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“When we talk together, it is rarely with depth. For the most part, we see our
conversations as either opportunities to trade information or arena’s in which to win
points.” (Isaacs, 1999)
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ABSTRACT
At the moment around 800 million people go to bed hungry, 2 billion people suffer from
hidden hunger in the form of micronutrient deficiencies and another 1.9 billion people
are overweight or obese. At the moment every five seconds a child dies because of a lack
of good nutrition. Food security is therefore regarded as one of the major global issues
which should be tackled according to the Sustainable Development Goals of the United
Nations and the food security policies of the Dutch government.
Global food insecurity is conceived as a complex, ambiguous, contested and persistent
problem that involves multiple sectors, actors and activities at multiple scales and across
multiple policy domains. Major divergence between researchers and practitioners exist
when it comes to the definition of the problem and required solutions. Appearing,
disappearing and reappearing stories, frames and meanings surround the debate about
what food security entails, why it should be achieved and how this should be done
resulting in various ‘food security recipes’.
Although dialogue and re-alignment across different stakeholders and sectors (e.g.
agriculture, development, health) in society is regarded as a prerequisite in order to
create actual change and improve food security, current knowledge is limited about
where actor’s frames and meanings include or exclude each other. Also the barriers for
interaction and reframing processes within the complex environment of food security are
not yet explored.
I worked for five months as an intern, and at the same time regarded myself as
participant-observer, at the cluster food and nutrition security at The Ministry of Foreign
Affairs to obtain an emic perspective of food security field. After this period I held
interviews with key actors from the Dutch government, private sector, knowledge
institutes and NGOs. I identified four interpretive communities amongst Dutch actors: the
‘Agri-industrial food regime’, ‘Food otherwise movement’, ‘Food systems approach’ and
the ‘Let a thousand flowers bloom approach’. Besides the large discrepancies of frames
and meanings on the issue of food, also major misalignments exist about the (policy)
process and the expectations of each other’s roles and responsibilities.
The usually sketched demarcations between stakeholder groups and frames are less
static and clear which creates opportunities for new ways and entry points for
(deliberative) interaction and reframing processes. In other words, the field of food
security seems to be highly fragmented but also features enabling conditions for
consensus overlapping between actors.
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Furthermore I identified four dimensions of the disabling environment surrounding
reframing processes between actors; the sociological, organizational, institutional and
substantive dimension. Actors concerned with food security are for example highly selfreferential and interact mostly with like-minded people which doesn’t allow for much
reframing between interpretive communities. The complexity of the food security issue
and the overload of ambiguous concepts and false dichotomies also create fuzziness and
miscommunications during interaction processes.
These barriers don’t have to be seen solely as obstructions or limitations. They can be
pursued as valuable opportunities to capitalize the rich amount of knowledge and
collective intelligence present amongst Dutch actors. The current self-referential and
identity defending mindsets of actors which are hard to change are however the most
difficult aspect to overcome to come to shared perspectives on how to challenge the
current state of food insecurity in the world.
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PREFACE
A bit more than three years ago I received the confirmation letter from Wageningen
University with the approval to join the master Development & Rural Innovation. During
that time I was working at a construction company doing my daily construction costs
calculations. Although I felt regretful to tell my boss and colleague that I was going to
exchange my real estate career for a full-time development study, the confirmation letter
felt as if I had just won the lottery. It was a completely different experience compared to
previous studies to go ‘back to school’ because I stepped in with a full conscious and overmotivated mindset. I even couldn’t take enough pictures during my first lecture in
Wageningen to capture this moment of joy. The past years even surpassed my initial
excitement and inspired and shaped me personally as well professionally in a great way.
This thesis, as a final assignment to complete my master program has therefore been
much more for me than ‘just’ a large assignment. It also has been the result of my newly
gained interest in the complex field of food security with all its complexity and fascinating
people involved. This interest in food security really ignited with the opportunity to do an
internship at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in The Hague. At the cluster food and
nutrition security I developed my curiosity for the global challenges of development and
food security as well as my interest on how my colleagues at The Ministry were dealing
with the multitude of perspectives surrounding food security in their day-to-day practices.
The holistic approach I took in this research combines both interests. It tries to
understand the divergence of meanings surrounding food security in The Netherlands and
how development actors consequently deal with this complex matter in interaction. I
enjoyed linking the theories I came across during my masters with the experience I had
during and after my internship at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Also the joyful interviews
I held with respondents from the Dutch ministries, banks, seed companies, NGOs and
well-known researchers gave me many new insights and motivation.
Hopefully this curiosity let to some new insights for researchers and practitioners, from
newbies to experts, about the way Dutch development actors give meaning to food
security and how they deal with people who think differently. The input and insights from
my former colleagues and fellow interns at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs helped me very
much to design and carry out this research. I am also very delighted that many
professionals from the field made some time for me to participate in the research. My
respondents were all very open and willing to share their perspectives and personal
stories. It surprised me how dedicated and passionate everyone was to help solving the
challenges we face in the world.
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To conclude this preface I want to thank some people who made my time at Wageningen
University an enjoyable journey. First of all I would like to thank the people at
Wageningen University, especially those who are concerned with the master
Development & Rural Innovation and approved my application! Wageningen University
was that time the only university in The Netherlands who even allowed me to hand in an
application form to follow a social science master program on the basis of my previous
bachelor degree in building engineering. I also would like to thank my teacher, internship
supervisor, thesis supervisor and my fellow villager Noelle Aarts for her inspiration and
motivation the past two years. Many ideas and interest which resulted in this final thesis
can be traced back to her lessons and the conversations we had. Also my fellow MDR
students from all over the world enriched the past three years with their food,
experiences and perspectives. Special thanks to my brother Nelson Owusu Ntiamoah
from Ghana for his intellectual insights and reflections on myself and society in general.
Also I would like to thank Thijs Stoffelen for our joint decision to go both ‘back to school’
and for the opportunity to do some construction work together besides our studies.
Finally I would like to thank the support of my family and in special my girlfriend Margot
who had to listen to all my new insights day after day.
Alex La Vos
Beek, August 2017

PS I tried to describe and portray the interpretations of my respondents as clear and
correct as possible. There remains however the possibility that I misinterpreted my
respondents in some occasions. Therefore I want to make explicit that I take the full
responsibility for any (mis)interpretations made in this thesis.
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INTRODUCTION

Almost 800 million people go to bed hungry every day, 2 billion people suffer from
‘hidden hunger’ of micronutrient deficiencies and another 1.9 billion people are
overweight or obese (FAO, IFAD, & WFP, 2015; International Food Policy Research
Institute, 2015; Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2016a). These facts around one of our
basic physiological needs indicate that our world society has a serious problem to solve.
The United Nations formulated therefore the eradication of hunger and malnutrition by
2030 as one of their major Sustainable Development Goals and the Dutch government is
dedicated to achieve ‘zero hunger and zero malnutrition’ by allocating more than 300
million euro of its budget per year in their food security policies (Ministerie van
Buitenlandse Zaken, 2014, 2015).
Feeding the world is a complex technical matter which calls for more cooperation
between actors according to the Dutch Advisory Council on International Affairs (AIV,
2016). Food security is also characterized by appearing, disappearing and reappearing
stories and frames about what food security entails, why it should be achieved and how
this should be done. Large variations on what food security means are also present
amongst Dutch development actors, consisting of the public sector, researcher institutes,
private sector, NGO´s and consultants. All these actors think and act according their own
unique constructed realities. These multiple realities produce diverse problem definitions
and solutions around food security issues, processes, roles and responsibilities.
Sometimes these ideas overlap, but especially when problems become more complex
they result in disagreements and controversies (Schön & Rein, 1994).
In order to create synergies and actual change to enhance food security depends however
on dialogue and re-alignment across different sectors in society (Allen, 2013; Brouwer,
Woodhill, Hemmati, Verhoosel, & van Vugt, 2015). Therefore, conventional governance
arrangements are not regarded as appropriate anymore and new ways of working and
thinking together are investigated by practitioners and researchers: “we need to develop
shared perspectives, new understanding, and collective commitment for action, even
between groups who may at first seem to have diverging interests or be in conflict.”
(Brouwer et al., 2015).
The above sketched situation means that the Dutch field of food security is facing two
major challenges which are going to be analyzed in my research.
Firstly, the increased interdependency between ideas and actions of actors requires an
identification how Dutch development actors currently frame and give meaning to the
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multiple dimensions of food security (i.e. issue, identities, relationships, process, roles
and responsibilities) to understand where meanings and arguments include or exclude
each other. At the moment there is not much knowledge about the degree of consensus
on food security among Dutch development actors. The mapping of meanings (Yanow,
1996) sheds a fresh light on conflicts and problems to ‘enlighten’ practitioners by
comparing meanings and arguments. Furthermore, increasing the transparency of
motives and interests, besides the impacts and consequences of development, is crucial
and allows politicians and policy-makers as well as citizens to weight different policy
options more accurately (Spitz, Muskens, & van Ewijk, 2013). The existing decennia old
narratives and obsolete dichotomies (e.g. production vs distribution, rural vs urban,
smallholders vs SMEs, cash crops vs food crops) are unable to capture the systemic and
evolutionary nature of the global food crisis (Sonnino, Marsden, & Moragues-Faus, 2016).
This research adds knowledge about how Dutch development actors frame food security
as addition to the current research on framing food security in other countries and the EU
(Candel, Breeman, Stiller, & Termeer, 2014; Kirwan & Maye, 2013; Mooney & Hunt, 2009;
Sibbing, 2014)
Secondly, collaboration and interaction processes between actors are currently put
central in the field of development cooperation, therefore barriers for these processes
need to be identified to design appropriate interaction processes. Many researchers and
practitioners are concentrated on the potentials and pitfalls for so-called public-private
partnerships (PPPs) (Bouma & Berkhout, 2015; Glasbergen, 2010; Kolk, van Tulder, &
Kostwinder, 2008; Pattberg & Widerberg, 2016; van den Bos, 2014). But interaction
processes go further than only these PPPs which are mainly opportunity focused
(Brouwer et al., 2015). Brouwer and Woodhill argue that problem and conflict focused
collaborations barely takes place. To understand these last sort of collaborations
researchers from different scientific fields try to understand what kind of (governance)
interaction arrangements can be used or designed to enhance alignment between actors
(Breeman, Dijkman, & Termeer, 2015; Brouwer et al., 2015; Isaacs, 1999; Partnerships
Resource Centre, 2016; Schön & Rein, 1994). Empirical research on how Dutch
development actors in the field of food security look against this increasing amount of
interaction processes is missing. My research analyzes how this reframing between actors
and interpretive communities takes place but also identifies barriers for reframing food
security frames and meanings between Dutch development actors.
I make use of the theoretical concepts of multiple realities, interpretive communities,
framing and reframing. The methodological approach undertaken combines an inductive
frame package analysis with the three approaches to framing (i.e. issue, identity and
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relationships, and processes) described by Dewulf and colleagues (Candel et al., 2014;
Dewulf et al., 2009; Van Gorp & van der Goot, 2012; van Hulst & Yanow, 2016). Both
theoretical concepts and methodological choices align well with current research and are
based on an interpretive research approach.

Research objectives and questions
The objective of this research is twofold. First I want to gain more knowledge about how
Dutch development actors currently frame and give meaning to food security in order to
understand the various interpretations of food security. Secondly, I want to gain more
understanding of current interaction and reframing processes between Dutch
development actors by identifying the main barriers surrounding these processes.
Main research question
How do Dutch development actors frame and interpret food security and what are
barriers for the interaction and reframing processes between them?
Sub research question 1

How do Dutch development actors frame and interpret food
security issues, identities and relationships, (policy)
interaction processes, roles and responsibilities?

Sub research question 2

How do Dutch actor groups (i.e. Government, private sector,
knowledge institutes and NGOs) relate to the identified
frames and meanings?

Sub research question 3

What are barriers for the required interaction and reframing
processes between Dutch development actors?

Thesis outline
In the next chapter I describe the state of food security (agendas) in the world, the
wickedness surrounding food security and a short literature review on framing food
security. Chapter three and four are containing the conceptual framework and applied
methodology. Chapter 5 contains the two major results of the research. Result one
reveals how food security is framed and interpreted by different interpretive
communities in The Netherlands and result two shows the disabling environment for
bridging actors and interpretive communities. In the sixth chapter, I answer my research
questions. The results are put in perspective in the discussion section including two
recommendations for theory and practice.
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FOOD SECURITY

Before elaborating on my conceptual framework and methodology, I contextualize my
research questions through the performance of a literature review on the current state of
food security in the world, the positioning of food security in Dutch policies and the
current research on framing the wicked issue of food security.

The state of food security
“A situation that exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social and
economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary
needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life.” (FAO et al., 2015)
Above formulation of the Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations (FAO)
is the current leading worldwide definition of food security. Many people still experience
food insecurity after decades of programs and projects to reduce hunger and
malnutrition, especially in the global South. Every five seconds a child dies because of a
lack of good nutrition (UKaid, 2011). After years of dropping numbers of world hunger,
new estimations by the FAO reveals that worldwide hunger is on the rise again (FAO,
2017). Besides the numbers about hunger, also more attention is drawn towards the
problematics of undernutrition and obesity, topics which transcend the underdeveloped
and Third world dimension towards the developed global North. Therefore food security is
these days also formulated as food and nutrition security to put more emphasis on the
under- and over- nutritional dimension of the issue. At the moment around 800 million
people go bed hungry, 2 billion people suffer from ‘hidden hunger’ in the form of
micronutrient deficiencies (e.g. lack of vitamin A, iron, zinc, iodine) and another 1.9 billion
people are overweight or obese (FAO et al., 2015; International Food Policy Research
Institute, 2015; Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2016a). Around 60% of the world’s
undernourished people live in South Asia, whereas the highest incidence of
undernourishment is in sub-Saharan Africa, where approximately one-third of the
population is underfed (FAO, 2006a).
Since the start of the new millennium the world actually produces enough food for
everyone. New agricultural technologies increased the yields of produces significantly in
Europe, America and Asia although the yields in African countries stayed behind. The fact
that people still face food insecurity indicates that the issue of food security faces more
variables than production alone as Amartya Sen already examined in 1981: “starvation is
a matter of some people not having enough food to eat, and not a matter of there being
not enough food to eat” (Sen, 1981).
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Food security is therefore be defined in terms of availability, access, stability and
utilization (FAO, 2008):

Physical AVAILABILITY of food - Food availability addresses the “supply side” of
food security and is determined by the level of food production, stock levels and
net trade.
Economic and physical ACCESS to food - An adequate supply of food at the
national or international level does not in itself guarantee household level food
security. Concerns about insufficient food access have resulted in a greater policy
focus on incomes, expenditure, markets and prices in achieving food security
objectives.
Food UTILIZATION - Utilization is commonly understood as the way the
body makes the most of various nutrients in the food. Sufficient energy and
nutrient intake by individuals is the result of good care and feeding practices, food
preparation, diversity of the diet and intra-household distribution of food.
Combined with good biological utilization of food consumed, this determines the
nutritional status of individuals.
STABILITY of the other three dimensions over time - Even if your food
intake is adequate today, you are still considered to be food insecure if you have
inadequate access to food on a periodic basis, risking a deterioration of your
nutritional status. Adverse weather conditions, political instability, or economic
factors (unemployment, rising food prices) may have an impact on your food
security status.
(FAO, 2008)

Whereas in situations of food security people have access and can use enough and
nutritious food over a certain stable period, there are also situations wherein people are
food insecure. People experience food insecure periods when they don’t have stable
access to enough and nutritious food resulting in famines or nutritious deficits such as
wasting, stunting, underweight or overweight (FAO et al., 2015). These food insecure
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periods can have an effect on individuals, households, specific population groups or a
wider population, although the family is regarded as the basic unit to analyze food
security (IAASTD, 2009).
The questions of availability and access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food are under
pressure of many interlinked challenges in the world today. Food security is for example
under pressure from climate change, conflicts, changing diets and migration. Other less
obvious variables such as the increasing demand for meat in the world also puts pressure
on scarce natural resources to produce food (IAASTD, 2009). Therefore the spectrum of
FAO’s top priorities expend to issues as climate change mitigation and adaptation, water
scarcity, migration and the support of conflict-affected rural livelihoods as well as ongoing
work on nutrition, fisheries, forestry and Antimicrobial Resistance (FAO, 2017).
The year 2007/2008 caused a major turnaround in thinking about food and agriculture
internationally because food prices increased massively and refreshed political
momentum to address the problem of food security (Duncan, 2015). The sky rocketing
food prices caused a global food crisis affecting mainly low-income consumers in
developing countries. During this crises another 200 million people have gone hungry,
around 130-155 million people were pushed into poverty and this resulted in unrest in
more than 60 countries (Duncan, 2015). The rising food prices is also seen as one of he
major causes behind the unrest and instability in the middle-east in 2011 (Spitz, 2012).
The international (scientific) debate about the role of the global food system and how to
operationalize food security around a wide range of stakeholders became the key
question (Maye & Kirwan, 2013). Dealing with food security is internationally seen as one
of the major development challenges formulated in Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) (United Nations Development Programme, 2015).

The revival of the food security agenda in The Netherlands
Food security also reached Dutch agricultural and development agendas because of the
food crises in 2007/2008. Barack Obama asked the international community at the G8
conference in 2009 to invest 20 billion dollar in Food Security (Spitz, 2012). The Dutch
state secretaries Ben Knapen (Ministry of Foreign Affairs) and Henk Bleker (Ministry of
Economic Affairs, Agriculture and Innovation) came with a new policy letter on Food
Security in 2011 where they announced to raise the food security budget from 160 to 435
million euros in 2015. The most food security responsibilities were allocated to the
Ministry of Development Cooperation (later becoming Foreign Trade and Development
Cooperation (BHOS) as part of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA) while (inter)national
agricultural policies were formed at the Ministry of Economic Affairs (MoEA). Both
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ministries work in close cooperation when it comes to global food security issues by
interconnecting their development, trade and agricultural expertise and policies. MoFA
concentrates mainly on development and trade issues when talking about agriculture and
food while MoEA focuses on the opportunities for the Dutch economy and the private
sector. In the 2013 development policy of the Dutch government ‘A World to Gain; A New
Agenda for Aid’, food security became one of the four spearheads besides sexual and

reproductive health and rights (SRHR), water and security and the rule of law (Ministerie
van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013a).
Especially after the 2007/2008 food crises industrialized countries gained an increased
awareness about the relation between their own country’s national food security and the
responsibility they had for global food security which increased the need for reframing
(Brunori, Malandrin, & Rossi, 2013). Linkages between Dutch national policies and
international policies become stronger. In recent years a start is made towards a more
integrated national and international Dutch food agenda dealing with not only food
security or agriculture but also by including environmental and health aspects (Ministerie
van Economische Zaken, 2015). This means that also the Ministry of Infrastructure and
Environment (e.g. environmental sustainability) and the Ministry of Health, Welfare and
Sport (e.g. public health and nutrition) are becoming relevant for international food
(related) policies. A clear demarcation between (international) food policies and global
food security policies is probably the way which is going to be taken, although more
coherence is trying to be reached between the two policies. The direction, feasibility and
success of this integrated agenda are however surrounded by a lot of uncertainty,
especially because new government formations are taken place at the moment.
The Dutch government spend around 350 million euros yearly on food security policies
(Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2016b). Another 300 million euros is spends
indirectly on food and nutrition security through other budgets and programs. The Dutch
government has an ‘aid’ or ‘transition’ relationship with 15 partner countries. Most of
them are located in Africa and have food security as one of their main development
themes.

A wicked topic
Besides the risen interest of the Dutch government, also NGOs, knowledge institutes and
businesses became more active on the topic of food security. Businesses become trade
partners and investors in projects to support local authorities and entrepreneurs, while
knowledge institutes focus on the search for solutions for food security (Ministerie van
Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013a). Food Security has a strong business case but also a strong
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NGO case (Bouma & Berkhout, 2015). The current Dutch Diamond approach of the Dutch
government with its proposed public private partnerships is especially applicable at the
field of food security. This means that many actor groups are involved. The Dutch
positioning of knowledge institutes like Wageningen University and large agricultural
businesses makes the relation of The Netherlands with food security even stronger.
However, the involvement of a growing amount of actors in development cooperation
since the beginning of the millennium also increased the pressure on the variety of views
within the development field drastically (P. van Lieshout, Went, & Kremer, 2010). Actor
proliferation (i.e. increase of number and kind of actors), sector diversification (e.g.
economic, social, environmental), included globalized challenges (e.g. climate change and
global security) and aid fragmentation (i.e. more and smaller development projects) all
characterize the current development field. This means that development stepped up
from the traditional Official Development Assistance (ODA), consisting of hierarchical and
clear linear aid relations, towards a hypercollective action where actors combine their
energies and resources on a more horizontal manner (Severino & Ray, 2010). This can be
seen as the ‘collaborative paradigm’ of the 21st century (Austin, 2000). Also the
conceptual shift from development aid into development cooperation marks this
transition (OECD, 2015). This cooperative transition is regarded as ‘far from easy’, but is
nevertheless seen as a necessity for the future of international development (Severino &
Ray, 2010). It is assumed that in order to deal with real world issues and achieve real
change, it is required to work together with a range of different people and organizations,
all having their specific interest and backgrounds (Brouwer et al., 2015).
Above sketched changes in the development and food security landscape (i.e. more
actors, more sectors, more transnational, more projects, more funding channels) also
increases the interfaces of a high variety of development paradigms (Bellù, 2011),
narratives (E. M. Roe, 1991), frames (Cornwall & Eade, 2010) and meanings (Ziai, 2013)
about food security. This shouldn’t be a problem in itself, but strength to embrace to
“make a difference” as the Dutch Minister of Foreign Trade and Development
Cooperation, Lilianne Ploumen argues (Minister voor Buitenlandse Handel en
Ontwikkelingssamenwerking, 2015c).
Although the awareness and understanding of the need for increased collaboration
between actors became the status quo, food security remains a wicked issue with major
interaction and governance challenges (Breeman et al., 2015; Candel et al., 2014): “Food
security is a complex, ambiguous, con-tested and persistent (in a word, ‘wicked’) problem
that involves multiple sectors, actors and activities at multiple scales and across multiple
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policy domains.” (Candel, 2014). This wickedness originates from the interplay of
technical, environmental, economic and social drivers across various scales and the
governance process is therefore hardly to design and implement (Candel, 2014).
According to Termeer and colleagues, many policy problems, as is food security is, are illdefined, ambiguous, contested, feature multi-layered interdependencies, complex social
dynamics and are highly resistant to solutions “because today’s problems emerge as a
result of trying to understand and solve yesterday’s problems (Termeer, Dewulf,
Breeman, & Stiller, 2015).

