join the WHES protests, WMES criticizes the whole campaign group (Holtkötter,
Henke, & Seeger, 2016; Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger, 2016a; Henke, Holtkötter, & Seeger,
2016d). The perception that WHES is against farmers and modern farming practices is also
shaped by the way in which agricultural journals write critically about WHES, thus framing
WHES or its members as adversaries of agriculture (Deter, 2014; Deter, 2016b; JesefHo, 2015).
Farmers are proud of what they are doing but they have the idea that they need to defend
their profession and justify their farming practices. This might explain why they even get angry
if media reports talk about glyphosate as fertilizer and slurry for plant protection (Schulze Pals,
2016) which shows that these journalists are not informed very well and have no agricultural
expertise, but still feel free to write about what is going wrong and how things can be
improved. The consequence of framing, generalization, stigmatizing, as well as self-victimizing
aspects is a fractious relationship between producer and consumer, as well as farmers who
are less open to critique or objections. Especially critique or objections of non-farmers are
considered as unauthorized or not valid because those people lack the expertise to give a
relevant assessment.
In medicine one speaks about a pain memory when there is a psychological influence on
pain (Main & Watson, 1999). A pain memory develops over time if one experiences a pain
over and over again. If it turns into a chronic pain where no treatment helps, this brings a lot
of frustration and ‘pain-associated depression’ for the patient (Main & Watson, 1999, p. 207).
“Anger has physiological effects and persistent anger clouds judgement” (Main & Watson,
1999, p. 207). The brain connects the affected part of the body with pain and frustration, so
the patient still feels pain, even though the physical cause has already been eliminated or
reduced. Often, it even deteriorates over time so that a soft touch can induce a heavy pain
because the patient already expects it to hurt.
During my research I wondered if this can also apply to emotions in the case of farmers
who are regularly framed negatively by media, politicians or organizations and activists. The
pain of being stigmatized again and again leads to anger and frustration. In addition, financial
worries put pressure on farmers. According to Farmer Willi, parts of society have unrealistic
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claims about how food should be produced and reject any kind of modern technology because
it disturbs their idealistic and romantic image of agriculture they have. Even though a survey
among German citizens has detected that the agricultural sector and the farming profession
is judged as highly relevant for the society (Hemmerling, Pascher, Naß, König, & Gaebel, 2015),
FdL members have little trust in consumers. The moments when consumers, politicians or
media reports show gratitude and appreciation to farmers are scarce, even though it is the
daily work of farmers those people depend on. The fact that farmers are confronted with
harsh critique, accusations which they consider to be unjust, ignorance and demands they
frame as unrealistic can explain why farmers sometimes seem obstinate and less open for a
dialogue.
My request to share a very short survey among WHES and WMES members was met by
the FdL initiators who published it in the closed Facebook group for FdL members (not the
public group ‘Bauernwiki – Frag doch mal den Landwirt’). I introduced myself, the topic of my
research, why I need their help, and I explained that I am interested in agriculture and farmers’
opinions. Even though I also mentioned that I work on a farm myself and why I pose such
questions, the first comment that was posted under my request suspected that I really work
on a farm. According to the user, my questions (How would you define modern agriculture?
How would you define peasant farming? Why do you think that German agriculture is partly
sustainable/partly not sustainable?) indicated that I have no relation to agriculture and do not
work on a farm. It seemed that this person assumed that I want to use their responses to
criticize farmers. I was not offended and do not criticize this FdL member for having been that
skeptical. Nevertheless, it supports my impression that some farmers are very skeptical about
any objections or people who scrutinize farming practices and farmers’ opinions, especially if
they assume that the person has no expertise. I saw the similarity to the pain memory and
patients who are fed up with talking about their pain and contacting any more doctors. Since
countless efforts to find a treatment which helps solving the problem have failed, the patients
often react annoyed and very skeptical about new suggestions and attempts to help.