(Re)framing food security
The previously sketched wickedness of food security with the accompanied increase of
interfaces between actors results in a large diversity of how actors frame and the issue,
identities and relationships, and policy processes of food security. The different
backgrounds, interests and meanings of actors lead to different framings of what food
security is, how it should be achieved and why it is needed.
Because a lot of questions are still unanswered around how food security governance and
food policy should be given shape, many researchers are currently disentangling food
security frames and the required reframing processes as is visualized in the table below.
Table 1 Research on framing food security
(Mooney &
Hunt, 2009)

Unit of analysis Food security context
UN and US
Global food security

(Kirwan &
Maye, 2013)

UK
Government

Food security in the UK

(Brunori et
al., 2013)

Italy

Global food security

(Candel,
2014)

CAP

Global food security and
EU food security

(Sibbing,
2014)

Wageningen
UR

Global food security

Identified frames/approaches
- Hunger framing
- Community framing
- Risk Framing
- Head in the sand approach
- Self-sufficient approach
- Sustainable production approach
- Challenge to modernization
- Food crisis and food security
- The turn to quality
- Productionist frame
- Environmental frame
- Development frame
- Free trade frame
- Regional frame
- Food sovereignty
- More to More (productionist frame)
- More socio-cultural and agro ecological
aspects

Some of the above researchers perceive food security as a consensus frame (Candel et al.,
2014; Mooney & Hunt, 2009): “A consensus frame is a concept or term that finds broad
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resonance and consent, but which is used to make diverging, and sometimes conflicting,
claims.” (Candel et al., 2014). Damian Maye and James Kirwan call this diversity a
fractured consensus:
Thus while there is a broad consensus that food security is a vital future challenge,
there are significant fault-lines in terms of how to restructure and develop sociotechnical innovations to make agrifood systems more resilient. (Maye & Kirwan,
2013).
Candel identified six conflicting and overlapping frames within the EU consensus frame of
food security: the productionist frame, environmental frame, development frame, free
trade frame, regional frame and the food sovereignty frame (Candel et al., 2014).
Scientists aim for a better understanding of the entangled nature of public concern with
its multiple scales and multiple issues that incorporate a variety of social, political and
environmental dimensions (Maye & Kirwan, 2013). In line with my own research
objectives, many scientists try to understand the framing of food security by making
linkages between framing theory and public policy theories (Candel, 2014; Maye &
Kirwan, 2013). Although research on the ‘framing of food security’ is done by other
researchers in The Netherlands and abroad, a research on how Dutch development actors
within the Dutch Diamond (Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013b) frame food
security is not yet performed.
I elaborate on both concepts of framing and reframing in more detail in my conceptual
framework, analytical framework and results chapters.
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

For answering the research questions I make use of the concepts multiple realities,
interpretive communities, framing, and reframing. These concepts are strongly linked to
each other on ontological and epistemological basis. A very simplified process framework
of these four concepts:

Multiple realities

Framing

Reframing

Interpretive communities
Figure 1 The four concepts of the conceptual framework

Multiple realities
Food security means a lot for many. The concept of ‘multiple realities’ is acknowledges
that the reality in where we live is not given but socially constructed by every individual
(D. E. Gray, 2013). This touches upon the epistemological belief that knowledge is not
universally shared amongst actors but that every actor has his or her own body of
knowledge about what food security is, why it should be achieved and how it should be
achieved. These coexisting multiple realities on food security are formed by many factors
such as culture, social interests, identity and self-representational interests (Leeuwis,
2004). The concept of ‘multiple realities’ is my epistemological and ontological starting
point of this research, connecting to framing, reframing and interpretive communities.
Wolfgang Sachs formulated once: “development is much more than just a socio-economic
endeavor; it is a perception which models reality, a myth which comforts societies, and a
fantasy which unleashes passions” (1992). Dutch development cooperation, and the
Dutch food security debate, is taking place in a rhetorical industry: an ideological
performance in which discourse production, paradigm maintenance and tweaking the
perception of receding horizons are the actual achievement (Kremer, van Lieshout, &
Went, 2009).
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The food security field furthermore increases in complexity these days, mainly because of
the inclusion of an increasing amount of different actor groups, such as retailers and
health professionals. The different realities on food security can help to move away from
simplistic views about developing the Third World and should start to converge the high
variety of realities. But, this need for intertwining these realities is easier said than done.
The fact is that the amount of realities on development equates the amount of people
involved and that everyone relies on a set of frames which are unique and thus
consequently construct distinct realities which come together in various spaces. To
summarize:
Hence, the active role of the stakeholders involved in rural development processes
leads us to acknowledge that development interventions are not simple
implementations of externally-planned actions but rather arenas wherein social
actors with different worldviews interact, negotiate, and even fight and resist each
other (Long, 1992; 2001). (Landini, Long, Leeuwis, & Murtagh, 2014)

Framing
Multiple realities relate to the concept of framing when actors try to make sense of the
world around them (i.e. perceived reality) and make some of those perceptions more
salient than others in their communication. Robert Entman describes framing as follows:
To frame is to select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more
salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem
definition,

causal

interpretation,

moral

evaluation,

and/or

treatment

recommendation for the item described. (Entman, 1993)
Entman’s definition is one of the most well-known definitions when it comes to framing in
the field of communication sciences. There are however divergent theoretical approaches
towards the concept and use of frames and framing from other scientific disciplines, such
as public policy, which results in a lot of confusion how to use these concepts in the right
way (Dewulf et al., 2009). Some researchers conceive frames as a more cognitive way of
looking at what people think or interpret while others take on an interactional approach.
Dewulf and colleagues argue that the cognitive approach considers frames to be
representations stored in people’s memory. Framing is in this sense the process of
applying frames to certain situations. They consider the interactional approach to be the
dynamic enactment and shaping of meaning in ongoing interactions. Frames are in this
way transient communication structures (Dewulf et al., 2009).
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The cognitive approach has a history in cognitive psychology (Barlett’s schema theory of
memory, 1932). The interactional approach builts on the definition by Entman and stems
from Batesons’ meta-communication study in 1954. Entman’s description described
above formulates it mainly as a ‘promotional’ activity, while for my research, I also
include the less promotional dimensions of sense making, selecting, naming and
categorizing which has also a more cognitive perspective. Interpretive research often
treats frames as cognitions (e.g. subjective meanings or mental models) (Dewulf et al.,
2009).
In my research I hold on to a very clear explanation by Van Hulst and Yanow which
combines some frame and framing approaches of other researchers and formulates a
more comprehensive frame analysis. They built on earlier work of Donald Schön and
Martin Rein who were also studying framing processes in the policy environment (Rein &
Schön, 1993). Van Hulst and Yanow include three aspects of what framing does: (1) sense
making, (2) selecting, naming, categorizing (3) and storytelling (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016).
Sense-making is a situated process to which policy-relevant actors attend in
circumstances that are ambiguous or about which there are uncertainties.
Intractable policy controversies are clear examples of these. Through their use of
language, the other two—selecting-categorizing-naming and storytelling—draw
certain features of an intractable policy situation together, thereby both rendering
them more coherent and graspable and diverting attention from their ambiguities
and uncertainties. (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016)
Food security is one of the major development issues and development is accordingly
regarded as a very uncertain activity in where actors try to make sense of it by telling
stories or scenarios that simplify the ambiguities (E. M. Roe, 1991). Besides the issues
involved, the policy process itself also becomes more part of the discussion. These
discussions about the policy process can therefore be seen as the meta-communication
(van Hulst & Yanow, 2016) of the food security debate. So besides Van Hulst and Yanow´s
explanation about what framing does, and in addition to Entman, Schon and Rein, they
created a more process-oriented and politically sensitive understanding of framing with
describing three kind of entities of what gets framed when we talk about policy: (1) policy
issues, (2) policy actors’ identities and relationships and (3) the policy process based on
the research of Dewulf and colleagues (Dewulf et al., 2009).
My choice for Van Hulst and Yanows’ conceptualization is that issue frames only tell a
small part of the multi-dimensional meaning making of actors around the topic and policy
environment of food security. It’s possible to describe some main food security frames,
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but by doing so, it remains mainly to the description of the substantive content of the
issue at stake, not so much about the framing of identities and relationships and the
policy process itself (Dewulf et al., 2009; van Hulst & Yanow, 2016). Especially for the
identification of interpretive communities to answer my research questions this is very
useful. Claims by actors about ‘others’ or ‘processes’ makes my analysis richer and more
informative. These communities could have shared identity, relationship and process
frames which separate themselves from other groups.
The role of frames and framing around the topic of food security is highly relevant
because of the complex environment of the field. Framing is evident and unavoidable in
the uncertain environment wherein goals have to be set and policies are formulated.
Stone calls the policy making process: “an ongoing discursive struggle over the definition
and conceptual framing of problems, the public understanding of the issues, the shared
meanings that motivate policy responses, and criteria for evaluation.” (Stone, 2002).
Rein and Schön formulated why framing is problematic:
Framing is problematic because it leads to different views of the world and creates
multiple social realities. Interest groups and policy constituencies, scholars
working in different disciplines, and individuals in different contexts of everyday
life have different frames and that lead them to see different things, make
different interpretations of the way things are, and support different courses of
action concerning what is to be done, by whom, and how to do it. (Rein & Schön,
1993)
Shedding light on conflicts and problems and their meanings and arguments, through
analyzing how food security is frame in The Netherlands, allows actors to weight different
policy options more accurately (Yanow, 1996). As Candel and colleagues also argue:
“recognizing food security frames is crucial, because their considerable impact on
processes of policy formation and institutionalization.” (Candel, Breeman, Stiller, &
Termeer, 2014).
I present some examples which illustrate why the concept of framing, although widely
used in research and practice, is essential in studying the current Dutch food security
debate. Stories about people eating poisonous plants and leaves and the mass treatment
of hunger at feeding centers in Niger in 2005 resulted in massive attention from news
reporters, aid agencies and the UN. International food aid arrived, but local inhabitants
and authorities denied that there was a food crises going on. A new famine was actually
framed. The flow of food aid consequently resulted in a dropping local food prices and
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affected the local food market. The ‘poisonous plants’ were furthermore part of their
daily diet and 90 percent of the children at the feeding centers were actually treated for
malaria (Search ‘The Famine Scam’ at youtube for the documentary). So framing a certain
interpreted situation can have large consequences in reality.
A situation which is more recent and taking place in The Netherlands is the framing of
economic development as a solution for current migration flows from Africa to Europe.
Although scientists and UN agencies repeatedly mention and report that this story is not
correct (Clemens, 2014; Flahaux & de Haas, 2014), The Dutch government and other EU
countries formulate policies and allocate budgets to invest in the economic development
of Africa to stop migration. This is one of the long existing narratives to legitimize
migration policies and also influences the formulation of food security policies these days.
The last example is maybe the most prevailing one in the field of development
cooperation. It relates to the question if development has an impact at all on countries
and peoples (mainly in the Global south). According to many, development cooperation,
with the past Millennium Development Goals, has halved the poverty worldwide. These
claims are mainly made to support further development cooperation, although it’s wellknown that the results in halving poverty were mainly realized by countries which didn’t
receive official development assistance (e.g. China). Although the story and claimed
impact is impossible to measure, it legitimates the continuation and relevance of
development cooperation.
Above examples and the use of the framing concept by Van Hulst and Yanow explicates
why I use this concept for my research in understanding the current Dutch food security
debate with its potential barriers for bridging interpretive communities. In the
Methodology section of the thesis research I explain the practical steps undertaken in my
interpretive analysis to integrate the multiple dimensions of framing.

Interpretive communities
When thinking about communities we all think about the common communities in
society, such as gated communities where people live, over-enthusiastic Ajax hooligans or
the Ku Klux Klan. Political parties can also be seen as communities. Each political party has
their history and supporters through time with their shared values, beliefs and identities.
Many times parties are willing to cooperate with each other but sometimes they differ
too much which result in the exclusion of one of the parties. There are some larger and
long existing parties in our parliament and there are some new upcoming parties with
new ideas. Some of the political parties are fundamentally anchored in certain believes,
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ideologies and values, such as Christian parties or animal parties. These communities
which share their meanings could be called ‘interpretive communities’ (Yanow, 2000).
Meanings are a collection of values, feelings and believe. Although political parties are
easy to identify, interpretive communities are not always labelled and clearly demarcated
(Yanow, 2000).
During my internship at the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs I became aware of the
existence of these interpretive communities within the field of food security and
development cooperation in general. As explained in the previous concepts ‘multiple
realities’ and ‘framing’, actor’s meanings depend on more factors than just their job or
profession. They also depend on factors such as culture, social interests, identity and selfrepresentational interests (Leeuwis, 2004). Therefore I use the concept of ‘interpretive
communities’ as described by Yanow because this seems much more logical to
understand the current meanings of the global food security debate amongst Dutch
development actors. Major disagreements and controversies are mainly occurring when
deep rooted values, beliefs and feelings don’t align with others.
Using ‘interpretive communities’ as one of the major concepts in my research enriches
current research on the framing of food security in The Netherlands, but also adds new
insights to the identification of barriers and pitfalls the differences in frames and
meanings bring with them. The focus in studying interpretive communities is thus more
on the meanings of food security topics than on the frames actors deploy. As Leeuwis
nicely explains:
People may not only have ideas about whether or not, for example, chemical
fertilisers work or do not work, but also about whether their use is good or bad,
right or wrong, legitimate or illegitimate, just or unjust, etc. When attempting to
understand specific aspects of people’s knowledge, it is usually important to look
for such, often implicit, associated meanings. (Leeuwis, 2004)
When looking at my oversimplified conceptual framework in the beginning of this
chapter, these interpretive communities are bundles of shared meanings attached to the
framings of the socially constructed multiple realities. In Figure 2 I visualized the relation
between the first three concepts within my conceptual framework.
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Figure 2 From actor groups towards interpretive communities

The relevance of interpretive communities also result from previous research when it
comes to understanding scientific paradigms, dominant regimes and transformational
changes within systems. Building forward on the well-known work of Thomas Kuhn’s
scientific paradigms (Kuhn, 1970), Giovanni Dosi introduces the concept of ‘technological
paradigms’: as ‘model’ and a ‘pattern’ of solution of selected technological problems
based on selected principles derived from natural sciences and on selected material
technologies (Dosi, 1982). He adds that technological paradigms, but also research
programs, embody strong prescriptions on the directions of technical change to pursue
and those to neglect. Other concepts used by researchers for describing interpretive
communities are ‘discourse coalitions’ (Hajer, 2006), ‘speech communities’, ‘cluster of
disputants’ or ‘epistemic communities’ (Long, 2001). Interpretive communities can also
be linked to the concept of socio-technical regimes as is described in the reframing
concept below. Interpretive communities also from the backbone for my interpretative
methodology in chapter four.

Reframing
The last concept I use for this research is concerned with the way reframing takes place
within and between actors and interpretive communities. I use this concept to analyze
the environment wherein reframing between actors take place and to analyze the
barriers for the required reframing between the interpretive communities. These barriers
form the disabling environment for bridging realities in order to create complementarity
and capitalizing effects between actors. In line with framing, reframing logically also
occurs on three kinds of entities: issue; identities and relationships; and the (policy)
process (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016).
In literature, besides the use of the concept reframing, researchers also use the concepts
of frame shifts and frame changes (Aarts & van Woerkum, 2006; B. Gray, Purdy, & Ansari,
2015; Rein & Schön, 1993; van Hulst & Yanow, 2016; M. van Lieshout, Dewulf, Aarts, &
Termeer, 2014; van Woerkum, Aarts, & Van Herzele, 2011). These frame changes can be
for example be planned or unplanned and caused by external or internal pressures from
actor’s environments (Geels & Schot, 2007; B. Gray et al., 2015).
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As argued before, creating complementarity, synergies and actual change in order to
increase food security depends partly on dialogue and re-alignment across different
sectors and actors in society. It is therefore regarded and assumed to be a prerequisite by
researchers and practitioners. In the current interdependent and complex world we need
to “develop shared perspectives, new understanding, and collective commitment for
action, even between groups who may at first seem to have diverging interests or be in
conflict. (Brouwer et al., 2015). The (jointly) mapping of meanings (Yanow, 1996) could
for example shed fresh light on conflicts and problems experienced by practitioners
because it reveals where meanings and arguments include or exclude other meanings and
arguments. As Van Hulst and Yanow argue: “When frames shape policy definition,
discourse and debate but are not explicitly recognized as doing so, the reasoning that
underlies disagreements and contestation is typically not available, explicitly, to be
acknowledged and discussed.” (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016). Van Hulst and Yanow also
argue that through the execution of a frame analysis blindsiding could be dealt with and
could lead to potential reframing and resolution.
For my research I make a distinction between deliberative and non-deliberative
reframing. The former happens when interpretive communities exchange their frames
and meanings through planned deliberation processes which could result in frame shifts.
The latter summarizes all non-deliberative reframing which has many times an
unintentional, unplanned and involuntary cause. Later on in my research when I describe
the disabling environment for reframing I zoom in on the micro-level reframing.
Table 2 Two types of reframing

Two types of
reframing
Deliberative
reframing

Non-deliberative
reframing

Level

Description

Micro level Reframing through deliberative interaction
interactions processes. Could also be seen as dialogue,
network management or joint problem
explorations.
Micro and
Events/shocks/pressure from the landscape level,
macro level practices, pressure from others.
interactions

To conceptualize my second and third research question, I make use of the multi-level
perspective (MLP) of Schot and Geels and the conceptualizing of reframing by Van Hulst
and Yanow (Geels & Schot, 2007; van Hulst & Yanow, 2016).
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The MLP perspective which describes socio-technical transformations aligns well with the
current process in which the Dutch food security debate with its interpretive communities
is situated. There are pressures from the landscape/macro level (e.g. food shocks,
migration, obesity and climate change) on the socio-technical regime as well from actors
who try to (radically) transform the current food regime from the micro level (e.g.
critiquing the heavily industrialized food system and promoting sustainable food
systems). The MLP perspective as explained by Schot and Geels:
The multi-level perspective argues that transitions come about through
interactions between processes at these three levels: (a) niche-innovations build
up internal momentum, through learning processes, price/performance
improvements, and support from powerful groups, (b) changes at the landscape
level create pressure on the regime and (c) destabilisation of the regime creates
windows of opportunity for niche-innovations. The alignment of these processes
enables the breakthrough of novelties in mainstream markets where they
compete with the existing regime. (Geels & Schot, 2007)

Figure 3 Multi-level perspective on transitions (Geels & Schot, 2007)
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Some pressures from the landscape level are continuous but incremental, for example
climate change which creates instability and uncertainty for the current regime and
creates opportunities for movements (Geels & Schot, 2007). Other landscape pressures
are more seen as shocks and most of the time occurs unexpected: “The sociotechnical
landscape forms an exogenous environment beyond the direct influence of niche and
regime actors (macro-economics, deep cultural patterns, macro-political developments).
Changes at the land-scape level usually take place slowly (decades).”(Geels & Schot, 2007)
Deliberative and non-deliberative reframing pressures result in the destabilization of the
dominant regime inducing a re-configuration (i.e. reframing) between interpretive
communities. Geels and Schot call a regime a mix of practices, regulations, networks,
technologies etc. which is dominant in a certain field of expertise and shared amongst
different social groups such as scientists, policy makers, users and special interest groups.
This socio-technical regime is in my research seen as a bundle of the interpretive
communities who form together a dominant socio-technical regime.
The second reframing concept ‘deliberative reframing’ is grounded on the believe that
(inter)active reframing, or dialogue, could resolve policy controversies that arise in policy
practice (Bohm, 2013; Isaacs, 1999; Rein & Schön, 1993; van Hulst & Yanow, 2016). Schön
and Rein coined and advocated for what they call frame reflection in the policy process:
“for contending policy-relevant actors to consider how their own frames might be
contributing to the contentious situations they found themselves in. Perhaps, if
actors were willing and able to reflect on their frames, frame shifts—reframing—
might occur, and problems that had seemed irresolvable might be resolved after
all.” (Schön & Rein, 1994)
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METHODOLOGY

This methodology chapter describes the methodological and analytical choices I made.
First I explain my ontological and epistemological perspectives and what it actually entails
to do an interpretive research. Thereafter I relate this interpretive approach to my
conceptual framework which results in my analytical framework to analyze the data.
Lastly I explain the data collection methods, data sources and involved respondents.

Interpretative research
To answer the formulated research questions and to achieve the research objectives, an
interpretative explorative approach is chosen as most appropriate research approach.
This approach aligns with the epistemological and ontological assumptions I made in my
conceptual framework, as Yanow describes: “Interpretive methods are based on the
presupposition that we live in a social world characterized by the possibilities of multiple
interpretations.” (Yanow, 2000). Interpretive studies seek to explore peoples’ experiences
and their views or perspectives of these experiences. Interpretive studies are, typically,
inductive in nature and often associated with qualitative approaches to data gathering
and analysis (D. E. Gray, 2013). Interpretive research embraces a lot of different more
specific research approaches, such as frame analysis, ethno-methodology and
ethnography (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007; Yanow, 2007) but they all use qualitative
research methods opposing positivistic quantitative research approaches. I also use
different methodological approaches which can all by categorize under interpretive and
qualitative research.
My interpretive approach is consequently focused on the meanings, values, feelings and
beliefs of Dutch development actors who are involved in the food security debate as
described in the second chapter of this thesis. I have chosen to study the Dutch field of
food security partly as a reaction on the voices from Southern researchers criticizing the
fact that most development research is still research about the other while development
research deserves some serious re-thinking of its dominant paradigms and research
methods (Habermann, 2010). This means that I choose a different direction than most of
my fellow students in development studies by researching Dutch development actors
instead of taking the ‘South’ as object for my study.
I analyze the field of Food Security from the perspectives of Dutch development actors
(emic perspective), partly through a five-months period at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
but also analyze the total collection of data with the use of my own interpretation (etic
perspective) (Esbjörn-Hargens, 2009). Although I didn’t approach my time at the Ministry
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of Foreign Affairs as an ethnographic research, my observations and conversations I
performed during my internship has considerable overlap with what social scientists, and
especially anthropologists, conceive as ethnographic field work. Ethnography is shortly
described as “a descriptive account of a community or culture, usually one located
outside the West” (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007) and is executed by similar data
collection methods as I have used:
“In terms of data collection, ethnography usually involves the researcher
participating, overtly or covertly, in people’s daily lives for an extended period of
time, watching what happens, listening to what is said, and/or asking questions
through informal and formal interviews, collecting documents and artefacts – in
fact, gathering whatever data are available to throw light on the issues that are
the emerging focus of inquiry.” (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007)
With my overtly participation within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs I mingled my
observational role as researcher with the participation as system rider, resulting in a
participant-observer role (Yanow, 2007). I’ll elaborate on my used data collections
methods used within my interpretive approach in more detail in the following sections.
Besides all the advantages of interpretive research methods there are also some critiques
which have to be taken in mind while executing such a research. First of all it has the
tendency to reify meaning, and a concomitant instrumental notion of the stance of the
interpretive analyst. This is called meaning realism: “the view that meanings are fixed
entities that can be discovered and that exist independent of the interpreter” (T.A.
Schwandt, 2000). So I have to take into account that my own mental constructs may
interfere with the correct identification of a frame (Van Gorp & van der Goot, 2012).
Therefore, as I will explain later, I’ll make use of data triangulation to avoid
misinterpretations.

Data collection methods
The data collection and analysis has been an iterative and dynamic process although the
research consisted of several clearly separated phases as described in the Table 3.
Revisions of the research design and research questions therefore also took place during
the data collection. This is the consequence of the explorative and holistic way I
performed my study.
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Table 3 Data collection periods and activities

Period

Main research activities

Pre-internship period
till 02/2106
Internship period
02/2016 – 07/2016

Research proposal
Literature review
Observing and informal conversations
(In)formal meetings
Unstructured interviews
Initial analysis
Reformulating research proposal
Semi-structured interviews
Frame analysis
Writing research report

Post-internship period
08-2016 – 08-2017

My internship at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs at the cluster food and nutrition security
has been given real shape to the formulation of my research. I was able to understand the
day-to-day practices of Dutch policy officers and the current main questions,
perspectives, challenges and struggles they come across through the use of informal
interviews and participant observation. After the internship period a big part of the data
collection consisted of interviewing a wide range of development actors from the Dutch
government, NGOs, businesses and knowledge institutes. Although the field of food
security is characterized by international relations between actors, the research and data
collection is limited to the perspectives of Dutch development actors.
Throughout the data collection I made use of theoretical saturation, meaning continuing
collecting data till I had enough data to answer my research questions. Furthermore, with
the triangulation of data sources I tried to confirm and improve data collected from
interviews and other sources. In the research the interviews with my respondents are put
central for my analysis although many different data sources are (and could be) used to
enrich the analysis. Because of my explorative approach I wanted to focus on the
meanings resulting from my primary data (e.g. own observations, meetings and
interviews) and used secondary data (e.g. reports and other research) for more
clarification and triangulation because of the limited amount of interview respondents.
These interviews were held with around twenty key players in the Dutch food security
field (See Table 5). Most interviews were face-to-face interviews and three of the
interviews were done by telephone. The respondents were in first instance selected by
the people I got to know in and around my network as intern at the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. Secondly, I used snowball sampling in the way that my respondents or colleagues
referred to other relevant persons to include in my research. Thirdly, one of my
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interviewees made me aware of a consultation round, executed by the Food & Business
Knowledge Platform, which was organized to gather input for the Food & Nutrition
Security policy letter of 2014. This report gave me besides lots of data for my research
also names and organizations who were actively engaged with food security policies.
Fourthly, I interviewed people from all four sides of the so-called ‘Dutch Diamond’,
namely the public sector, knowledge institutes, civil society organizations and the private
sector. Lastly, besides including a diversity of actors I also diversified in the different
interpretive communities as much as possible when the research progressed. So this
means for example that I wanted to interview not only people who are in favor of
industrial agriculture but also people who actively questioned the promises of industrial
agriculture.
Table 4 Interview respondents
Actor group

Respondent

Organization

Job title

Date

Dutch
government

Tjeerd de Vries

Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

16-6-2016

Knowledge
institute

Herman Brouwer

Knowledge
institute

Frans Verberne

Consultant
Knowledge
institute
Private
sector
company
Knowledge
institute /
Government

Hilke Janssen
Prof. Ton Dietz

Centre for
Development
Innovation (CDI)
Food & Knowledge
Business Platform
(F&KBP)
BBO
African Studies
Centre Leiden
Unilever

Senior Policy Officer
Food & Nutrition
Security
Advisor multistakeholder
engagement
Director

Independent consultant
Director

17-10-2016
17-10-2016

Director Global External
Affairs

18-10-2016

Prof. Rudy
Rabbinge

Ministry of Economic
Affairs and
Wageningen UR

18-10-2016

NGO

Karin van Boxtel

Both ENDS

NGO
Private
sector
company
Knowledge
institute

Danny Wijnhoud
Hans Bogaard

ActionAid
Rabobank
Development

Former Special Envoy
Food Security at the
Ministry of Economic
Affairs
Officer Policy
Development –
Sustainable Land Use
Senior Researcher
Head Agribusiness

Prof. Ruerd
Ruben

Wageningen
Economic Research

25-10-2016

Dutch
government
Private
sector

Johan
Gatsonides
Maaike Groot

Ministry of Economic
Affairs
East-West Seed

Research Coordinator
Food Security, Value
Chains & Impact
Analysis
Head Food Security
Company
Representative

3-11-2016

Willem-Jan Laan

2-9-2016

17-10-2016

19-10-2016

19-10-2016
20-10-2016

25-10-2016
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Marijke de Graaf

ICCO

Edith van
Walsum
Bart Romijn
Paulus
Verschuren

ILEIA

Dutch
government

Chris de Nie

Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

Dutch
government

Jeroen Rijniers

Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

NGO
NGO
Dutch
government

Partos
Ministry of Foreign
Affairs

Food Security Strategy
and Policy Advisor
Director

4-11-2016

Director
Former Special Envoy
Food and Nutrition
Security at the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs
Senior Policy Officer
Food & Nutrition
Security
Senior Policy Officer
Food & Nutrition
Security

8-11-2016
10-11-2016

7-11-2016

10-11-2016

18-11-2016

Semi-structured interviews with development actors are the main source for in-depth
perspectives on and meanings of Food Security. The interviewees were fully informed
about the purpose of the interview. An interview guide with examples of questions and a
brief description of the research was provided a few days prior to the interview (See
appendix A). After every interview I reviewed my questions and formulated more specific
questions for the next respondents. Therefore I moved slowly away from my pre-defined
questions towards question resulting from my initial analysis.
Respondents were also asked for permission to audio record the interview. Even though
the interviews are transcribed using the software program Express Scribe Transcription
(yielding an average of 15 pages per interview), notes are made of the most important
information for a quick review and analysis and in case the recordings got lost, which
happened with the interview I had with Willem-Jan Laan from Unilever. After the
interviews are done, the transcripts (without coding) are sent to the interviewee for
feedback, possible additions and approval.
Although I sent an interview guide with some guiding questions I approached the
interviews on a very open-ended way which was appreciated by respondents. This way of
interviewing allowed my respondents “to pursue their own themes within the context of
broad questions about people’s roles in the conflict, their views on the issues at hand,
their opinions about other stakeholders, and their ideas about how to resolve a conflict.”
(Brummans et al., 2008).
Interviewees were furthermore granted confidentiality and are only mentioned in the
interview list below. Because they stay anonymous also removes their barrier to withhold
sensitive information. Although most respondents mentioned that they had no problems
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with mentioning their names I removed the names for everyone for more consistency in
the research. The transcriptions of the interviews were send to the respondents to give
them the opportunity to emphasis certain elements more or to mark sensitive parts
which I they didn’t want to be included in the research.
In line with my interpretive approach, I take into account that interviews are a
construction between the interviewer and interviewee. This means that responds are not
“repositories of knowledge […] as they are constructers of knowledge in collaboration
with interviewers” (Holstein & Gubrium, 2004). This means that what respondents say are
not objective expressions which are detached from the context (i.e. space and time) the
interview took place. They could express for example other opinions towards their
colleagues than they would tell me.
All the interviews are held in Dutch while my interview guide and questions are written in
English. I have chosen for a combination of languages because most food security experts
use English concepts because of their international working field. Discussions are on the
contrary regularly taken place in Dutch so this is also my preferred language for the
interviews and let respondents express themselves richer during interviews.
Unfortunately, this bilingual approach results in the need for paraphrasing my
respondents because of the required translation.
Besides my participant observations and interviews I also analyzed debates, discussions
and more formal organized meetings which I regarded as excellent place for analyzing
food security frames in action. These meetings can be seen as the social arenas where a
variety of worldviews get intertwined and discrepancies become visible. For some of the
smaller meetings which were not publically organized I requested permission to audio
record. Some of the meetings I joined:
- Symposium “De toekomst van ontwikkelingssamenwerking”. Political youth parties of
The Netherlands debated with Minister of Trade and Development cooperation Ploumen
about the future for Dutch development cooperation. Multiple actors from civil society
and businesses were during presentations and workshops.
- Workshop “Aid to Trade” during the Food & Nutrition Security Exchange Days of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Discussion between Dutch policy officers and food and
nutrition experts on the integration of aid and trade within development projects of
Dutch embassies.
- Workshop ‘Youth and Agriculture’ during the Food & Nutrition Security Exchange Days of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Discussion between Dutch policy officers and food and
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nutrition experts about the importance and relevance of the inclusion of African youth in
food and nutrition security programs and projects.
- Algemeen Overleg voedselzekerheid. Large parliamentarian debate giving political
parties the opportunity to review and question the Dutch food security policy. Minister
Ploumen and policy officers of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were present during the
discussion.
- Seminar 'Daadkracht door de Dutch Diamond'. Lunch meeting at The Ministry of Foreign
Affairs with the presence of the INCLUDE platform, Akzo-Nobel, Both Ends and the

Advisory Council on International Affairs (AIV). The results from the research on the
Dutch Diamond performed by AIV were discussed.
- Conference 'The Future for Food Systems'. Conference to discuss the support of
systematic food systems research as an analytical and policy device. Attended by more
than 100 researchers and practitioners. Organized by Wageingen University and IFPRI.

Besides primary data I also collected secondary data such as policy documents of the
Dutch government and NGOs, reports of research institutes, policy advisory reports,
websites et cetera. Important policy letters such as the Dutch development policy ‘A
World to Gain; A New Agenda for Aid (Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013a) and the
food security policy letter of 2014 (Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2014) are used but
also smaller publications such as brochures on Public-Private Partnerships (Ministerie van
Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013b) and specific brochures on development programs as ‘Zero
Hunger, Zero Malnutrition’ (Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013c). The secondary
data source which I used mostly was the report with all the online contributions of
around 100 actors in The Netherlands with their views on their required input for the
2014 food security policy letter (Food & Business Knowledge Platform, 2014). This
consultation document was useful for the triangulation of my research and to see if I
really missed out important frames and meanings. This was exactly the same reason
according why in that time the F&BKP and the Dutch government initiated the
consultation process: To check if they didn’t miss anything in their intended policy letter.

Analytical framework
I developed an analytical framework to structure the large amount of primary and
secondary data. Clarifying this analytical framework and process is useful because of the
explorative set-up of my conceptual framework and research questions which allows
much room for a diversity of analyses. The answering of my first two sub research
questions is done in an inductive way through the analysis of frames and interpretive
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communities. For this I make almost literally use of the steps described in the interpretive
policy analysis of Yanow (Yanow, 2000):
1. Identify the artifacts (language, objects, acts) that are significant carriers of
meaning for a given policy issue, as perceived by policy-relevant actors and
interpretive communities.
2. Identify communities of meaning/interpretion/speech/practice that are relevant
to the policy issue under analysis. (cluster analysis
3. Identify the “discourses”: the specific meanings being communicated through
specific artifacts and their entailments (in thought, speech, and act).
4. Identify the points of conflict and their conceptual sources (affective, cognitive,
and/or moral) that reflect different interpretations by different communities.
To make above steps more pragmatic and align them more with current research on the
framing of food security I combine an (1) inductive frame package analysis (Candel et al.,
2014; Van Gorp & van der Goot, 2012) with (2) the more dynamic and political framing
approach by Van Hulst and Yanow as presented in my conceptual framework (van Hulst &
Yanow, 2016). The inductive framing analysis applied by Van Gorp and Van der Groot and
Candel (Candel et al., 2014; Van Gorp & van der Goot, 2012) resulting in different ‘frame
packages. Within their framework as presented in Figure 4 I focus especially on the
reasoning devices to keep the analysis a bit more feasible within the explorative research
approach. The reasoning devices aligns well with the explanation by Robert Entman about
what framing does: It defines the problem, diagnoses causes, make moral judgements and
suggest remedies (Entman, 1993).

Figure 4 An empty frame matrix (Candel et al., 2014)

As explained in the conceptual framework I analyze the framing of food security amongst
Dutch development actors from three perspectives: issues, identities and relationships
and (policy)process, roles and responsibilities. Van Hulst and Yanow describe these as
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“framing the substance of policy issues”, “framing policy-relevant actors’ identities and
relationships” and “framing the policy process’” and argue that these perspectives
complement each other:
The different approaches should not be viewed as mutually exclusive (i.e. if you
use one you cannot use another), but instead as different lenses that highlight
diverse aspects of the same situation. Some studies focus on one aspect, while
others touch upon multiple aspects and/or their interrelationships. (Hulst &
Yanow, 2016)
Combining both approaches gives me a very useful framework to construct my interview
guide, to analyze my data and to answer my sub research questions. An empty frame
matrix which I used to analyze my data is shown in Table 5.
Table 5 Framing issues, identities and relationships, policy process, roles and responsibilities.

Framing categories
Framing the issue

Main problem
definition

Sub problem and
solution frames

Legitimization
and motive

- Time scale
- Demographic
scale
- Agricultural scale
- Policy domain

- Approaches
- Availability
- Access
- Utilization
- Sustainability
- Stability
- Governance

- Moral
- Self-interest

Framing
identities and
relationships

Framing the
policy process,
roles and
responsibilities

- Characterization
frames
- Identity frames
- Power frames
- Trust frames

- Process
- Roles
- Responsibilities

The problem definition is described on different scales: Time scale, demographic scale,
agricultural scale and policy domain. How the problem of food security is defined is
important as Van Hulst and Yanow clarify because traditional policy analysists focus
especially on “What’s to be done?” while this assumes that there is already a clear
problem definition is given (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016). And what other food security
researchers reveal that’s far from the reality.
I based the categories for identifying the sub problems and solutions into subcategories
which are partly based on the four dimensions of the UN framework of food security
explained earlier (i.e. physical availability, economic and physical access, food utilization
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and stability) and are extended with the concepts ‘approaches’ (e.g. Sector approach,
area-based approach, value-chain approach, right-based approach), ’sustainability’ and
‘governance’ which arose in an inductive way during the data analysis.
Besides distilling the main problem definition and attached sub problems and solution
from the data, I also put attention to the motives and legitimization of actors. Motives are
seen in many cases as point of departure for the framing of the issue. There are two main
motives for development according to researchers. A moral motive and a self-interest
motive (Hoebink, 2010; Kremer et al., 2009). This can result in a blend of motives which
makes realizing productive solutions difficult, especially taking in mind the amount of
actors involved in defining and solving food security issues.
I used the software programs Atlast.ti and Microsoft Excel to code and analyze my data in
both a deductive and inductive way. I started coding my data on the basis of above
framework and replaced these codes gradually into codes which support my research
results.
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RESULTS

This chapter presents the main results of the analysis described in the previous chapter.
The results are divided in two sections: ‘Framing food security by interpretive
communities’ and ‘Bridging realities. The Disabling environment for reframing food
security’. These two results align with the twofold dimension of the main research
question:
How do Dutch development actors frame and interpret food security and what are
barriers for the interaction and reframing processes between them?
The answers on the main research question and the sub research questions are given in
the conclusion chapter where after I make some recommendations for practice and
theory in the discussion chapter.
Analyzing the data on basis of the first part of the research question reveals some
interesting insights which give more weight to the concept of interpretive communities
an adds new knowledge to other national and international research on food security
frames. I identified four interpretive communities, mainly based on the issue frames,
although these communities align quite well with their expressed identities and
relationships frames and (policy) process frames. I conclude the first result section by
comparing the four communities and by analyzing my results with the use of a multi-level
perspective. Thereafter I explain some of the major identities and relationships frames
and (policy) process frames. Lastly I elaborate on the conceptual linkages between actors,
frames and interpretive communities resulting from my analysis.
In the second result section ‘Bridging realities. The Disabling environment for reframing
food security’ I zoom in on the environment wherein reframing between interpretive
communities takes place with an emphasis on the disabling barriers. I divided the
disabling environment into sociological, organizational, institutional and substantive
dimensions.
Disentangling and categorizing the wicked problem of food security is impossible without
some degree of simplification and interpretation from my side as researcher, but as well
from my respondents. Although I realize some epistemological and ontological limitations
to perform a categorization of actors out there, it makes the current diversifications in
food security meanings more explicit, visible and researchable. The analyzed communities
are therefore ideal types in an environment which is very complex and hard to generalize
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and categorize. These identified communities are nevertheless not alien or invisible for
researchers or practitioners in the field of food security.
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Result 1: Framing Food Security by interpretive communities

Highlights
-

-

I identified four interpretive communities dealing with global food security in The
Netherlands and called these the (1) Agri-industrial food regime, (2) Food
otherwise movement, (3) Food systems approach and the (4) Let a thousand
flowers bloom approach.
Issue framing is the main determinant of interpretive communities. Identity,
relationship and process frames also align with the four communities.
Strong identity and relationship frames are expressed by actors from all four
communities.
Ambiguity amongst actors about the food security (policy) process, roles and
responsibilities.
Every interpretive community has one dominant actor group (i.e. government,
civil society, businesses and knowledge institutes).

I identified four different interpretive communities which all contain an assemblage of
shared meanings given to food security. These communities are the ‘Agri-industrial food
regime’, ‘Food otherwise movement’, ‘Food systems approach’ and the ‘Let a thousand
flowers bloom approach’. In the table below an overview is presented of how the four
identified interpretive communities frame the issue of food security.
Table 6 Framing food security by four interpretive communities in The Netherlands

Community
1
Agri-industrial
food regime

2
Food
otherwise
movement

Framing the issue
Main problem
Lack of agricultural
development and
economies of scale in dev.
countries. Sustainably
doubling food production
to feed the world
2030/2050. Agricultural
technological approach.
Problematizing increasing
world population.
Current hunger and
malnutrition. Transform
current industrial
agriculture into more
sustainable agro-

Sub problem frames and
solutions

Legitimization and
motive

Promote farmer specialization,
mechanization, scaling-up SMEs
and commercial farmers, gradual
exit of smallholders, cash crops,
land consolidation, land
ownership, access to finance,
strong farmer co-operations,
mono-cropping, GMOs, TTIP.