Farmers identity has been shaped by the modernization approach for a long time. They
took over the dominating policy paradigm of modernization, so it became rooted in farmers’
personalities and thinking. If one takes in the position of a family farm who has been farming
for several generations and experienced the success story of the Green Revolution,
technological intensification and modernization of farming which allowed to overcome food
shortages of post-war times and keep up with increasing global demands for agricultural
produce, the defense of the modernization approach seems to be rational. In many
conversations with conventional farmers it came to the fore that conventional farmers tend
to sneer at organic farmers or those who dissociate themselves from the script of
modernization. The sudden appearance of consumers concerns, claims and objections that
refuse the productivism approach shake the previous thought pattern which these farmers
have stuck to before. This shift in interests attacks or shakes farmers’ identity which explains
their defensive reaction.
The psychological consequences of accusations and multiple understandings which have
also resulted in mutual misunderstandings between WHES and WMES are difficult to
overcome. It takes time to rebuild trust and realize that not all public demands for more
sustainability are an assault on farmers. However, the fact that FdL members claim “Talk to
us, not about us!” and that many of the members engage in ways to improve public relations
(open days, festivals, direct marketing to get in contact with consumers and regain trust,
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guided tours on their farms) shows that these farmers start a new attempt to improve the
communication between producers and consumers.

The research has revealed that both movements show overlaps and similarities. Hence,
farmers could take the chance and collaborate with the demands expressed by food
movements such as WHES. The styles of farming as they exist according to the farm profiles
on the website and in the Facebook group of the FdL network already indicate production
processes that differ from the productivism approach. Broadening, regrounding and
deepening activities, co-production and reliance on internal resources, personal skills and
local knowledge can be seen in the diversity of farm enterprises which stand behind those
who claim “Wir machen Euch satt!”. These overlaps could be highlighted so that collaboration
between consumers and producers could improve.
WHES is a food movement advocating agroecological production processes, more agency
and power for small-scale family farms, instead of farm enterprises which are vertically
integrated in the whole food chain and owned or controlled by a food empire. However, the
fact that WMES has emerged as countermovement to WHES does not mean, that WMES
refuses any ideas and claims of WHES. WMES defends the large-scale, entrepreneurial farmers
as much as it defends peasant farmers. The network of farmers is very heterogeneous,
consisting of small and large farm enterprises, organic and conventional farms. However,
those farmers who are willing (or already have been willing) to adapt to new ideas and
demands and who are interested in collaborating with consumers could see the WHES
movement as window of opportunity and start engaging in nested markets which offer
benefits to consumers AND producers in terms of quality, financial rewards and the creation
of a shared reality.
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6. Conclusion
Extensive literature deals with the agricultural debate, different perspectives on sustainable
agriculture and objectives and consequences of agricultural policies. The whole world seems
to speak about sustainable agriculture and food security. However, the articles of Candel et
al. (2014) and van Gorp and van der Goot (2012) have indicated several frames or patterns of
thinking which can be identified within the agrarian debate. These multiple understandings of
concepts can explain contradictions, disagreements and misunderstandings between
different parties within the debate.
In the past, agricultural policy of the EU and Germany followed the productionist or
progress frame. With increasing trade liberalization, the free trade frame became dominant,
too. Summarized by the modernization approach, scale enlargement, specialization and
technological intensification were seen as favorable since they allowed for a huge increase in
output. This was seen as necessity in times of growing demand for agricultural produce and
post-war food shortages. The CAP has therefore supported rationalization and productivity
gains. Over time, however, the production-oriented modernization approach and its
connected policies have faced a legitimacy crisis because they were suspected to lead to
environmental degradation, unfair terms of trade, the squeeze on agriculture and higher risks
of food scares. The CAP was blamed for benefitting large-scale farm enterprises and powerful
companies of the agroindustry. The BSE crisis kicked of the dispute about an agricultural
turnaround. Society and NGOs called for a restructuring of agricultural policy towards the
direction of agroecology. The second pillar of the CAP was introduced to support rural
development projects which also take non-productive functions of agriculture into account.
Wir haben es satt! fits very well into the last group of critics of the modernization
approach. Since 2011, NGOs and farmers call for a turnaround in agricultural policy. It is not a
pure urban movement because it contains shared objections of farmers and consumers.