Combining self-interest
with moral motive
- Financial motive
- Africa offers many
opportunities for the
Dutch logistic and foodprocessing sector
- Increase food supply
to eradicate hunger
and poverty.
Moral motive
- Fighting inequality
- Right to food
- Fair, green and divers
food.

Agro-ecological solutions, right to
food, food sovereignty, land
rights, women rights, focus on
marginalized smallholders,
promote food crops, stimulate
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ecological systems. More
rights to marginalized
groups in developing
countries.

3
Food System
approach

4
‘Let a
thousand
flowers
bloom’
approach

Food (and Nutrition)
Security has to become
part of a Food systems
approach. Current
problems broader than
hunger and malnutrition
in developing countries.
Inclusion of social and
environmental outcomes
of food chain activities by
including public health
and consumer awareness
around the world. Obesity
is becoming the biggest
threat in developing
countries. Hunger and
malnutrition are
diminishing, obese 4 times
larger problem. System
thinking perspective.
Problem is current hunger
and malnutrition but also
food supply 2030/2050.
Focus on food and
nutrition security. Middle
perspective. Result-based
approach. SDGs and their
indicators are important.

local, regional and national
markets, local food production,
improve national extension
services, increase country
stability, short value chains,
animal welfare.
Linking production to
consumption. Nutrition and
health as outcome, Food systems
(system thinking), no sub
questions as finance, land
degradation, land rights.
Coherency of health,
development, economic and
agricultural policies. Influencing
consumer behavior. Focus on
long-term effects. People move
to cities, changing diets from
grains towards chicken, beef, milk
and horticulture.

Not taking a specific position in
the debate. Agro-ecological,
biological or agro-industrial
agriculture are all possible.
Excesses have to be avoided.
Look at the facts and results, not
at ideologies or values. Look at
specific situations in local
contexts.

Moral motive
- Better public health
- Less environmental
impact

Moral motive
- People, planet and
profit are all motives.

The table only summarizes how interpretive communities frame the issue because the
interpretive communities could already be categorized on basis of their issue frames.
Their used identity and relationship frames and process, roles and responsibilities frames
are of minor importance for above categorization.
Framing the issue by the four interpretive communities
In the following sections I describe each of the four identified communities on the basis of
the three categories of issue framing: main problem definition, sub problems and sub
solutions and legitimization/motive. The problem definition refers to the time scale,
demographic scale, agricultural scale and the policy domain used by the interpretive
communities. The sub problems and sub solutions are analyzed on the concepts:
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approaches, availability, access, utilization, sustainability, stability and governance. The
motive is divided by a self-interest motive and moral motive.
Community 1: Agri-industrial food regime
According to my respondents, the first interpretive community identified is the most
dominant one in the current food security debate in The Netherlands. Based on primarily
a neoliberal productivist ideology this community is also called the Agri-industrial food
regime by other researchers (Marsden, 2013; Maye & Kirwan, 2013). Naming this
interpretive community a regime refers to the so-called socio-technical regimes within
the multi-level perspective of Schot and Geels (Geels & Schot, 2007) explained in the
reframing section of my conceptual framework chapter and later on in my second result
chapter.
Problem definition (Time scale, demographic scale, agricultural scale and policy domain)
"Highly-productive and efficient agri & food production systems: the way to
go!" (Aalt Dijkhuizen in Food & Business Knowledge Platform, 2014)

The Agri-industrial food regime is framing food security mainly in the term of sustainable
intensification of food production. The lack of agricultural development and crop
production results in current in a future food scarcity to feed the rapid growing world
population. The focus herby is mainly on the potentials of SMEs and large enterprises
instead of food insecure smallholders. A mechanized and industrialized pathway, thriving
on technological innovation and knowledge, is chosen to double the food production
before 2050 as the way out of global food insecurity and poverty.
The community aims for rapid changes such as a new ‘Green Revolution’ in Africa to solve
the problem of food scarcity. The current and future increase of the world population,
especially in Africa, is one of the most expressed causes to define the problem as a
productivity problem. This idea is based on the ‘old’ but still prevailing Malthusian
thought that food production must cope with the rapid growth of the world population
otherwise people will starve. An interview respondent argues confidently:
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Because most of the food is being produced and consumed locally and
regionally, the food production simply needs to be increased if you see the
rapid development of the world population. (Researcher)

Africa is seen as a continent which has the potential to become the food supply room for
the world through this second Green Revolution because there the highest yield gains are
possible. Besides, a large part of food insecure people actually live in Africa.
The agriculture policy domain is leading in this community although development and
trade policies are also seen as relevant. Gains are primarily expected from industrial
agricultural development but free trade is also regarded as a prerequisite for the export
of food produces from developing countries. With improved exports producers can raise
their income, economic development increases and a trickle-down effect towards the
bottom of the Pyramid occurs. Actors from this community are therefore also very keen
on the current Aid&Trade agenda of the Dutch government (Ministerie van Buitenlandse
Zaken, 2013a) and describe this as the ‘only’ way forward:
“Rabobank supports the direction taken by the Dutch government on ‘Trade &
Aid’ since it is the only way to achieve a truly sustainable result.” (Rabobank in
Food & Business Knowledge Platform, 2014)

Problems and solutions (Approaches, availability, access, utilization, sustainability,
stability, governance)
The availability (or quantity) of food is the major dimension brought forward to describe
the problems and solutions. The increase of agricultural production has to be achieved
mainly by technological innovations, mechanization and specialization in developing
countries in a sustainable way. Examples of technological innovations proposed are
precision agriculture and GMO engineering. The slogan which is for example used
regularly by Wageningen UR is two times more, with two times less to highlight the need
to double the production with the use of two times less resources (Sibbing, 2014).
But some actors in the community are not using this ‘productionist frame’ solely (Candel
et al., 2014). Actors from the Agri-industrial regime argue that while mechanization and
specialization is a pre-requisite, social safety nets have to be in place to allow this kind of
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transformation. The scaling-up of Small and Medium enterprises (SMEs) result in land
consolidation and less labor for farmers in rural areas which leads to the migration of
people from rural areas towards cities. Past transitions in Asia and Europe are given as
example to emphasis this process:

Mechanization in The Netherlands has played a big role after the
War, combines were intruded, agricultural workers became redundant, but
they could work in de factories and strengthen the post-war
industrialization. That blended in nicely. But if you look at African countries

you face some problems. You have opaque land ownership systems which
are managed not very well and are often communal land systems. So land
issues are many times the starting point. (…) Look, the best is of course
factories where agricultural workers can go to but that goes a lot slower
than in Asia. (Private company)

The best is when there are large factories where workers can go to, but that
goes a lot slower than in Asia. (Private company)

Besides increasing the availability and required safety nets, the overall improvement of
the disabling environment for especially SMEs and commercial farmers are seen as
relevant to facilitate the increase in agricultural productivity. Farmers require access to
finance to buy machines, seeds and fertilizers to invest in their businesses. Current
interest rates in some countries exceed 30% and many banks are only willing to provide
loans to farmers who have their own land as collateral. So access to land and access to
finance are also regarded as crucial. Land ownership gives farmers a guarantee that they
won’t get kicked off their lands which gives them the possibility and certainty to make
long-term investments in their soils or machines. Currently many farmers without land
titles aim at getting the highest yields each year which result in the degradation of
agricultural lands.
Including farmers in development countries in the global value chain is also an approach
of the dominant regime. The increase of agricultural export into the world market is for
example seen as a solution to generate food security for people. These exports doesn’t
necessary have to be related to food crops but could also be cash crops such as cotton,

Masterthesis Alex La Vos

Results

47

sugar or even roses. The idea behind this solution is that with the increase of farmers’
income their access to food will improve.
While other communities like the Food otherwise movement are also based on agroecological principles, the Agri-food industrial regime takes ecological sustainability not as
their point of departure or as ideological principle although they argue that sustainable
intensification is the most eco-friendly way of production. Some respondents argue that
more production through mechanization and specialization is more input efficient (i.e.
less fertilizers and chemicals), requires less arable land, lowers post-harvest losses,
increases resilience to climate change and decreases the import of stable crops compared
to the low yielding and inefficient agriculture by many smallholders in Africa.
With regard to the agricultural transition made in The Netherlands after the war
respondents from the Agri-industrial regime also argue that we certainly must not idealize
ecological approaches for Africa when we ourselves didn’t follow that path:

Look. A farmer wants to grow. The conventional way of farming is
most probably the best way to go for a farmer. That’s also how we do it in
The Netherlands. We have to watch out that we don’t promote ecological
agriculture while we don’t do that in The Netherlands. That’s important for
me. It might be that ‘organic’ is better for a coffee farmer, but then he
produces maybe 1 or 2 ton coffee for organic prices, but through
conventional farming he could maybe produce 5 tons for a slightly lower
price. (Private company)

Motive/Legitimization

“Food production is a societal challenge, but at the same time an
economic opportunity.” (Martin Kropff in Food & Business Knowledge Platform,
2014)
From the data I can analyze two main motives which are mainly bound to the self-interest
motive instead of the moral motive as described by the WRR report on Dutch
development cooperation published in 2010 (P. van Lieshout et al., 2010). The first selfinterest motive already stems from the decolonization period of Indonesia by The
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Netherlands, namely the export possibilities and superfluous experts in the field: “Now
that Indonesia is going to lose its significance as an outlet for Dutch intellect, we will have
to look for a field of activity in other areas like Africa, Latin America and Asia” (Dutch
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 1950 in WRR, 2010)
This practical and relatively short term motive in the form of the economic gains from our
export sector (e.g. seeds and knowledge) and banking sector is also described in the
current Dutch policy letter A World to Gain wherein the government wants to gain profit
from the combination of aid, trade and investment (Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken,
2013a). The Netherlands is an important player when it comes to agricultural innovation,
especially with its agricultural university in Wageningen. One of the three pillars is called:
“to facilitate success for Dutch companies doing business abroad.” (Ministerie van
Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013a).
Framing the food security issue as a supply/availability/quantity problem for the coming
decades has also a more long-term motive because it puts The Netherlands in a good
position because of the importance of its agricultural innovation sector.
Community 2: Food otherwise movement
The second community identified is called the ‘Food otherwise movement’, named after
the 2-yearly Dutch/Flemish Food otherwise (Voedsel Anders in Dutch) conference where
the aim is to build bridges between many initiatives for fair and sustainable food and
agriculture systems (Food Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014). Some actors propose
incremental changes in the global food system to create a complementarity between
industrial agriculture and agro-ecological agriculture, but there are also actors who
propose a complete transformational change of the current food and agricultural system
(Food Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014; iPES FOOD, 2016).
Problem definition (Time scale, demographic scale, agricultural scale, policy domain)
Countering the dominant Agri-food regime, the Food otherwise movement argues that
the lack of food production is not the main cause of the current hunger and malnutrition:
“Hunger and malnourishment are still leading causes of death, although there is more
than enough food available in the world to feed everyone.” (Food Otherwise (Voedsel
Anders), 2014)
The Food otherwise movement describe four important areas; Agroecology, regional food
systems, a fair trade and agricultural policy and land rights and land governance (Food
Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014).
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"We should remedy the damage that is caused to the soils by mono-cultures
and overuse by changing over to agro-ecology" (Oxfam Novib in Food &
Business Knowledge Platform, 2014)

Compared to the ‘Agri-industrial food regime’ respondents formulate the problem
definition broader than only the long-term problem of worldwide food supply because of
the increasing world population. This means that this community is more concerned with
current food security problems people experience:

I think that there has well aware been put a frame on the table of
‘Global food security’. Instead of primarily solving issues in areas where there
is much hunger and malnutrition, people come up with the frame of 9 billion
people… Population is always brought forward as if the problem is with
overpopulation, but never has been discussed the overconsumption of the
1% richest people who also blow the most Greenhouse gasses into the sky…
It’s the wrong point of departure they take. (NGO)

This means that actors of the community are referring more towards current problems of
the global food system and are lesser concerned with global food production: “It is high
time for a transition in the current food and agriculture systems in The Netherlands, in
the European Union, and around the world.” (Food Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014)
The manifest produced by the Food otherwise movement as a result of a conference at
Wageningen University describes the more non-productive elements of food and
agricultural systems: We want fair, remunerative prices for farmers everywhere in the
world, as well as plentiful, nutritious food for everyone. This involves working towards
food sovereignty as well as food security. (Food Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014)
On an agricultural scale they are mainly concerned with smallholders and other
marginalized groups instead of SMEs and large commercial farmers. Smallholders are
according to respondents, backed by reports such as the Development report of the
World Bank in 2008, are the ones who suffer from hunger most (The World Bank, 2008).
“It goes without saying that the natural resources mentioned above should be primarily
used to feed the local population and not to produce export crops, cultivated by large-
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scale farmers and agribusinesses, or to extract fossil fuels or minerals.” (Food Otherwise
(Voedsel Anders), 2014)
With regard to the geographic scale, strengthening local and regional markets (i.e. short
value chains) are seen as more relevant than integrating framers into the global valuechains by producing cash crops which requires more transportation (CO2 emissions) and
other vulnerabilities (Food Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014). The community is
primarily active in the Global South. The ideologies behind the community are
nevertheless applicable worldwide, such as agro-ecological practices which are more
popular in the South of Europe than in The Netherlands. Respondents from especially
NGOs are also emphasizing unfair trade policies between the West and African countries
which generate unfair competition for African farmers. This means that coherence
between policy domains has to be increased as summarized by the Ready for Change
initiative of the branch organization for NGOs in The Netherlands:
SDG 2 and other SDGs challenge us to broaden our response to food insecurity in
the world. Providing only direct support to small-scale farmers or food aid falls
short of the ambition reflected in this goal. We need to look at the global impact
of the Dutch and EU’s trade and agricultural policies and address negative effects
with focused policy measures. Sustainable production and consumption should be
promoted both inside and outside Europe. A coherent response to food insecurity
thus requires harmonizing different international policies and agendas. (Romijn,
Berkvens, & Lock, 2016)
Problems and solutions (Approaches, availability, access, utilization, sustainability,
stability, governance)
Respondents, and the reports they bring forward, express in their messages especially the
negative outcomes and vulnerabilities the current Agri-industrial regime are causing, such
as its widespread degradation of land, water and ecosystems, high GHG emissions,
biodiversity losses, persistent hunger, micro-nutrient deficiencies, livelihood stresses for
farmers, food sovereignty, land rights, regional markets etc. This list of problems moves
away from framing the issue as an availability issue with its related mechanized and
specialized solutions and relates more to questions of power and distribution (Spitz,
2012). Some scientists strongly frame the dominant community as the ‘neoliberal
productivist ideology’ (Maye & Kirwan, 2013).
The focus on the problems of the current system is mainly based on the assumption that
new solutions and innovations are not required, but current practices just have to
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change. It has a stronger basis on the current social arrangements in the food system.
Respondents mention that international reports such as the IAAST, iPES FOOD and the
reports on the Right to Food by Olivier de Schutter, which all underline this required rearrangements, are put aside by for example the Dutch government (IAASTD, 2009; iPES
FOOD, 2016; United Nations, 2014). A respondent argues that we don’t have to re-invent
the wheel because above reports already explain the current problems and solutions in
much detail. More focus has to be laid down on the real root causes of food insecurity:
Dutch companies who are active in the seed business argue that we
have to improve the nutrient value of food, which is a hot issue at the
moment, while that is not one of the root causes of hunger and malnutrition.
(NGO)

Respondents mention that agro-ecology is one the major denominator of the community
and integrates not only economic dimensions of the issue but also environmental, social
and ecological dimensions. The term agro-ecology is based on the cooperation between
farmers and nature, taking account of technological aspects as closing water and nutrient
cycles, but also on social aspects such as the free exchange of seeds between farmers
(Food Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014). Agriculture is seen as playing an important
social role, providing employment and a way of life instead of just being approached as
running a business (IAASTD, 2009). Furthermore:
Agroecology prioritizes the use and development of local knowledge, means and
networks. This reduces farmers’ dependence on external inputs and increases
their control and autonomy. Agro-ecological systems are also climate resilient
because new forms of cooperation and innovation result in crops and practices
that are better adapted to a changing climate, and because the use of fossil fuels is
reduced as much as possible. (Food Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014)
Agroecologist are aiming for a more bottom-up approach toward food security instead of
technocratic top-down approaches which dominate at the moment: “Initiatives such as
Sustainable Intensification and Climate technocrats, proposed by Agriculture Smart and
supported by international actors including philanthropy capitalists and state and
international agencies, are top-down responses to climate related challenges to food
security.” (ILEIA, 2016). This means that only focusing on the areas with the most
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agricultural potential is not their point of departure but depart from the farmer’s
perspective and possibilities:
We think that only looking at the weak points of farmers and their
problems is not right. You also have to look what they actually can do and
what their potentials are. (NGO)

Respondents also argue that vulnerabilities for farmers are lesser with agro-ecological
practices compared to industrial agriculture:
Scientific research shows that farmers who apply agro-ecological
principles are less vulnerable from damage caused by sudden weather
conditions. (NGO)

Also the issue of conflict is raised as cause of food security issues such as hunger and
starvation:
Two intractable and related challenges to achieving this target (i.e.
100% access to adequate food all year round) are violent conflict and a lack of
political will. (The Hague Institute for Global Justice in Food & Business
Knowledge Platform, 2014).

Besides, other NGOs argue that food security is highly related to conflicts, gender, power
differences, inequalities, trade issues which all shouldn’t be forgotten. The stability and
access dimensions of food security is therefore of upmost importance.
Another problem which is high on the political agenda and actively lobbied on by the
Food otherwise movement is the current land grabbing issues around the world. Land
grabbing is seen is the involuntary displacement of people from their lands by
governments and investors (Food Otherwise (Voedsel Anders), 2014): “Farmers,
pastoralists, fishermen and hunters (often indigenous peoples) need to have access to
and control over land, water and forests, as well as to the genetic diversity of livestock
and seeds.”
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The Food otherwise movement can thus be seen as a community which has a more
systemic approach to food security through the inclusion of multiple dimensions such as
access, sustainability, stability and governance.
Motive/Legitimization
The main motive for the community is definitely a moral motive to fight inequality, end
hunger and promoting human rights. This moral duty started in the 1960s and 1970s and
gained momentum in the form of groups in many Western countries debating poverty
and oppression, unfair trade, war and tyranny, capitalism and imperialism (P. van
Lieshout et al., 2010). The community attaches values to concept of justice and human
rights and its relation to food security, may it be the right to food, access to land or food
sovereignty.
Community 3: Food System approach
Not Food Security, but Food systems. System thinking is coming back.
That means not production systems. That were the agronomists. I mean food
systems. (Researcher)

The Food System community exists of actors who extent the overall mostly linear food
security challenges of hunger, malnutrition, global food supply and agriculture towards
broader questions including societal, ecological, health and ethical concepts as the
researcher above describes. The concept of Food Systems is becoming more popular in
recent years and is especially used by research institutes such as the Wageningen
University, PBL, ECI and IFPRI (“Report: The Future for Food Systems,” 2016). Also at the
Dutch political and government level the debates are moving towards food systems as
overall concept for new policies (Ministerie van Economische Zaken, 2015; WRR, 2014).
A clear definition of the ‘Food Systems’ is given in a recent UNEP report:
A Food systems approach relates all the food system activities (growing,
harvesting, processing, packaging, transporting, marketing, consuming, and
disposing of food and food-related items) to the outcomes of these activities, not
only for food security and other socio-economic issues, but also the environment.
Food systems are therefore defined as both the food chain activities, and the food
security and other outcomes of these activities. (International Resource Panel
(UNEP), 2016)
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In more simple words John Ingram explains: “Food systems encompass a number of
Activities which give rise to a number of food security Outcomes.” (Ingram, 2011)
A respondent nicely summarizes this shift from just food production towards a more
system thinking approach of the overall food system with the inclusion of health and
consumption issues:

I think that people realize that the threat is not anymore in not
having enough food. That was of course the Rabbinge discourse claiming

that we have to produce more because the world population is growing.
But people are moving to cities and are consuming other food. They don’t
have a need for grains or rice or wheat, but horticulture, milk, chicken and
on a certain moment even cow meat. Their needs to be an
acknowledgment that you have to rearrange your food system, with
completely other important players like supermarkets who decide on a
certain moment what’s in their stores and what people eat. For example
industrial produced food, because the biggest threat is going to be obesity
in countries like South Africa. These days more people die because of
obesity than malnutrition. So not food security anymore, but Food

systems. (Researcher)

Health and nutrition aspects are the point of departure for formulating the problems and
solutions of worldwide food security problems. Healthy and sustainable diets are
therefore regular used concepts to describe food security goals, especially when new
problems such as obesity became visible. Research institutes, such as IFPRI, even speak of
a ‘global obesity pandemic’.
We need a nutrition policy. Not food, but nutrition! (Researcher)

Problem definition (Time-scale, demographic scale, agricultural scale, policy domain)
The problem definition is sketched as follows by the UNEP and aligns well with how the
respondents in my research define the problem:
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Although much progress has been made in some aspects, current food systems
are not delivering food security and healthy food for everyone nor are they
sustainably using the limited natural resource inputs as explained above. Food
production has more than doubled, diets have become more varied (and often
more energy-intense) satisfying peoples’ preferences in terms of form, taste and
quality; numerous local, national and multi-national food-related enterprises have
emerged providing livelihoods for millions. Nonetheless over 800 million people
are hungry; over 2 billion suffer from micronutrient deficiencies, in particular
vitamin A, iodine, iron and zinc, and over 2 billion people. This situation, and
particularly the unhealthy overconsumption by an increasing overweight or obese
number of people, is unsustainable and needs to change. (International Resource
Panel (UNEP), 2016)
Food security is incorporating according to respondents an increasing amount of
interrelated actors, sectors and issues and thus the term has to be extended among
different scales. Interrelated issues are for example Western consumption patterns,
climate change, biofuels, urbanization, TTIP, conflicts and migration.
The Food System approach incorporates a very broad time scale with the inclusion of
malnutrition and health problems at the moment, but also about the ‘future’ systemic
characteristics of our food systems (“Report: The Future for Food Systems,” 2016). The
reference to ‘system’ doesn’t mean that it takes only a perspective at the global level of
food systems, but emphasis especially the local, national and regional levels (International
Resource Panel (UNEP), 2016). The whole food chain is included from farmers and
fisherman towards the consumers. A Special emphasis is put on local situations:
So I would say that you have to look at all options but make it
dependent on the local most relevant solution. You have to start locally with
the local problems of people and not from The Hague. (Former Special Envoy
Dutch government)

As mentioned in the IAASTD report ‘Agriculture at a crossroads’, the global production of
food calories has outpaced population growth but the number of people potentially
supported by the world’s food supply depends heavily on the kind of diets people
consume (IAASTD, 2009). Combining prior distinct food-related concepts is therefore
regarded important by respondents to create policy coherence which is needed for this
systems thinking approach:
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You just have to look towards Global Agricultural Policy approach.
That means that you have to interconnect things and have to come to one
policy. The unified vision and approach of The Netherlands on the whole food
production and food health should be one and the same. One nexus which
the Dutch government should deal with. (Former Special Envoy Dutch
government)

John Ingram, one of the leading scientists who studies food security by using a food
system approach, and is also one of the co-writers of the UNEP report, argues:
Food security (or more correctly, food insecurity) has long been associated with
‘developing world’ issues. From the perspective of the industrialised world, it has
hence been the purview of development agencies (e.g. AusAID 2004; U.S.
Government 2010), rather than government departments and other national
agencies concerned with domestic agendas. (Ingram, 2011)
This system thinking approach therefore includes many levels on many scales in the food
system. From small scale farmers towards multinationals, from African family farms
towards Western consumers, from current famines towards the global food supply in
2050 and from international agricultural policies towards national health policies.
Problems and solutions (Approaches, availability, access, utilization, sustainability,
stability, governance)
So when talking about the seemingly unlimited dimensions and scales of our food system,
a large amount of problems and solutions are brought forward around food system
activities and food system outcomes as is visualized in figure 5 below. Clearly visible are
the elements of stability, utilization, access and availability with their social welfare
outcomes on one side and the environmental welfare outcomes on the other side.
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Figure 5 Food system Activites and Outcomes (Ingram, 2011).