However, claims for more animal welfare, food safety and more ecological sustainability are
typical urban interests or objections. WHES campaigns against GMOs and free trade
agreements, as well as against a policy that supports agroindustry. The network blames
politicians to have set the course for a prosperous food regime at the expense of farmers,
consumers, nature and animal welfare. According to WHES, the script of modernization is no
option for the future. Therefore, WHES is a progressive movement that demands a change in
the current food system.
Wir machen Euch satt! is the slogan of protests organized by the network Frag den
Landwirt. The network was founded as response to the WHES protests which were
understood as denunciation of modern agriculture. Even though the official press releases and
statements of the initiators of WHES disprove this assessment, there have been several
examples of organizations who joined the previous WHES protests, but also have vilified
farmers. Because such organizations join WHES and call for an agricultural turnaround, FdL
members oppose the whole movement and present themselves as defensive
countermovement. The goal is to regain appreciation for farmers’ work. FdL calls for a fair
dialogue to prevent further accusations and bad talk about farmers and the profession of
farming. “Talk to us, not about us!” is what they demand. They do not want to be treated as
scapegoat anymore, so they engage in improving public relations, increase the transparency
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of their farms and production processes and explain what they are doing and why they are
doing it.
Their farm profiles have allowed to reveal that many of them engage in broadening,
deepening and regrounding activities. Hence, even large-scale and conventional farms show
characteristics of the rural development approach and alternative food networks or nested
markets. Since FdL opposes a food movement which campaigns for more support for
agroecology and food sovereignty one could assume that FdL favors the ‘old paradigm’ of
modernization. This research has shown that this assumption is not correct. There is evidence
of overlap between what WHES advocates and wants to support and what FdL already
presents, or how its members operate on their farms.
Further, the research has revealed that the term ‘modernization approach’ is
misleading. Since WHES advocates the approaches of rural development and agroecology and
criticize the modernization approach, one might assume that they are against modernization
of agriculture. Again, this is not correct. Also WHES members favor modern agriculture and
emphasize that the movement does not intend a reactionary development of the agricultural
sector. The term ‘modern’ means rather state-of-the-art farming, and WHES emphasizes that
peasants are no laggards. Hence, both movements agree that modern technology and
equipment have the potential to increase the sustainability of agriculture. Still, there are also
disagreements, for example regarding the sustainability of large-scale farm enterprises.
Other problems with conceptions arrive in the case of agroindustry. WMES
understands the term as a criticism against large-scale farm enterprises. Indeed, WHES favors
small-scale family farms, but they define agroindustry as those multinationals who lead to
power concentration in the food chain, form a food empire and force farmers to follow the
script of modernization which refers to scale-enlargement, specialization and technological
intensification. WHES does not blame farmers to be responsible for industrial farm factories.
Rather, political conditions are blamed for having caused the structural transformation of the
sector at the expense of small-scale family farms, nature and animal welfare. Therefore, WHES
distinguishes between entrepreneurial, industrial farmers and peasant farmers, considering
the latter to be more sustainable. On the contrary, FdL does not distinguish between these
categories. Rather, it seems to distinguish between farmers and non-farmers, where the latter
refers to people who have no agricultural expertise or direct contact to or experiences in
agriculture.
These differing understandings lead to further disagreements regarding the
assessment of the urgency to induce an agricultural turnaround and the question who is
considered to be responsible to give incentives for such an agrarian change. According to FdL,
German farmers operate sustainably. Therefore, it does not agree with the urgency to achieve
an agricultural turnaround which WMES members proclaim. FdL members understand the
WHES protests as request for farmers to change their production processes. As a
consequence, they pass the responsibility over to consumers and say that they have the
choice to buy products which meet their demands. As political consumers they could give
incentives through the market which provoke farmers to adapt their production processes
and produce more sustainable products. WHES does not think in terms of consumer versus
producer, but demands political support for more ecologically sustainable farming practices
and basic conditions which do not privilege large-scale and rather industrial farm enterprises.
Even though both groups show different framings in this case, their demands are not mutually
exclusive. Indirectly, they can even be seen as similar. WHES demands to redistribute subsidies
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and support production processes which are more eco- and animal-friendly. They ask
politicians to spend tax money, which they have paid, on farming practices they advocate. This
would mean that consumer indirectly spend more money on such products.