The respondents in the research bring forward a point of departure to get a grasp on our
food system: the nutrition and health at the level of food consumers.
Food policy and food security has a lot of dimensions such as
availability, access et cetera. But in the end you want to measure in terms of
nutrition for people. Do they have a better nutrition and are they healthier?
Thus nutrition as outcome. (Researcher)

This focus on for example the nutritious content of (a combination of) food products
highlights the emphasis of the utilization of food by people, but in the light of system
thinking other very important issues are brought forward such as infrastructural
deficiencies in countries:
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You can talk very long about for example: How can you improve the
food security in Africa? But first best solution, to be fair, is almost always
better roads, or better telecommunication, that sort of things. But that are
expensive and large investments so people look therefore to second best
solutions. (Researcher)

Especially in countries with a lot of overconsumption and obesity, solution have to sought
in influencing the behavior of consumers and their lifestyle choices (International
Resource Panel (UNEP), 2016).
One of the sub-problems regularly raised is the urbanization of African countries. People
move from rural areas towards cities and start eating different things. They become more
independent of for example supermarkets which are gaining in power and provide mostly
industrial produced food which are not the healthiest. A respondent mentions that
unhealthy diets generate a lower labor productivity and causes diseases which
consequently increases healthcare costs for the government:
The Ministry of Health is one of the most expensive ministries after the
Ministry of Education. Those countries can’t carry those increasing costs. Not
because of undernutrition, but because of bad food, heart diseases or
diabetes etc. Those are very expensive expenditures. (Researcher)

Respondents also mention that there has to come more integration within the EU around
food policies:
At the moment they [The EU union] don’t listen enough to their

member states to formulate jointly a shared policy on global food security. It
seems that those the EU misaligns with their member states at the moment
and that the EU is just one of the member states who join the debate. I
regard that as a major point of concern. (Former Special Envoy Dutch
government)
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Another respondent from the scientific field argues that in previous decades more
systemic approaches were undertaken within Dutch development cooperation:
In the eighties we had integrated rural development projects. …. So
you integrate everything which has connections with rural development.
Healthcare, infrastructure, water projects, agriculture, livestock, training etc.
…. The Dutch were very strong these integrated and holistic approach but is
politically murdered through sectoral approaches and the current focus on
specific themes. (Researcher)

Motive/Legitimization
The motivation for this community is mainly based on reaching good health outcomes for
consumers all over the world with a limited environmental impact.
Community 4: ‘Let a thousand flowers bloom’ approach
During the interviews some respondents brought forward the saying ‘Let a thousand
flowers bloom’. This phrase originating from Mao 60 years ago means that multiple
schools of thought can coexist and is important for the policy process:
I regularly think let a thousand flowers bloom. Look, actors have certain
opinions and they can express them, but don’t expect that the government is
going to make choices about them. (Policy officer)

Problem definition (Time-scale, demographic scale, agricultural scale, domain)
Actors in this community are most of the time in positions in where it’s not expected from
them to make strong choices in their values, beliefs and opinions in framing the issue of
food security.
The ‘Let a thousand flowers bloom approach’ community is strongly represented at the
Dutch government level. The broad problem definition of food security is therefore also
retractable in the development policies of the Dutch government. The time-scales,
demographic scales, agricultural scales and domains described by other communities are
all represented within the Dutch food security policy. There are two central challenges
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formulated by the Dutch government in their most recent food and nutrition policies in
2014 (Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2014). The challenges contain a short-term goal
and a more long-term goal:
1. The need to eradicate hunger and undernourishment within the
space of a single generation by ensuring that people gain access to
sufficient food, and through it, essential nutrients.
2. The need to sustainably feed 9 billion people by 2050 by
substantially increasing food production within stable and efficient
food systems.
The three domains of people, planet and profit are forming the basis for the Dutch
policies on food security:
1. Eradicating existing hunger and malnutrition (people)
2. Promoting inclusive and sustainable growth in the agricultural
sector (profit)
3. Creating ecologically sustainable food systems (planet)
A Dutch policy officer explains that these three domains can be seen as the conditions
wherein actors who are receiving funds from the government have to operate:
Let’s say we want to get 32 million children out of their current
situation of undernutrition. If there is an organization who proposes that they
can help 5 million children for a certain amount of money, that’s fine. Than
they have to show their results obtained within the economic, ecological and
social conditions. (Policy officer)

One of the respondents mentions that the current mixed cabinet of VVD and PvdA is also
one of the reasons for this broad approach:
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We have a cabinet consisting of the political parties PvdA [Labour
party] and VVD [conservative-liberal party] which ideas are quite opposing to
each other. This means that they [the cabinet] are looking for a discourse
wherein everyone can recognize themselves. It’s also the Aid&Trade policy.
Than you just include everything. (Consultant)

The consultant mentions that the government wants to please everyone although one of
the policy officers said that the more extreme ideas were still debatable. Some of the
policy suggestions made by actors during the food and nutrition policy consultation round
in 2014 were neglected:

We had two exceptions during the consultation round we could not
accommodate. The first one was the suggestion by private companies to
include Nigeria and Angola in our policies. The second one was the idea from
NGOs to completely change the system. So those two were left out but the
rest about sustainability, agroecology, nutrition, gender, reproductive rights…
they were included in the policy. (Policy officer)

Although this community defines the problem that includes almost the whole range of
problems defined by the other communities, this doesn’t mean that there are no
differences between actors who could be linked to this community. Especially when you
look at governmental actors the problem definition may vary because the food and
nutrition policy programs lead by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is aiming more on
smallholders and current hunger and malnutrition (related to Food otherwise Movement
and Food systems approach) while the food and nutrition security responsibilities and
food policies of the Ministry of Economic Affairs are more aligned with the dominant Agriindustrial regime community.
Respondents from the Dutch government acknowledge that there are some
controversies, but not really big ones. When questions arise about GMOs or other
controversial debates, Dutch policy officers first look at European policies what’s possible
and what’s not. For policy makers the room for manoeuvre is therefore not always that
large compared to other actors.
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Besides defining problems on different scales and levels, much emphasis is put on the
achievement of actual results as agreed in for example the Sustainable Development
Goals. This contrasts with the grounding your ideas certain beliefs, feelings and values.
One of the respondents clearly describes this point of view:
Perspectives are just means to achieve a particular result. The value of
a perspective depends on the degree it achieves the aimed results. So get rid
of all those ideologies and become more practical, without those never
ending discussions about how agricultural should look like. Only the end

results count. Achieving this through an agro-ecological or agro industrial way
doesn’t matter. (Policy officer)

The respondent argues that focusing on results from the side of the government is the
only remaining opportunity to stay away from ideologies and should be regarded as a
revolution without the previous silver bullets and ideologies coined by actors. Therefor
multiple approaches to achieve results are possible.
Although many actors regularly bring big dilemmas and controversies to the table in
discussions, policy officers avoid as much as possible these seemingly unending
discussions:
Governments, politicians and companies, in contrast to researchers don’t like
dilemmas and therefore stay away from them as far as possible. (Researcher)

Problems and solutions (Approaches, availability, access, utilization, sustainability,
stability, governance)
‘The’ problem or ‘the’ solution doesn’t exist in agriculture according to respondents from
this community. There are multiple ways and approaches around food security as long as
it fit within the overall sustainable food system. As one of the respondents argues:
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You have several approaches around food and food security, but
ultimately, a sustainable food system is for us the most important point of
departure. How to fill in that sustainable sight of the question is possible in
many ways. The local conditions of particular food security issues are the
determinant of solutions. By doing this, there is no approach we would
exclude in order to achieve our targets and goals. (Policy officer)

This community comprises mainly public actors such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
Economic Affairs who are regarded to take on a middle position within the debate. The
policy documents of the Dutch government are for example taking on a broad area of
problems and solutions although the problems and solutions which are regarded as
extreme are avoided such as overthrowing the whole food system. Also the monopolizing
strategies of seed producers are seen as extreme ideas which raise concerns. Silver
bullets or resolute solutions are called into question.
Motive/Legitimization
No specific motive or legitimization could be analyzed from the data. Actors within this
community stay away from making ideological claims and try to be objective in order to
serve multiple agendas and interests.
Four communities compared
So what are the main differences and similarities between the four identified interpretive
communities when it comes to framing and interpreting the issue of food security?
Although I already made some comparisons in previous section I would like to highlight
some important differences and similarities on the basis of how actors define the
problem, their proposed problems and solutions, and their motives.
When looking at the scale levels whereon I analyzed the communities, two main
attributes separate them: the agricultural scale and the policy domain. In Figure 6 I
presented the four communities on both scales.
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Systemic approach

Small and local agriculture

Large and global agriculture

Food Systems
approach

Agricultural approach

Food Otherwise
movement

'Let a thousand
flowers bloom’
approach

Agri-Industrial
food regime

Figure 6 positioning the four interpretive communities based on policy domain and agricultural
scale.

Differences are thus clearly visible on which level of the agricultural scale the problems
and solutions have to be sought (e.g. individual, household, community, local, national,
regional, global). The Agri-food regime puts a major emphasis on global value chains with
its larger efficient producing farmers while the Food otherwise movement is more
concentrated on shorter local, national and regional value chains composed of especially
smallholders. This difference is expressed by Aalt Dijkhuizen in the 2014 food security
policy consultation round:
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“In the view of most NGOs, however, The Netherlands and especially
the

best-performing farms

should

decrease

production

to

reach

sustainability. They link sustainability to topics such as small(er)-scale
farming, regionalization, extensification and organic production, ignoring or
even denying that these systems ask for more land and resources per kg of
product and have higher greenhouse gas emissions.” (Aalt Dijkhuizen in Food
& Business Knowledge Platform, 2014)

In contrast to this quote of Aalt Dijkhuizen, there are arguments that especially neoliberal
policies have worked against food security by encouraging the growth of productivist
agriculture with its focus on specialization, intensification, and economic concentration
(Allen, 2013).
This distinction is of course also highly to one of the other main discussion which is
prevalent between the different communities:
One of the underlying dilemmas which aren’t interesting for me is the
question how far you can go with organic agriculture, biological agriculture,
and to which degree you need more input intensive methods. That’s clearly
the underlying debate which sometimes appears and disappears and need to
be questioned from the start on. That’s a dilemma where we are struggling
with. But you don’t have to make a dispute out of it. (Researcher)

The Small and local agriculture I use as one of the main attributes can be grouped with
more agro-ecological methods. Large and global agriculture on the contrary is based on
intensification and scale.
These observation show that there is mainly a divide between the ones who think that
neoliberal ideas of the world market is the solution for food security problems or that it is
actually the cause of current hunger and malnutrition. This also means that interpretive
communities and frames are highly related to political positions and development
paradigms in general (Bellù, 2011).
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The other two communities take a middle position within the small and local versus large
and global debate. Most overlap between the communities is found on problems and
solutions focusing on Small and medium enterprises (SMEs). SMEs are relevant for local
and regional food markets but they also have the potential to scale-up towards large
scale export-oriented producers.
The second main attribute is the policy domain in where actors define the problem (e.g.
healthcare, agriculture, development cooperation, environmental). When talking about
hunger and malnutrition, the Food system approach community integrates overweight as
part of the food security problem while others regard it more as a different kind of issue.
This linkage from production to consumption in a more systemic way becomes more
prevalent recently within the (inter)national food security field. A respondent mentions
that current approaches are mostly based on agricultural and social (production) outputs
(e.g. farmers reached or increased yields):
People are already satisfied when more food is produced. I also
recognize that at my knowledge institute. .… The nutrition side of, and
especially the health side, doesn’t interest others very much. Most of them
are still agricultural technicians. (Researcher)

Although the Food otherwise movement also incorporates a more systemic approach
compared to the Food system approach, the Food systems approach includes a more
global food system with issues which are also relevant for Western countries and
consumers. The actors within the Food otherwise movement are more concentrated on
with marginalized groups and smallholders within development countries, although this
divide is hard to make for some actors. As I already explained in my second chapter,
national food issues and food security policies crawl to each other. The current
Sustainable Development Goals underlines this transition to integrating northern and
southern issues.
Besides the misalignment between the two main attributes, there are also differences
between respondents when asked what the current challenge is regarding the time scale
of food security. The Agri-industrial regime mainly focusses on securing a sustainable food
supply for the future while the Food otherwise movement emphasizes the eradication of
current hunger and malnutrition:
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A false debate which annoyed me the last years is about increasing the
food production on macro level in 2050 to feed 10 billion people. This
suggests that we have to produce more but it’s much more urgent to focus on
local problematics of food and nutrition insecurity. (Knowledge broker)

Another respondent argues:
I think that the frame of feeding 9 billion people in 2050 is not helping
and being abused to promote large scale industrial agriculture and the
increase of production, while the right-to-food and access to food by local
communities much more important is than production, production,
production….(NGO)

This concern raised by an employee of an NGO is also regularly expressed by researchers
who have the same concerns about the pre-dominantly association of increasing
production with food security. Too much focus on the production can have adverse
effects such as rising energy costs, the threat of climate change and the delivery of food
of a low nutritional quality (Maye & Kirwan, 2013).
This diversity of challenges, levels, geographical levels and domains indicates that the
current globally used definition of food security by the FAO falls short to align with all
interpretive communities, although the definition is actually meant to include as much
aspects as possible. The current definition of food security stems from 1996 and is slightly
adjusted in the past 20 years: “A situation that exists when all people, at all times, have
physical, social and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets
their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life.” (FAO et al.,
2015).
According to my respondents, the term food security also doesn’t allow much space for
interrelated or ‘new’ issues. Respondents say that food security itself is also already a
strong and dominant frame. At the Cluster Food Security of the Dutch government (a
shared cluster between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Economic Affairs), the concept
of Food Security developed a few years ago into ‘Food and Nutrition Security’ to give
more attention to nutrition (Vice Versa, 2012). Well, almost. The widely Dutch term is still
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Voedselzekerheid instead of Voedsel- en voedingszekerheid. Defining the problem as food
and nutrition security is however becoming more common although food security
remains dominant amongst researchers and practitioners. A policy officer of the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs indicated that without mentioning the ‘nutrition’ part in the Sustainable
Development Goals indicators for measuring nutrition wouldn’t be created and therefore
no results could be measured, which makes it less interesting for organizations to focus in
nutrition because you couldn’t attribute your results on the SDG framework. A
respondent mentions:
Everywhere I came, governments, nobody was interested in nutrition. I
travelled the whole world to put nutrition on the map and to talk about the
importance of it. (Former Special Envoy Dutch government)

his means that the naming of a certain problematic terrain put attention on a certain
aspect but leads to neglect of other (Rein & Schön, 1993). The term aligns now more with
the Agri-industrial community because of its focus on food production for the future. As
explained before, the Food systems approach community is also actively spotlighting their
food systems.
When moving away from the differences and similarities analyzed which are mainly
attached to the problem definitions raised by actors, we end up in a jungle when it comes
to problems and solutions related to each of the formulated problem definitions. What
jumps out of my analysis is that many problems and solutions are rendered technically by
the Agri-industrial regime, while more social and institutional concerns are raised by
other groups.
Some problem and solution frames are also shared amongst communities, such as
women empowerment and improving the access to land by farmers, even when the
incentives and meanings of actors differ. This results in a consensus overlapping between
actors which I zoom in on in the next result chapter. Nevertheless, there seems to be an
even a larger amount of sub problems and solutions which are opposing each other. The
suggested mechanization of rural areas with the resulting migration of people and youths
towards the cities is seen as part of the solution by the Agri-industrial regime, while for
example the Dutch government frames the disinterest of youth in agribusiness a major
problem. So what is seen as problem for one community can even be framed as problem
by another community.
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Lastly I want to compare the motives between of the communities. These motives are
mainly based on actors’ and communities’ point of departure when engaging themselves
with food security. Reasons for increasing food security vary between economic and
social ones as is also the case within the general development debate: “capitalist
development” and “socialist development” (Ziai, 2015). In his book ‘The Anti-politics
machine’ James Ferguson describes the first definition of development as “the process of
transition or transformation toward a modern, capitalist, industrial economy” (Ferguson,
1994). This notion is very dominant with the Agri-industrial regime. Ferguson defines the
second one as “quality of life” and “standard of living”. It means the reduction or
amelioration of poverty and material want. This refers to a more moral meaning instead
of historical one (Ferguson, 1994) and aligns to the motives of the Food otherwise
movement and the Food systems approach. Thus, the motives range from increasing the
economic position of Dutch multinationals towards the inclusion of the most vulnerably
marginalized farmers. Food security as development issue and market-opportunity brings
the communities with diverging motives together. Respondents therefore mention, in line
with the authors above, that it is both a social discussion and an economic discussion in
one. The Agri-industrial regime has a much stronger economic and self-interest motive
compared to the Food otherwise movement and the Food systems approach. The ‘Let a
thousand flowers bloom’ community combines both moral and self-interest motives.
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Framing identities and relationships
Respondents from all four sides of the Dutch Diamond (i.e. Government, research
institutes, NGO’s and private companies) could describe in lesser or greater deal their
current and historical allies and enemies in the food security debate. Especially those who
are actively involved in the food security or agricultural field for a while generated strong
offensive frames about other actors. Recognizing these frames is important to get a full
understanding of the current (intractable) conflicts between interpretive communities
which transcend issue framing. The analysis of these frames is also strongly linked to the
result chapter ‘Bridging realities. The disabling environment for reframing’.
It surprised me that many strong frames were used. Dutch actors dealing with food
security know each other quite well because of the relatively small amount of involved
actors in the Dutch food security field. Besides, my respondents were all very actively and
professionally involved in the food security debate. It seems that the complex issue
creates this active debate environment with everyone having their specific expertise.
Actors also regularly interact with each other which could give them the need to use
stronger frames over time.
Although I categorized the four communities mainly on the basis of these issues frames,
the identity and relationship frames are in great matter supporting these categorizations
and are therefore important for my analysis. As Van Hulst and Yanow also argue:
Conflicts over the meanings of policy situations may be rooted not just in different
views of the issues at stake. Such conflicts may also be located in policy-relevant
actors’ senses of their own and other actors’ identities and the relationships
between or among them, including identities that those actors cherish. (van Hulst
& Yanow, 2016).
These cognitive identity and relationship frames can be divided into characterization,
identity, power and trust frames (Dewulf et al., 2009).
Characterization frames are positive, negative or neutral depictions of other
disputants and their attitudes. Disputants rely on characterization frames as
shorthand ways of describing people and making judgments about them. Thus,
characterization frames also contain explicit or implied expectations about how
others should behave. (Dewulf et al., 2009).
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Identity frames capture how an individual conceives of herself and her
membership in social groups. Individuals may frame themselves as champions of a
particular cause or as victims of others’ actions or policies. (Dewulf et al., 2009)
Besides characterization and identity frames, power and trust frames can be conceived as
relationship frames (Dewulf et al., 2009). With these frames actors express their
superiority or inferiority in relation to others or show how much rapport there is between
actors or communities in relationships.
I shortly highlight the most relevant and significant characterization, power and trust
frames. Identity frames were in lesser degree visible during interviews and observations
although they are important because they can be hard to bargain over and to reframe
(van Hulst & Yanow, 2016).
Characterization frames
Respondents used many characterization frames to downplay or even demonize each
other’s ideas, persons or organizations. These frames were mainly aligned with the ideas
of others, as categorized in the issue framing section, while respondents also negatively
characterized whole actors groups such as NGOs or businesses. During interviews and my
own observations actors didn’t hold back to disgrace and blame ‘the other’ which made
clear that there are significant conflicts between actors. The Food otherwise movement,
consisting of many NGO’s, express their concerns regularly in public debates or media
campaigns to make people aware of the destructing pathway of businesses and
governments which promotes Agri-industrial agriculture. On the other side, actors falling
under the Agri-industrial regime use strong frames about the unrealistic and mostly
emotional ideas of actors within the Food otherwise movement. Some quotes from
respondents:
I think that the desire of some towards organic agriculture and self-

supporting village communities, who take care of their own food production, is
romanticized. (Private company)