While WHES is rather pessimistic about the current circumstances of agriculture and
emphasizes the urgency to induce an agricultural turnaround, WMES is rather defensive and
optimistic, highlighting previous improvements and explaining why today’s agriculture in
Germany is already sustainable.
However, because of multiple understandings and longstanding bad talk about
farmers, it seems difficult to enter into a dialogue and overcome the antagonism.
Conversation between WHES and WMES often ends up in accusations and two networks
talking at cross purposes. While FdL feels incriminated by terms as ‘agroindustry’ or ‘mass
husbandry’ and claims that WHES defames modern agriculture, WHES farmers criticize that
FdL members do not get the point of WHES’s intention, and that they are not open for new
ideas and objections. Even though WHES does not direct its criticism at farmers, FdL members
still perceive themselves to be treated as scapegoat and show self-victimizing behavior. The
latter can be explained by psychological influences.
The dispute over an agricultural turnaround affects their identity which was shaped
by longstanding domination of the modernization approach in the past. Now that concerns,
claims and objections steer the agricultural sector into a new direction, farmers need to
overcome what is deeply rooted in their personality. In addition, farmers have been exposed
to accusations, ignorance and demands of non-farmers for several decades, which FdL
considers to be unjust, unrealistic and not in accordance with agricultural expertise. Media
framing has also contributed to an enemy image and a dichotomy between consumers and
producers. Farmers’ situation might be similar to that of patients with chronic pain and a pain
memory. Chronic pain - here accusations and distortion of facts - leads to frustration, anger
and depression. Patients become very annoyed and skeptical about any new attempts to try
out a new treatment - here to start a new dialogue about agriculture and the need for an
agricultural turnaround. This comparison offers an explanation for farmers’ self-victimizing
behavior, rejection of criticism (especially objections of non-farmers) and the difficulty to
overcome the antagonism.
Multiple understandings can also explain why stakeholders of different parties of the
agrarian dispute talk at cross purposes. They can lead to misunderstandings in the sense that
people do not realize that the opposite party has a totally different view on reality, that it uses
a different frame and gives different meaning to a certain issue. In most cases, disagreements
cannot be solved by saying that the one perspective is right and the other is wrong. Instead,
only respectful and open-minded dialogue can help to get mutual understanding of each
position and to find a solution that is hopefully accepted by all.
To conclude, the claims of WHES and WMES are less contradictory as they seem to be
at first view. There are multiple understandings which lead to disagreements between both
pressure groups. However, the differing understandings and assessments do not rule out the
opportunity to reach agreement, if both pressure groups are willing to communicate and to
once see things from the other movement’s perspective. It would help if both parties show
respect to each other, are critical about their own claims, and agree to disagree in case that
the understandings of both diverge too much. The fact that in both networks people talk
about farming with nature, peasant farming and the need for collaboration between
consumers and producers indicate overlaps which can be used as a beginning to overcome
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the antagonism between both pressure groups. WHES calls for a re-peasantization and WMES
members (partly) represent peasant-like styles of farming and do not claim that peasants
should be neglected. Both are interested in improving circumstances for farmers. Further, FdL
emphasizes that farmers are willing to adapt their production processes to increase animal
welfare and ecological sustainability, if people do not forget that farming is a livelihood
strategy and farmers have to earn a living from it. Therefore, a dialogue about how to ensure
that farmers are financially rewarded for adaptations of production processes, and how it can
be ensured that they do not bear the full risk on their own could be another starting point for
collaboration.
In hindsight, the conceptual framework proved to be helpful to analyze both
movements and to find answers to the core questions of this research. Surveys and personal
interviews or participant observation could help to get additional (and more detailed) insights
in opinions, attitudes and objectives of both pressure groups, and to further examine the
difference between farmers who support WHES and farmers who support WMES. The main
problem I faced during the process of writing the Bachelor thesis was the problem of
generalization which easily results in offending and stigmatizing people. This was not my
intention. In some cases, however, it was difficult to avoid.
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