In agriculture, any way you slice it, small is not beautiful. And everyone
who says so is wrong. (Private company)
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Look, the discussion about TTIP and the Canadian agreement is
surrounded by the fear of food safety. How others look at this problem is
many times based on fears and not on the basis of facts. (policy officer)

Too often, industry is forced to adapt new concepts and production
systems based on emotions rather than on considering the real pros and
cons. (…) Perhaps a group of authoritative experts could help and analyse the
available evidence from scientific research on these and related subjects to
objectify the discussion and distinguish between facts and feelings in agri &
food production. (Aalt Dijkhuizen in Food & Business Knowledge Platform,
2014)

Framing the problem of food security as a very easy rational fact-finding activity
diminishes the more value-based reasoning of the Food otherwise movement. Looking at
the ‘facts’ means that they think there is not a discussion possible about many issues.
Especially the ‘Agri-industrial regime’ and the ‘Let a thousand flowers bloom approach’
apply these kinds of frames which results in the stigmatization of everyone who thinks
differently. Others are regularly blamed to be ‘dogmatic’ and ‘ideological’. The move from
the Dutch government to focus on actual development results is also partly based as
reaction to move away from these dogmatic minds.
Besides the negative framing of groups who think differently, NGOs, the Dutch
government and businesses are also seen as distinct categories with clear boundaries and
attached meanings. Even when they are not seen as a single group they are regularly
framed as the ‘good ones’ and the ‘bad ones’. Some examples:
As with banks, there are good and bad NGOs (Private company)
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There are NGOs who publicly bang the drum to say they are against
everything and try to influence members of parliament with critical questions.
Those NGOs are in our eyes the more militant organizations. Others are much
smarter and come to us to meet around the table and look how we look at
their perspective. (Policy officer)

Look at the slave-free chocolate initiatives; thank goodness that no
governmental body is involved because than it would be crushed into a
halfhearted thing. (Researcher)

Some respondents also shared the opinion that NGOs don’t represent beneficiaries in
developing countries but are more and more concerned with their own survival in the
development field. Governmental budget cuts towards NGOs resulted in the dismissal of
many NGO employees a few years ago. This transformed NGOs into more strategically
thinking organizations to survive these budget cuts. NGOs became more semi-public,
business-like and lose their identity (PBL, 2016).
Besides downplaying the voices and credibility of NGOs, there is also a shared idea among
food security actors that researchers, and knowledge institutes in general, are not
objective actors providing fact-based information. During my internship I observed that
scientific evidence was only used as support for governmental policies as long it didn’t
conflict with current political ideas. Researchers are in that sense regularly seen as
opinion makers having strong economic and political motives and incentives.
Above examples of characterization frames are expressed very black and white and
doesn’t allow much room for discussion.
Power and trust frames
The power field between the interpretive communities is recognized and shared by many
respondents. The power field between actor groups is nevertheless more expressed by
respondents because interpretive communities themselves have invisible or hidden
powers.
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When it comes to financial power, the government frames their strong position because
of its funding capacity:

Look, the NGOs are actually ours. We pay them and can let them do
whatever we want because we pay them. For companies it’s different. I
mean the investments of companies. They are needed to achieve our goals,
but companies themselves decide what they do. That’s a totally different
relation. Besides, companies invest when they see opportunities themselves
which is very market focused and demand-driven. That’s totally different

than NGOs. (Policy officer)

Money is regarded very important in the field of food security because the field also has a
very strong business case (Bouma & Berkhout, 2015). Businesses, which align most with
the Agri-industrial regime community, are therefore regarded as the main powerholders.
Food is becoming a private operation if we don’t watch out. You have
to need NGOs as counterweight. Not only development NGOs but also, for

example in Nigeria, the heart association or consumer unions or the slow food
movement in Ghana. They have to become the watchdogs of the food
industry. (Researcher)

Besides financial power, businesses also have more power to get in contact with high
placed persons at governmental level and are not interested in minor players:
I think that they regard is as very unimportant. And if they have
contact with the government than they talk to the minister at a much higher

level. Businesses are not concerned with pathetic policy officers. (Policy
officer)

The lacking trust relationship between NGOs and the private sector are also good visible
in frames applied by one of the respondents:
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Unilever, I don’t know if it is green washing of partly green, but they present
themselves as very green and good but economic and trade interest are
moving them. (NGO)

The Dutch government promotes a lot the concept of Climate-Smart
Agriculture (CSA). Within CSA there are many Public-Private Partnerships
wherein private parties actually already have plans but are abusing the doing
good frame to guarantee their own supply chains. (NGO)

The IAASTD report has been denied. On a certain moment, it comes to a level
whereby powerful actors express their ideas and make those reports
unimportant. (NGO)

I think it’s about unequal power-relations. And then the lobby from
companies will always win. There is also an NGO lobby, a critical lobby, but the
company lobby is much more powerful and spend much money. They also
have juristic employees. (NGO)

Power connected to knowledge is also regularly expressed. Respondents were all very
convinced about their own positioning, value of their own knowledge and their correct
perception of reality. I noticed a limited amount of doubt when it comes to describe
themselves and others. Most of the respondents have a long track record in food security
and/or are engaged strongly with their profession. Some quotes reveal these strong
power frames aligned with for example their specific knowledge in a particular field:
I have to be fair, and it sounds a bit arrogant, but because we are engaged in
those markets with our own company, we are many times in front when it
comes to knowledge. (Private company)
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Researchers are on the contrary more aware of the validity of their knowledge claims.
The Food System approach community therefore consists of mainly researchers. As one
of the respondents described their position:

Governments don’t like dilemmas. The same counts also for
companies to be fair. We can’t find any company who says: “we don’t know
what works and what not so let’s find out”. People want to scale-up and
think that they know something. (…) Knowledge workers are always
positioned in an awkward position in the debate. On both sides, private

sector and government, there is not much room for dilemma. And that’s a
pity. (Researcher)

In general NGOs regard the influence of businesses on Dutch food security policies large
and very not transparent. Especially the nomination of a former Unilever director as
Special envoy food and nutrition security raised questions by various respondents.
Framing the (policy) interaction processes, roles and responsibilities
Besides framing the issue, identities and relationships, actors also frame (policy)
interaction processes, roles and responsibilities. Analyzing the process frames helps me to
understand how the different communities and Dutch development actors frame the
current (policy) interaction processes, but also how they frame their own and each
other’s roles and responsibilities, in other words, the cognitive representations of
interaction processes (Dewulf et al., 2009).
Since partnerships and multi-actor collaborations between development actors are set as
one of the major goals in the (inter)national development sector, actors create
expectations and meanings about how these processes should be designed. Previously
linear and hierarchical top-down and bottom-up processes are these days being
succeeded by more transdisciplinary multi-actor approaches without clear descriptions of
processes, roles and responsibilities. The changes in the ‘Aid Architecture’ (i.e. more
actors, more sectors, more transnational, more projects, more funding channels) opens
up the arena for a more diversified involvement of actors: “Governance is no longer
automatically a role played by governments alone; it now requires interaction with
businesses, civil society organizations and knowledge institutions.” (AIV, 2016). The Dutch
government is actively promoting these multi-stakeholder approaches internationally.
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The recent AIV report from where the above quote is taken reveals the differentiations
between actors how to give shape to this reconfiguration. The Advisory Council on
International Affairs advised for example the government on the question how the
private sector could optimize its contribution towards achieving international sustainable
goals. After receiving this question, the advisory council reformulated it into the question
how the Dutch government can support businesses in their efforts to contribute to the
UN Sustainable Development Goals in September 2015. This reformulation symbolizes the
current fuzziness about actor’s roles and responsibilities.
NGOs are for example one of the longest existing actors when it comes to food security
interventions. Other more ‘new’ actors in development, such as businesses, have
different organizational habits, patterns and interests compared to NGOs. Especially in
the current multi-stakeholder pathway this results in misaligning expectations about the
process to follow and attached roles and responsibilities.
Although some framings are more connected to certain actor groups or communities, I
didn’t describe the differences in large detail as I did with the issue framing. To make my
analysis comprehensible and interesting to answer my research questions I clarify two
major findings which. The current role of Dutch policy officers engaged with food security
and interactions between actors during the problem identification and evaluation phase
of the policy process.
The role of policy officers at The Dutch government
Respondents don’t agree with each other when it comes to the role of the government
and policy officers in the current governance of food security. Historically governments
are the initiators of many development programs and projects. The turn towards more
neoliberal policies worldwide since the 90s has its effects on the expectations how to
govern development and food security. The government has these days more divers roles
as facilitator, financer, partner and regulator (Bouma & Berkhout, 2015; Ministerie van
Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013b). There is a lot of misalignment between respondents when it
comes to the role of policy officers at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Between policy
officers themselves these disagreements are prevalent. Especially in active interaction
processes during the implementation of programs and projects, such as partnerships,
policy officers are struggling to find a balance between being a partner and a financer of
the project (AIV, 2016; Vice Versa, 2017) as policy officer Anno Galema of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs explains in an interview with PPPlab::
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We

[Directorate

General

International

Cooperation]

tried

to

institutionalize this double role in such a way that it would not lead to too
much confusion, but we noticed that many people are still a bit uncomfortable
with our role. (PPPlab, n.d.)

Also the balance between contributing to the content of the programs as a sort of
specialist, or to stay more distanced from it as a generalist is discussed amongst policy
officers themselves as one of the respondents argues:
We sometimes have discussion with colleagues who are fully in the
content of the issue at stake. Than it seems that we are the implementers of
projects, like we did in the past in Africa. Than we talk for example about
gender in households. But that’s totally irrelevant on our level of policy
officers. (Policy officer)

He continues:

We have to move towards a more organizing role. We don’t need the pure
diplomat but more process oriented policy officers who don’t operate on the
basis of their expertise how everything works but know how to involve
experts in the process …. I dislike the so-called ‘experts’. We never had
those. Those were people with particular experiences and opinions about
development countries and areas where most of the time they themselves
never had been. It was the time that the outside world didn’t have any
influence on DGIS. Fortunately that time is over. (Policy officer)

This move of The Dutch government towards the importance of more managing skills by
policy officers is not seen as a positive choice by many other respondents:
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How can you let people make policies who have no knowledge at all?
Economic Affairs don’t have that problem. They have experts within their
organization. Foreign Affairs have chosen for generalists. And when they
need knowledge than they outsource it. (…) You need to have a sufficient
amount of basic knowledge to value the information you receive from
outside. (Researcher)

Another respondent argues:
It’s incredibly important that you have excellent experts within the Ministry
which results in good programs. (Former Special Envoy Dutch government)

Above quotes shows that policy officers expect more initiatives from companies and
researchers while companies and NGOs on the contrary request more responsibility,
initiative and leadership from the government:

It’s how we [Economic Affairs] look at the Aid&Trade agenda. The idea
that change and innovation has to come mainly from the private sector is also
increasingly recognized by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. (Policy officer)

This quest for leadership is for example also visible when it comes to the topic of climate
change and the active frontrunner role the Dutch government should take up according
to large Dutch companies. But according to respondents, it can also by an advantage
when the government is not involved in for example innovative initiatives because there
are less rules and the processes can be turned into very long halfhearted trajectories
which has suffocating effects.
The role of policy officers who are concerned with food and nutrition related issues also
depend largely on their specific responsibilities. At the Ministry of Foreign Affairs large
budgets (around 350 million euros) have to be managed by policy officers. They are
therefore more regarded as budget managers compared to policy officers at the Ministry
of Economic Affairs who only have very limited financial resources and are acting more
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demand-driven. The problem exploration phase is by some policy officers seen as the
most important phase with inputs from science, politics and the public:
We have invested heavily in educating employees to give shape and
content to facilitate dialogues with the outside world. It became one of the
guiding principles of our policy officers these days. (Policy officer)

But a respondent from another ministry told a very different story as an answer to the
question if policy officers were trained to become process managers:
Of course we are not trained for that. We are still not making that turn
completely. (Policy officer)

The move towards competitive instruments and the overall focus on results raises
questions by many respondents because the innovative and explorative capacity of the
Dutch government is fading and less energy is put in new explorative initiatives:

I think the government should oblige itself to put more effort in
innovation instead of programs which could achieve high results. (Knowledge
worker)

The above quotes indicate the ambiguity about current policy interaction processes, roles
and responsibilities within the Dutch food security policy environment. These differences
in framing within and between actor groups are also typical for the other phases of the
policy and project cycle. Many research and discussion are taking place to understand the
dynamics within these interactions.
Problem identification and evaluation processes
The degree of interaction between actors depends on the phase within the policy or
project cycle and the complexity of the problem. Simple problems which can be solved
immediately don’t require a lot of deliberative interaction between multiple parties on
how to solve the problem. More interaction is required when it comes to more wicked
problems wherein a combination of expertise, perspectives, knowledge and other
resources is requested (Tennyson, 2011). One of the main interaction processes between
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the diverse actor groups in The Netherlands are taking place in the problem identification
and exploration phase and the evaluation phase. This is done through (in)formal
organized meetings, seminars and consultations to gain and exchange knowledge on
specific food security topics (e.g. nutrition or agricultural entrepreneurship). Also informal
evaluations of specific programs and policy topics are discussed regularly (e.g. the pros
and cons of the Dutch Aid, Trade and investment policy). These are the places were
various Dutch development actors meet regularly besides their joined programs and
projects in the middle part of the policy and project cycles. An overview of different kind
of places for interaction is given on page X in the second result chapter).
Although many respondents appreciate these kinds of meetings, some respondents argue
that especially the interactions in the problem exploration phase have no effect at all.
I don’t believe in that but many colleagues do. I don’t think it has any effect.
(Policy officer)

One of the private sector respond also expresses its abomination towards dialogue
processes:

I really dislike those dialogues. That’s doesn’t solve anything because people
don’t prioritize it. It’s better to make things as fast as possible specific with
agreed deliverables and projects so people actually start working on it.
(Private company)

On the contrary, one of the researchers during the interviews mentions the importance of
knowledge based explorations wherein these difficult policy dilemmas are put on the
table.
In policy discussions I should start with putting the major dilemmas on
table. I am inclined to approach policy discussions in that way. I learned that
this approach is unthinkable for policy officers. Because policy officers don’t
have dilemmas. (Researcher)

The same researcher also argues that current policy processes are aiming too early to
create consensus while more energy need to be put on gaining insight in the problems
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from divers worldviews. It’s useless that people with different worldviews are trying to
find agreement while one of them wants to increase agricultural production but the other
ones want to decrease production because of environmental concerns: “That way of
finding consensus results in a big mess I can tell you” (researcher)
Especially researchers and NGOs are in favor of joint problem explorations. NGOs think
that the ‘real problems’ or ‘root causes’ are neglected in policy formulation and therefore
more of the real dilemmas should be put on the table:
Many times conferences are organized by people who are either in favor of
agro-ecology or industrial agriculture and you see that always same-minded
people join these conferences. But it would be interesting to put these two
streams together to shed a light on it. (NGO)

Although efforts are made by the Dutch government to give voice to as many opinions
and views as possible, through for example the a policy consultation about food security
in 2014 or to forming of various knowledge platforms, not all respondents were that
enthusiastic about those initiative and framed it as useless ritual dancing or not really a
dialogue. One of the policy officers calls the current focus on partnerships and dialogues
in various policy and project phases the ‘linkage disease’ of development cooperation.
More attention should be paid on what you want to achieve where after you decide
whom to involve:
In my opinion, development results have to be the point of departure.
From the required input we have to look which roles are needed, including
Dutch companies. …. the steering to spend 25% of the budget on civil society
organizations is nonsense. We have to get rid of that but that’s almost
impossible. (Policy officer)

Companies are seen by NGOs to be highly involved in political decision making, although
according to many of my respondents they are hard to get involved in the problem
identification phase of the policy process. Only when it comes to actual partnerships in
the implementation phase (e.g. technical assistance) there is some willingness to
cooperate because those activities cost companies a lot of time and money. Overall the
inclusion of companies is seen as marginal:
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We always name Heineken, Rabobank, Rijk Zwaan, DSM, but that are
only a very few… There is not much more. So where are we talking about?
(Policy officer)

One of the respondents from the private sector thinks that companies even should take a
certain distance when it comes to the policy process itself. According to policy officers
and researchers it’s very difficult to include the private sector in problem identification
processes.
Actors, frames and interpretive communities
Through my interpretive research approach a put more emphasis on the ‘meanings’
actors give to food security and attached frames instead comparing actors on the basis of
the regular categorizations (i.e. government, businesses, NGOs, knowledge institutes). By
linking these actor groups to the four analyzed interpretive it became apparent that each
of the four communities has a dominant actor group of the so-called Dutch Diamond. This
relation is visualized in the below radar chart. The surfaces of the four colored diamonds
give an indication of the proportions of each community without exact percentages.
Agri-Industrial regime

Food Otherwise movement

Food systems approach

Let a thousand flowers bloom approach

Full consensus
Government

Private Sector

NGO

Knowledge Institutes

Figure 7 Interpretive communities versus actor groups.
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Although I focus in my research on interpretive communities, the above chart shows that
the identified communities cannot be seen totally disconnected from the usual actor
groups. The radar chart above visualizes, for example, that although the Agri-industrial
regime is highly supported by the Dutch private sector, also governmental bodies, NGOs
and knowledge institutes are part of that interpretive community. As NGOs and
businesses are regularly seen as opponents in the food security field, this is of course not
always the case. Actors and organizations can be linked to several communities. Some
NGOs in my research have obtained plural strategies to gain support from two
communities. One of the NGOs has a ‘right to food’ perspective but also promote the
inclusion of the private sector in order to generate overall agricultural development in
countries. This means that some NGOs move a bit more towards the Agri-industrial
regime and Food Systems while more ‘activist’ NGOs stick to the framings identified in the
Food otherwise community. Also between and inside governmental departments exists
large discrepancies between actors and meanings when it comes to the use of GMOs, the
support for smallholders or the focus on agricultural productivity.
Another salient detail is that during interviews respondents preferred to talk for
themselves instead of talking in the name of their organizations. This indicates that
meanings in a large extent vary within organizations, something what I also observed
often within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Actors visually linked to a certain interpretive communities also don’t necessarily be
involved in the whole range of meanings attached to a community. Some actors are
focused on only a small part of the concepts and meanings of a particular community (e.g.
mechanization promoted by the Agri-industrial food regime, or promoting food
sovereignty by the Food otherwise movement).
Although it’s difficult to categorize meanings in a fluid field of food security it becomes
nevertheless less fluid when categorizing actors on the base of meanings instead of their
actor groups or frames.

Actor groups

Consist of

Actors

Construct

Multiple
realities

Produce

Frames

Interpretive
communities

Meanings

Contain

Form

Figure 2 From actor groups towards interpretive communities
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The figure above which I also presented in the third chapter shows that interpretive
communities are actually assemblages of shared meanings attached to food security
frames. Interpretive communities are not only virtually existing but are also observable
during meetings, conferences or working groups where they come together (regularly). A
good example is the comparison between the ‘Food otherwise’ conference, ‘Nationale
Voedseltop’ and the ‘The Future for Food Systems’ conference. The ‘Food otherwise’
conference was visited by mainly actors from NGOs and universities who could be
categorized under the Food otherwise movement. The ‘Nationale Voedseltop’ was a
conference organized by the Dutch government whereby plans were discussed to
promote sustainable diets and sustainable production with a major emphasis on the
chances for Dutch agricultural export. Especially actors from the government and the
private sector were present who could be categorized under the Agri-industrial regime.
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Result 2: Bridging realities. The disabling environment for reframing food security

Highlights
-

Overlapping consensus between interpretive communities mainly on some
problems and solutions of food security which have a liberal and right-based
perspective (e.g. access to land, gender, youth and access to finance) or are
related to a certain field of expertise (e.g. nutrition, business and horticulture).

-

Micro-level reframing takes place at various social arenas.

-

Three enabling conditions are identified for reframing processes between actors.
Actors interact more often when they are from the same interpretive community
(e.g. Food otherwise movement), when they share the same food security frames
(e.g. access to land or nutrition) or when they are from the same actor group (such
as governmental bodies or NGOs)

-

I identified four disabling dimensions for micro level reframing between Dutch
development actors; the sociological, organizational, institutional and substantive
dimension.

-

Actors concerned with food security are highly self-referential, mainly because of
their profession in a high fragmentized field of expertise: “Where you sit is where
you stand”.

-

Actors interact mostly with like-minded people which reduce reframing situations
between interpretive communities.

-

The complexity of the food security issue in combination with manifold ambiguous
concepts and false dichotomies complicate reframing processes.

My second result portrays the disabling environment wherein reframing within and
between actors and interpretive communities around the issue of food security in The
Netherlands takes place. As explained in the introduction, collaboration and interaction
processes between actors are currently put central in the field of development
cooperation by practitioners and researcher (AIV, 2016; Breeman et al., 2015; Brouwer et
al., 2015; Kolk et al., 2008; OECD, 2015; Partnerships Resource Centre, 2016; Pattberg &
Widerberg, 2016; Prasad Pant, 2009; Tennyson, 2011). It’s argued that if you want to
tackle real world’s ‘wicked’ issues and achieve real change, you will need to work
together with a range of different people and organizations with different backgrounds to
solve problems which seemed to be irresolvable in the first place.
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To add new insights to this large bundle of knowledge on multi-actor interactions I
analyzed the (disabling) environment for reframing between interpretive communities in
from a multilevel perspective (Geels & Schot, 2007). Emphasis is put on micro level
reframing. Besides describing these reframing processes I identified four disabling
dimensions for micro level reframing derived from my field observations and interviews
with respondents; the sociological, organizational, institutional and substantive
dimension.
In the following sections I sometimes refer to the process of micro level reframing as
‘bridging realities’ to put emphasis on the assumed goal and importance of reframing.
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The environment for reframing
A multilevel perspective
Frames and interpretive communities seem to be dynamic on the long term but relatively
stable on the short term. Many ideas and framings of food security are already
controversial for decades without major shifts between frames. One of these examples is
the debate between agro-ecology and industrialized agriculture. These ideas and frames
seem to be deeply rooted in actor’s beliefs, values, feelings and identities resulting in the
four identified interpretive communities of the previous chapter. In line with other food
security researchers (Marsden, 2013) I use the multi-level perspective (MLP) to explain
how the four identified communities are ‘battling’ to dominate and/or reframe food
security issues, identities, relationships and (policy) processes.

1

Landscape level
Macro level
Micro level

Slow changes/pressure
- Climate change
- Population growth
- Triple burden of malnutrition
- Scarce resources

1000
Flowers
approach

2

Socio-technical
regime

Agriindustrial
agriculture

3

Niche level /
parallel regime

New configuration
influence landscape

Shocks
- Food and fuel prices
- Droughts
- War
- Migration
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- Interaction
- Competition
- Taxes
- Policies
- Regulations
- Budgets

Agriindustrial
agriculture

Parallel operating
socio-technical
community

Food
Otherwise
movement
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Food
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Food
Otherwise
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Reconfiguration interpretive communities
(Multi-actor structure)
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Figure 8 Multi-level perspective of the four interpretive communities over time (Based on Schot
and Geels, 2007).

I adapted the MLP figure of Schot and Geels into the figure as presented above. The
figure consists of two axes. The vertical axis consists of macrostructures (number 1) and
micro-level processes (number 2 and 3). The horizontal axis indicates certain moments of
stabilization and reframing over time. The gray circles are the reframing environments
wherein the collections of interpretive communities interact with each other through
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deliberative and non-deliberative micro-level processes. I visualized a snap shot before
the 2007 and 2008 food price shocks and a snap shot of the current configuration. Inbetween both snap shots a major destabilization phase is visualized. The arrows within
the figure show the reframing pressures between interpretive communities.
In addition to the transformation of only one socio-technical regime as theorized by Schot
and Geels I analyzed an assemblage of two regimes within the Dutch food security field. It
consists of a dominating socio-technical regime and a parallel operating regime, the Food
otherwise movement. Although it poses pressure on the dominating socio-technical
regime, it is a separate operating smaller regime based on a shared set of for example
agro-ecological and food sovereignty values. This is actually not just a social movement or
niche player but a community with their long-existing agricultural practices in and outside
The Netherlands. This co-existing regime is constantly balancing between continuing its
own pathway and transforming the pathway of the mainstream:

The real purists on agro-ecology are reasoning that way. When we try
to influence the mainstream at the moment it is going to be an impossible
strategy. We also have to work on our pathway although that’s a difficult
consideration. When do we get enough momentum, and enough funds?

Wageningen University has also neglected biological agriculture for too long
because the money went to the mainstream. And maybe it still is, I don’t
know. (Knowledge worker)

Within the dominant socio-technical regime, the Agri-industrial community is still seen by
respondents as well as other researchers as the dominant community within the food
security debate. The Food otherwise movement (advocating for regionalization,
localization and food rights) and pressure from the landscape level (such as climate
change, food crises, population growth, triple burden and scarce resource) are putting the
current dominant regime under pressure and causes transitions in the regime (Candel et
al., 2014; Marsden, 2013, p. 21; Maye & Kirwan, 2013). In a recent report published by
the WRR the pressure from below (e.g. The Food otherwise movement) is described as
‘modest’, although they (could) have influential effects on developments in and around
the food system (WRR, 2014). These influential effects become more evident but are still
marginalized and under pressure of the current dominant regime:
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In spite of existing knowledge, the dominant discourse in policy,
research, business and technology development continues to be geared
towards the mono-cultural industrial farming models that run counter to
meeting the Millennium Development Goals and the Zero Hunger. …. Access
to food is still translated only into an increase in productivity of a few crops.
(Carol Gribnau, Hivos, in Food & Business Knowledge Platform, 2014)

Some scientists argue that since the food crises and accompanied shock in 2008 the
dominant Agri-food regime is beset by vulnerabilities and lacks the resilience and
organizational capacity to overcome the series of landscape pressures that it now faces
(Marsden, 2013). This observation aligns well with the view of Mosse that policies actually
change the reality, but that reality changes the support for policies (Mosse, 2004). The
slow landscape pressure but also the landscape shocks gave voice to other less
dominating voices. This means that the strength of the dominant regime is decreasing
and gives more space for other movements, such as the Food otherwise movement and
the Food systems approach. Especially the food system approach community is gaining
supporters from the Agri-industrial regime as well as also from the Food otherwise
movement. But there is also pressure from the regimes on the landscape as Rein and
Schön argue:
So far we have argued that the framing of policy issues is responsive to shifts in
the larger contexts of policy shifts that often entrain shifts of frame. But it is also
true that the reframing of issues can shape the contexts on which that reframing is
dependent. (Rein & Schön, 1993).
In their magazine ‘Farming Matters’, ILEAI describes the relevance of the pressure
executed by the agro ecological movement (in my research being part of the Food
otherwise movement) on the regime and the landscape:
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Finally, even if there is more than enough captivating evidence that
agroecology works, the power and influence vested in keeping the current
food system in place should not be underestimated. For this reason, the
‘movement’ dimension of agroecology is especially relevant. Engaging in
socio-political processes is paramount – of course armed with plenty of
evidence and an appropriate lens through which to observe and value
change. (ILEIA, 2016)

One of the respondents argues on the base of above quote:
In the consensus frame of food security the contradiction between
agroecology and mainstream agriculture is maybe the greatest. How do you
deal as policy officer of the Dutch government with a movement which
legitimizes its existence because of the mainstream is not taking account of
the movement their visions? (Knowledge worker)

These two communities are seen as opposites of each other by my respondents and other
researchers (Candel et al., 2014; Sibbing, 2014; WRR, 2014). Some actors with a strong
attraction to one of the two paradigms believe that these two paradigms may not
function alongside each other and therefore the dominant Agri-industrial regime should
either exclude Food otherwise movement or the Food otherwise movement should
transform the current regime. That’s also the reason why I portray two parallel operating
regimes because they are operating significantly different based on dissimilar values and
beliefs.
A remark has to be made that the described MLP perspective on the food security debate
between Dutch development actors can’t be considered as a distinct process
disconnected from other even larger political, social and economic domains in and
outside The Netherlands. The current world wide neoliberal economic is maybe the best
example for this which has major influences on food security policies. It’s therefore
regarded as impossible by respondents to throw over the current Agri-industrial regime
because of this strong connection with other domains.
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Also larger questions such as the use of GMOs in agriculture or the reform of the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) takes place largely at a European level. As one of the
policy officers exemplifies:
Our agricultural policy is primarily a European policy; you know that, there is
not much room for maneuver. (Policy officer)

Although actors within interpretive communities are under pressure from various sides
which causes reframing, this seems especially to happen as a result of personal
experience (in the field) or an imposed policy direction by their superiors. Actors are in
general not very sensitive for reframing through interaction. In their argumentation
actors bring regularly forward what they experienced personally at a certain space in
time. Sometimes it doesn’t even matter that such experiences are from 20 years ago and
took place in a totally different context.
Dimensions of micro level reframing
Within the MLP perspective I focused on micro level reframing. As explained in my
theoretical framework, micro level interactions between actors can have an intended
deliberative character (e.g. the organizations of dialogues and joint problem explorations)
or they have a non-deliberative character (e.g. reframing pressure from other actors,
personal experiences). There are however much more dimensions for reframing which I
analyzed from the data.
As explained by other researchers, reframing takes place during different policy
interaction processes (M. van Lieshout et al., 2014). I also observed many ways of
informal reframing besides the usual more visible and formal occasions. In table 7 I
summarize some relevant dimensions of micro level reframing I observed to give an idea
of the variety of micro-level reframing. These dimensions don’t always exclude each
other.
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Table 7 Dimension of micro level reframing

Dimensions of micro level reframing
Informal/Formal
Deliberative/Non-deliberative
Personal/Individual/Collaborative
Planned/Unplanned
Direct/Indirect
Visible/Invisible
Conscious/Unconscious
Written/Oral
Forced/Unforced

Because the professional field of food security is quite small in The Netherlands there are
many informal contacts, such as between NGOs and policy officers. Not all respondents
are keen on these informal contacts and argue that actors should only lobby for their
interest at the parliament and not directly with policy officers at the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs:
The lobby by NGOs directly on policies is of course as doubtful as
companies who try to influence the standard setting because of their
commercial interests. I think you don’t want to have that at all. (Policy officer)

The same counts for contacts between the parliament and policy officers:
When I was working at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs I had regularly
contacts with parliament members. Official this was not… I had to report it
but I prioritized the importance of a good formulated vision together with

others to jointly move the right way. (Former Special Envoy Dutch
government)

Both formal and informal reframing also occurs at food security conferences like the “The
Future for Food Systems” conference. Stakeholders from all sides of the Dutch Diamond
are coming together to jointly discuss the concept of Food Systems. The initiators of the
conference try to reframe the food security debate towards a food systems debate as is

Masterthesis Alex La Vos

Results

94

explained in my first result chapter. One of the initiators commented on my question
about how the “The Future for Food Systems” conference is received by participants:
Well, you cannot tell them frequently enough how important the
concept of food systems is. (..) I think slowly, and as long you mention it
regularly, people start realizing that the food security problematic is
becoming different. And that with producing more we only add little to the
solution. (Researcher)

Reports and policy documents are also one of the main agenda setting vehicles to
reframe the global food security debate. The World development report from 2008 is one
of those famous examples which argued that agriculture is ‘a vital development tool for
achieving the Millennium Development Goal that calls for halving by 2015 the share of
people suffering from extreme poverty and hunger.’ (The World Bank, 2008). One of my
respondents argues:
We are busy to publish a food systems report with the benchmarking of
different countries which hopefully leads to discussions. (Researcher)

An example of non-deliberative forced reframing at micro-level which I observed at the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the power of the minister for development cooperation to
change policy goals which results in the reframing of the overall food security debate. She
brings a concept or policy goal to the table which she regards as important and other
actors align to this proposed change because they know that there is support for it from
the minister. The shift towards public-private partnerships, aid&trade, gender, climatesmart agriculture and youth employment within agriculture are examples of policy issues
which are put high on the agenda by the Dutch government regularly. These topics are
many times created without clear deliberative processes and are performed through
power differences between actors.
Respondents also express the powerful and plentiful resources the current dominant
Agri-industrial food regime has compared to other communities. Companies which are in
general more in-line with the Agri-industiral food regime have much more resources to
influence the debate by their powerful lobby capacities in order to formulate and change
the rules of the game. Van Lieshout and colleagues refer to this sort of power as the
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power over in governance processes (M. van Lieshout et al., 2014). The power differences
and imbalances within the food security debate are also recognized by other researchers:
“(…) there is also contestation as the disparate priorities of those involved are likely to
lead to solutions that will suit some better than others, often dependent upon their
ability and power to drive the agenda forward.” (Maye & Kirwan, 2013).
Some actors must increase their collaboration with each other, partly because of
decreasing governmental budgets for civil society organizations in recent years, to
increase their overall strength and power to reframe. The limited amount of financial
resources by NGOs requires them to bundle their powers to be strong enough to
influence the current debates.
In the past we had 6 lobbyists in our organization so that we could be
on top of budget negotiations at the government level, but now we have
much lesser capacity than a few years ago and that’s absolutely noticeable.
(..) Than you have less influence which means that you have to work in
networks such as AgriProFocus to bundle forces in order to get into dialogue.
(NGO)

Another example is the Fair Green and Global Alliance where NGOs execute a joint lobby
and advocacy strategy to promote for example the right to food and food sovereignty,
recently also in close collaboration with the Dutch government under the ‘Dialogue and
Dissent’ subsidy scheme (http://www.fairgreenandglobal.org/fgg-programme). Also the
‘Ready for Change’ initiative, initiated by a Dutch membership body Partos, tries to
bundle forces in order to advocate for the coherent implementation of the SDGs by the
Dutch government, companies and knowledge institutes.
Above examples showcase that moving from non-deliberative reframing towards
deliberative reframing (in this case creating a dialogue) requires resource poor actors to
bundle forces.
The power of the Agri-industrial regime for non-deliberative reframing rests partly on the
reality that field of food security has a very strong business case and weak public
objectives, in contrast to a theme as water (Bouma & Berkhout, 2015). This business-case
attracts more ‘economic oriented’ interests from large influential businesses and strong
political parties. Above sketched power field was good observable during my internship at
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs. On one side you have the ‘BV Nederland’ perspective of
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Economic Affairs and current dominating liberal parties, while Foreign Affairs had a more
leftish approach with aiming at the people who suffered from hunger and malnutrition.
Non-deliberative reframing can also result from personal experiences during projects in
for example Uganda or food security conferences in The Netherlands. These personal
experiences are brought up regularly by actors to support their arguments when
explaining why they support a certain decision. In the sociological dimension of the
disabling environment in one of the next sections I elaborate more on these personal
experiences which generates self-referentiality.
Deliberative planned reframing at micro-level are organized interactions where
connection, issue exploration and shared language through dialogue takes place, such as
the Wicked Problem Plaza organized by the Partnership resource Centre or a multi-day
event organized by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to bring together scientists, policy
officers, knowledge institutes and companies to discuss a variety of food security topics.
Social arenas and enabling conditions for micro-level reframing
As already indicated in the previous section, micro level reframing of the Dutch food
security debate also occurs at different social arenas. Although influence is also expressed
internationally by actors, I’ll summarize only the Dutch places for micro level reframing I
came across during my research. There are however much more places for reframing but
hopefully the list below indicates the diversity.
Table 8 Social arenas for micro-level reframing

Place

Description

Examples

(Social)
media

Increasing use of Twitter,
Facebook to frame food security
issues and policies. Mostly
informal messages but also
formal announcements. Used by
organizations as well as
development professionals
themselves. Non-deliberative
reframing.

Projects and
programs

Reframing between actors within
projects and programs. Both
formal and informal interactions

Conferences

Events ranging from 1 hour lunch

The Dutch government has increased their
appearance on Facebook to inform
professionals and the public about their own
results and policies.
NGOs and researchers use social media
actively.
Also see research of Tim Stevens and
colleagues about social media as playing field
for the governance of agro-food sustainability
(Stevens, Aarts, Termeer, & Dewulf, 2016).
Dialogue and Dissent subsidy programs where
NGOs as well as the Dutch government is
involved.
Various public-private partnership initiatives
(PPPlab)
- A billion to gain
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and events

meeting towards multi-day
events. Formal set-up with lots of
informal contact between
participants. Good opportunity to
talk to broad range of actors
within a short time period.

- Voedsel Anders conferentie
- Vijverbergsessies / FoodFirst (25 experts
from all sides of the Dutch Diamond)
- Terugkomdagen food security experts /
policy officers / agricultural attachés
- Lunchmeetings at ministries
- Future of Food Systems
- No more food to waste
- AgriBizWorks
- ‘Hulp en handel: de balans en de toekomst’

Individual
contacts

Informal and personal contacts
between actors. Mostly invisible
reframing for other actors.

- WUR/LEI has regular contacts with Foreign
Affairs and Economic Affairs.
- Discussing new policy incentives between
researchers/NGOs/private sector and policy
officers.

Platforms
and working
groups

Off- and online networks where
people meet on a regular basis.
Mostly based on the same
interest or goals.

Deliberative
sessions /
Dialogues
Web-based

Planned meetings which normally
take place within a day.

- Food&Business Knowledge Platform
- AgriProFocus
- Netherlands Working Group On Nutrition
NWGN
- Werkgroep Voedselzekerheid
- PPPlab
- GAIN/AIM (Amsterdam Initiative against
malnutrition)
- Fair Green and Global Alliance
- Wicked Problem Plaza

Online spaces where actors
exchange knowledge or courses
are given. Mostly formal regular
organized meetings.

- Policy consultations
- E-courses about food and nutrition security
- Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) by
Wageningen University & Research
- World Bank online discussions which are
open for everyone

When we look at explorative working groups, alliances or meetings between actors than
three kinds of enabling conditions for collaborations were found. These three conditions
align with the relation and sequence of interpretive communities, frames and actors as
distinguished in the previous result chapter.
First of all, collaborations exist between actors from the same interpretive community. An
example is the Fair Green and Global Alliance (FGGA) wherein NGOs advocate for
improved corporate conduct, trade, investment and tax systems in order to reach socially
just, inclusive, environmentally and sustainable societies worldwide. Another example is
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the signed Voedsel Anders manifest to promote fair and sustainable food and agricultural
systems with the responsible use of soil, landscapes, plants, animals and water. The
Amsterdam Initiative for Improved Nutrition (AIM) is a case whereby different actor
groups collaborate, under the guidance of the Dutch government, to improve worldwide
nutrition from a market-based approach. ICCO, Unilever, DSM and Wageningen University
are part of the initiative and share the same meanings how to improve food security. The
first two examples consist of actors from the Food otherwise movement community. The
last example is more related to the Agri-industrial regime with their emphasis on market
solutions.
Secondly, actors cooperate on the basis of shared frames. While interpretive
communities are based on shared meanings, actors can also share certain food security
frames while other meanings or incentives are behind those frames. Clearly common
narratives or commanding interpretations are supported for different reasons and serve a
diversity of perhaps contradictory interests (Mosse, 2004). These collaborations are
mostly on specific problems or solutions in the food security debate. If there is a high
degree of agreement on Food Security frames themselves, than they can be considered as
consensus frames such as access to land, inclusive business, food fortification, women
empowerment and the landscape approach. Even when incentives of actors differ. To
give an example, for economic reasons the inclusion of women in agricultural activities is
positive in order to increase the labor potential of a family and resulting economic
productivity. But on the other side, the inclusion of women can also be seen as a step in
women emancipation. Another example where frames align but incentives differ is the
access to land concept. For an actor in the banking sector it is a positive change when
more people have land registration forms so they have physical capital and land rights to
make them less risky for financial services by having their land in the form of capital as
guarantee, while formal land registration papers also give rights to people who didn’t
formally possess land and could be kicked of their communal land before. These examples
can be seen as consensus overlapping collaborations: parties with different views
accepting solutions for different reasons (Rawls, 1987). While these consensus frames
bring actors and interpretive communities together, respondents note that these
collaborations are most of the time not very open to discuss real underlying ideas and
motives:
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My experience with for example the innovation platform ‘Food and
Business Knowledge Platform” is that many useful networks arise, but that
they usually only deal with sub questions. With finance, sustainable soils,
land rights etc. …. I think that bringing all the issues at the same time to the
table is also not the solution; therefore they have chosen to create partial
networks which handle certain important aspects. But politically, it doesn’t
have much effect. (Researcher)

Another respondent from an NGO argues that these partial networks are not designed to
bring a diversity of meanings and communities together but even exclude those who
think differently:

It really surprised me that on a certain moment, with the PPPlab,
they invited companies and some NGOs, but that only invited the valuechain oriented NGOs. That was very selective. More critical NGOs were not
invited by certain events. Thus the NGOs like Solidaridad and SNV who
mentioned beforehand that they wanted to cooperate with companies to
include smallholders in value chains, those NGOs were included but NGOs
with other views were not. I got the impression that we were kept out of the
process consciously. (NGO)

Thirdly, and not very surprisingly maybe, actor groups can form the basis for collaboration
such as businesses, NGOs, governmental bodies or knowledge institutes. However, this
largely depends on the interpretive community where they are part of. At the
government level collaborations between different ministries is not as easy as it looks like
because major differences in thinking between them exist. An example is the ambition of
the government presented in their policy letters to create an integrated food policy
between different policy domains and ministries. Cooperation seems far from easy
between different domains even when they are all part of the Dutch government.
Between NGOs these collaborations are much stronger and cooperative. As given the
example of the Fair Green and Global Alliance. But also networks such as Partos and Agri
Pro Focus are fertile grounds for collaboration between NGOs, although this also depends
largely on their meanings and incentives.

Masterthesis Alex La Vos

Results

100

The disabling environment for reframing food security
In the previous section of this ‘bridging realities’ chapter I zoomed in on the environment
wherein reframing between actors and interpretive communities takes place. In this
section I present the results of my analysis into the barriers of this environment. I call this
the ‘disabling environment for reframing food security’. These identified barriers are
mainly extracted from the ‘identity and relationship frames’ and ‘(policy) process frames’
brought forward by respondents (i.e. emic perspective) and my own observations in the
field (i.e. etic perspective).
What difficulties are Dutch development actors facing when it comes to collaborations,
partnerships, discussions, dialogues and other micro-level reframing processes? As I
explained before, micro level reframing is according to scientist and practitioners
assumed to be important to bridge multiple realities in order to analyze the wicked issue
of food security from different actor perspectives. This is based on the idea that the
problems we face today are too complex to be managed by one person. We require more
than one brain to solve them. Diversity is therefore these days seen as point of departure
taking account of the multiple realities co-existing. Noelle Aarts argues: “It is not
conflicting opinions that are the problem, but the way we communicate about them, or
stay silent.”(Aarts, 2015). Especially in the complex environment of food security where
many actors, sectors and issues collide and are interdependent, continuous reframing of
situations results in more effective policies and higher success for programs and projects.
In an increasingly interconnected glocalized world it becomes a challenge to find new
ways to govern wicked problems (AIV, 2016; Breeman et al., 2015). As Breeman and
colleagues formulate:
Feeding the world is not only a complex technical matter, but also a demanding
governance issue. As food security has all the characteristics of a wicked problem
(variety of problem definitions, conflicting interests, interconnectedness across
scales, inherent uncertainties), conventional governance arrangements do not
seem to work. (Breeman et al., 2015)
Dialogue as one of these reframing processes seems to harness the collective intelligence
of the people around you; together we are more aware and smarter than we are on our
own. (Isaacs, 1999).
Current research mainly focusses on the theoretical dimension of reframing processes ‘in
action’, such as multi-stakeholder approaches, governance processes and public-private
partnerships (Breeman et al., 2015; Brouwer et al., 2015; Isaacs, 1999; Kolk et al., 2008;
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Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, 2013b; Partnerships Resource Centre, 2016; Pattberg
& Widerberg, 2016; Tennyson, 2011; Termeer et al., 2015; United Nations Development
Programme, 2009; Vincent, 2008). My observations at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
the interviews with various development actors brought forward many disabling
dimensions and practical limitations for micro level reframing processes instead of the
usual discussed theoretical (deliberative) dimensions in current literature.
In the figure below I show the four identified dimensions of this disabling environment for
micro level reframing: sociological, organizational, institutional and substantive
dimensions.

Sociological
- Defending identity
- Self-referentiality

Organizational
- Capacities and time
- Competences and
capabilities

The disabling
environment for
reframing food
security

Substantive
- Complexity of the issue
- Ambiguous concepts
- Apparent contradictions
and false dichotomies

Institutional
- Disagreement about policy process,
roles and responsibilities
- Professional accountability
- Public and private knowledge

Figure 9 The disabling environment for reframing food security.

The four dimensions mutually reinforce each other although the sociological dimension is
the overall explanatory dimension. They can all be the cause or result of the other
dimensions. The complexity of the issue (as substantive dimension) can for example result
in the self-referentiality of actors, while the self-referentiality of actors on its turn results
in ambiguous concepts. The grey space with arrows in the middle of the figure is
therefore a kind of melting pot of different dimensions reinforcing each other.
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During my period at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs I especially observed the
organizational and institutional dimensions for bridging realties. Policy officers often
don’t have the capacity, time and competences to facilitate or participate in deliberative
processes. Also some policy officers and NGOs continuously reproduce their strong
prolonged views in discussions which result many times in deadlocks. These tunnel visions
by actors are many times a result of the self-referential perspective they produce because
of their specific specialization and focus areas. This means that the sociological behavior
of actors is of utmost importance to understand reframing processes.
The four dimensions and the subtopics are everything but complete and comprehensive
when we take all disabling dimensions in mind. I however selected the most prevalent
ones.
Organizational
Capacity and time
The most expressed barrier of respondents to engage in interaction processes is the
availability of time and the overall capacity of their organizations. Especially in the field of
food security there are many problems but that doesn’t align with the limited amount of
professionals in Netherlands. Employees of organizations therefore have to choose
between specializations. This doesn’t only limit their view on the broader picture, but also
decreases their attention and efforts on other issues.
The organizational capacity of the food security department of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs is such an example. Recently there have been some cuts in positions at the
inclusive green growth department. This happened even for positions which were
regarded important in the context of current policy directions. The organizational
structure of the Ministry is therefore not aligned with the policy incentives. The direction
of food and nutrition policy and the selection of programs even depend heavily on the
availability and capacity of policy officers.
These shifts in the organizational capacity at governmental level are according to
respondents a problem for proper policy making. One of the policy officers respondents
to this raised problematic by others:
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We don’t pretend with our team that we deal with all the facets of
food security. And the question arises how you deal with that accordingly. We
wrote the policy letter together with the ministry of Economic Affairs and
therefore we ask support from them, but there is also a limitation on that…
(Policy officer)

Later on the policy officer continues:

The available capacity is a major restriction. It’s very beautiful to talk
about interactions, beautiful, but it also has to be feasible (…) so you have to
considerate where to go when you receive 10 invitations to come and talk
somewhere. (Policy officer)

A consultant active in the field of food and nutrition security agrees with the policy
officer:

There have been major budget cuts. The current government cut 2
billion, 750 million for three years and another billion next year. You can’t just
do ‘more’ with less capacity because there is somewhere a bottom in human
capacity. (Consultant)

This lack of capacities is not only a characteristic at the ‘head quarters’ of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs in The Hague. Other researchers and practitioners also mention that many
Dutch embassies have insufficient capacity to facilitate partnerships properly, deliver
good quality food security programmes or ensure continuity of support (AIV, 2016;
Brouwer, 2017; ECDPM, 2014; Vice Versa, 2017). This is mainly because of budget cuts in
governmental bodies in recent years resulting in a decrease of embassy staff employees.
Anno Galema, a policy officer from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and working on the
PPPlab summarizes above capacity problems:

Masterthesis Alex La Vos

Results

104

It has a lot to do with that ministry staff have different perceptions of
what this role holds and the lack of capacity. A solution could have been to
be stricter in assigning staff to a certain partnership in combination with
more guidance but capacity might always be the most limiting factor.
Despite very good examples where it worked out well, I think that we have
not been able to live up to the expectation. Therefore it is likely that the
partner role of the ministry will be revised and that we find other ways to be
supportive to partnerships without being a formal partner. (PPPlab, n.d.)

These capacity problems are also a major issue at NGOs and businesses. Respondents
from these actor groups express that there are many conferences, partnerships and fora
but that they don’t have the capacity to join them:
We don’t have the capacity in The Netherlands to attend and join all the
different fora. (Private company)

Before we had six lobbyists, this means that we could follow policy processes
better and get in contact about policy issues. Now it’s evident that we have
less capacity than a few years ago and we absolutely notice that at the
moment. (NGO)

Especially the budget cuts affecting the four largest Dutch NGOs have limited their
resources for activities which are of a lesser concern. NGOs had to put more energy and
capacity to get diversified funds from other donors. On the other hand, NGOs also started
to cooperate more with each other to share their resources which is a positive move.
Limited financial resources and the resulting lack of capacity and time also brings barriers
to public-private partnerships:
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That idea of ‘let’s do a PPP’, that sounds excellent but it just costs so
much time. And that time have to be taken to make it a success. But that
means also a big investment. At the moment you see many doubts about the
whole PSD (private sector development) and PPPs because it seems far from
efficient. And how much does it yield in the end? (Consultant)

This argument is also brought forward by one of the other respondents from the private
sector:
Cooperation and partnerships are all very nice, but to get things done,
you also need a lot of time to here at our company. Especially our advice
division, we really have to work hard… so every hour you spend on
meetings…. partnerships… the big disadvantage of partnerships are that they
are very slow. All the agendas need to be aligned. (Private company)

And this ‘timely’ element has also its effects on the operation of businesses. Businesses
act on a different timeframe. They have to make a decision about a critical investment
within a week. Governmental organizations or NGOs first want to elaborate on the public
consequences or want to organize meetings to come to a well-considered decision.
This argument of ‘having no time’ by businesses is therefore sometimes interpreted by
respondents that businesses just don’t see the purpose or use of getting involved in for
example policy consultations:
Companies such as Unilever didn’t even want come to The Hague for a
consultation on the new food and nutrition policy letter of 2014. Instead we
had to go to them and even had to make a report ourselves! The same counts
for Rabobank. (Knowledge worker)

Comparing this expressed lack of organizational capacity with the expectations from my
respondents regarding the active involvement of policy officers of the policy process in
my first result chapter shows one of the major barriers for reframing at the moment. The
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current move towards partnerships and collaborative processes just misaligns with the
organizational capacities. As a result interpretive communities don’t get the space to
bridge realities in order to solve wicked issues around food security.
Competences and capabilities
Furthermore, personal and organizational capabilities or competences to engage in
fruitful dialogues are questionable. As brought forward in my frame analysis of the policy
process, policy officers were sometimes trained to give shape and content to facilitate
dialogues with the outside world, but that is more an exception to the rule. This also
counts in general for employees at knowledge institutes and NGOs according to a
consultant:
For many people collaboration competences are not part of their job
description. (Consultant)

These required competences and capabilities are also brought forward by Candel,
Termeer and colleagues in their analysis of governance capabilities to deal with wicked
problems (Candel, 2016; Termeer et al., 2015). As Candel formulates: “In addition to
willingness, both administrations and individual policy officers may lack the capacity and
skills to work in an integrative manner, for example to facilitate linkages with new
subsystems or to pursue overarching goals.”
Also one of the respondents brought forward the competences for joining collaborative
processes and even called it one of the major barriers:
Within governments, NGOs, knowledge institutes and businesses are
people who shouldn’t join certain collaborations because they dig in their
heels when they enter the room. (Consultant)

Many respondents also brought forward the issue of the knowledge policy officers should
have to deal with the current collaborative environment in The Netherlands. Respondents
argue that in the past there were more food and nutrition experts and now more
diplomats and managers. This lack of expertise at the policy level and the overall
organizational capacity at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs raises concerns by respondents
from NGOs, researchers and other experts:
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There is only one expert at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs which is an
expert in the field of nutrition, Reina Buijs, but she is deputy director-general
at the ministry with currently a totally different role. (Researcher)

What I recognize as a big problem is that a lot of civil servants are
dealing with the issue food security while they have a very limited knowledge
about the topic. They are more general focused on international cooperation
and international relations… But if it really comes down to topics such as
analyzing agricultural processes the right to food, risks or livelihoods…. (NGO)

Besides personal capacities and competences of policy officers, the reflexivity and
resilience governance capability (Termeer et al., 2015) of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to
deal with the wicked issue of food security is also questionable. Although one of the
interviewed policy officers mentioned the training of policy officers to give shape and
content to facilitate dialogues with the outside world, the bureaucratic structure of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs is described as a ‘sponge’. When you try to innovate or want to
make small changes in the organization, the organization structure would hinder long
term changes in the organization itself. It will bounce back towards its previous shape.
Innovation processes had therefore a short life spam resulting in a lack of reflexivity and
resilience capabilities.
Institutional
Disagreement about policy processes, roles and responsibilities
As the first result chapter showed, the misalignment is significant between actors when it
comes to (policy) processes, roles and responsibilities of actors within the current
landscape of development cooperation with its various multi-stakeholder processes.
Reframing processes are nevertheless dependent on what actors can expect from each
other, especially when it comes to leadership. Although Breeman and colleagues didn’t
spend much attention on leadership with their research on enhancing food security
through multi-stakeholder processes, they regarded as essential: “Leadership skills are
especially needed to guide the multi-stakeholder dialogues concerning the removal of
dysfunctional or circular debates or the revitalization of projects by breaking through
formal, administrative, and political barriers.” (Breeman et al., 2015)
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As earlier results made clear, parties expect more of the roles and responsibilities of
others. The ambiguity about current policy interaction processes, roles and
responsibilities and overall governance within the Dutch food security policy environment
works paralyzing. Uncoordinated and non-hierarchical institutional arrangements are a
result of the fragmented alternative governance move towards multi-stakeholder
partnerships which leads to functional overlap and competition among initiatives and
norms (Pattberg & Widerberg, 2016).These days many debates are held about the
effectiveness and overall functionality of for example public-private partnerships. One of
the main conclusions in a recent event was that major improvements are needed because
of unclear roles and dominant parties (Vice Versa, 2017).
Besides the more practice oriented collaborations such as PPPs, respondents bring
forward that other multi-stakeholder processes such as joint problem exploration and
evaluation are requiring clear governance initiatives by the Dutch government.
Professional accountability
Reframing through deliberative processes is assumed to be required in order to deal with
the wicked issue of food security. But to whom can employees be held accountable for
the degree and results of interaction with other organizations? I start again with an
example of the Dutch government. At the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, policy officers are
not held accountable for these efforts. They are rather judged on making no mistakes
resulting in a passive attitude:
If you want to make a career at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs than you
don’t want to make mistakes. People are operating at the safe side. Avoiding
risks. If you want to improve or change anything than you are taking a gamble.
(Former Special Envoy Dutch government)

Policy officers mention that they are not held accountable for the results they achieve in
their programs and projects.
Besides this form of accountability at the side of policy officers, the governments’
accountability towards parliament increased in recent years, partly because of negative
experiences and stories around development projects. It’s therefore important that food
security policies and programs gain political support in parliament, even when these
policies could have counteracting results. This aligns with the argument of Mosse that
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policy (e.g. development models, strategies and project designs) functions mainly to
mobilize and maintain political support, that is to legitimize rather than to orientate
practice: “the power lies in the narratives that maintain an organization’s definition of the
problem (E. Roe, 1994)—that is, success in development depends upon the stabilization
of a particular interpretation, a policy model.” (Mosse, 2004).
An example of this search for political support is food security policies to prevent people
in Africa from migrating massively to Europe. The Dutch government, but also other
governments in Europe, brings solutions to the table which have in reality adverse effects.
Nevertheless those policies have gained widespread socio-political support. This form of
political accountability can be seen as barrier for reframing processes because getting a
full understanding of the wicked issue of migration is not relevant anymore, as long there
is political support. Why should policy officers then put effort in intensive and time
consuming interaction processes to find the real causes of migration and food security?
These many times political motivated policy directions and the overall politicization of
food security, are standing in sharp contrast with deliberative processes and brings even
the quality of debates between government and parliament down:
The quality of the debate is really pathetic. It is heartless to say but you
can’t deny it. (…) It’s almost a sort of theater or a ritual. These debates don’t
reach the core of the issues. (Policy officer)

The policy officer gives another example which reveals that governments are not
accountable for the effectiveness of decisions but the support it gets:
The international Research and Policy Evaluation Department (IOB)
evaluated the Private Sector Development (PSD) instrument a few years ago.
They pulverized the governmental PSD policies because almost no effects

were measured. But the evaluation hasn’t been any restricting for the
transition to the current Dutch Aid&Trade agenda. (Policy officer)

Mosse connects this idea of public and political support to the required supporting
interpretive communities:
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The point is that authoritative interpretations have to be made and sustained
socially. Development projects need ‘interpretive communities’; they have to
enroll a range of supporting actors with reasons ‘to participate in the established
order as if its representations were reality’. (Mosse, 2004)
Therefore it could be said that the decisions which are made at the policy level at the
moment are actually knowledge poor. One of my respondents working at a knowledge
institute mentions that 15 years ago much more knowledge was used to formulate
policies. Current policies seem to be resilient to scientific research.
The issue of accountability is also playing a major role between governmental
departments. Food security relates to development, trade and agricultural policies. A
researcher argued that there is not a joined formulated integrated food policy yet
because the ‘payback’ of nutrition policies, less health expenditures, is in favor of another
ministry. These are departmental barriers which are also applicable to other actor groups
in the food security field. A private bank also faces those accountability limitations when
it comes to multi-stakeholder processes:

Sometimes you see well-meant development projects whereby a bank
is involved. But if the bank doesn’t get their investment back in those
agricultural projects, than the bank’s board say: “Do you see? It just goes
wrong!” So you have to be very careful as a bank to join the food security
sector, especially when it involves the bottom of the pyramid. (Private
company)

Public and private knowledge
A barrier for deliberation processes brought forward by especially the private sector,
researchers and knowledge workers is the issue of public and private knowledge. It seems
to be difficult for private companies to share their knowledge about their food security
projects and programs. Especially in multi-stakeholder processes the cooperation
between public and private parties loses because the retrieved information from a
project or program becomes economically valuable and confidential for the private
parties involved. Private parties are not willing to share for example the results with other
actors or are not allowing researcher to study the project:
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That’s of course true. For example The Sustainable Trade Initiative
(IDH). That’s a pre-competitive platform wherein the government together
with businesses tries to eliminate public/private bottlenecks in value chains.
And what you see, that’s the nature of the beast, pre-competitive is
possible, but at the moment it really becomes interesting than the Marses
and Cargils of the world don’t want to share that knowledge anymore. The
data of for example from farmers is extremely valuable for the company.
(Private company)

This doesn’t take away that the private sector is extremely important, with its large-scale
producers, processors and retailers and taking responsibility for rules that range from
food safety to trade to sustainability (Ingram, Ericksen, & Liverman, 2010).
Another respondent argues that even Wageningen University is moving down the hill
when it comes to the public-private knowledge debate because the university is
cooperating more and more with companies.
Substantive
Complexity of the issue
Food Security issues are incredibly ‘wicked’ or ‘intractable’ (Breeman et al., 2015; Schön &
Rein, 1994). It entails a vast amount of perceived glocalized problems, interdependencies
between issues, an increasing amount of actors and the heterogeneity of problem
contexts. Other global (development) challenges are linked to Food Security, such as
migration and climate change. Respondents argue that it is therefore almost impossible
to bridge and govern all those diversified realities to come to a sort of agreement. This
high degree of uncertainty and the lack of agreement makes the issue complex (Stacey,
2007). The consequence is that deliberation processes are in many cases far from
realizable according to one of the respondents:
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There are so many goals, targets and people involved that it creates a
kind of chaos and complexity. If you want to bring them together and
everyone wants to have their say than it becomes very difficult to manage.
And who is responsible for it in the end? For SDG 2 for example? (Former
Special Envoy Dutch government)

The interconnectedness of problems makes it harder to agree upon the needed actions
and requires more coherence between policy domains at governmental level. However,
new struggles and conflicts occur when the group of involved actors increases.
Besides that current food security complexity results in a hard to manage collaboration
process it also leads to the simplification of diagnoses and linear policy directions (Koning,
Bindraban, & Essers, 2002). One of the respondents mentions that the need for faster,
more and better results of current development policies and the compartmentalization of
issues denies the complexity of integrated food security issues:

Everyone knows we have to integrate the whole complexity of food
security, but it is hard to measure. An example is a situation wherein women
live within a difficult social-cultural environment, have health issues and a
need

for

education.

Because

of

the

current

governmental

compartmentalization it doesn’t touch upon the complexity of food security.
(Consultant)

While everyone agrees that approaching food security from various angles and realities
should be the point of departure to generate complementarity, it’s also recognized that
major decisions are made by a few powerful persons:
It is so complex that it depends on the decisions of a few persons
which policy direction is going to be followed. That can be policy officers or
parliament members with their own hobby horses and say that they only
want to invest in young farmers. …. The complex story of food security is
sometimes brought back to a few issues. (Consultant)
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The above sketched implications of the complexity and wickedness also lead into
ambiguous concepts.
Ambiguous concepts
A consensus on a specific food security frame, may it be an issue, identity or policy
process frame doesn’t mean that actors also agree on the meanings they give to that
particular frame. As argued before, parties with different views can accept solutions (or
frames) for different reasons (Rawls, 1987). Because many food security and other
development concepts are already used for a long time, new meanings are given to them
continuously. The discursive field of Food Security contains therefore many buzz words or
fuzzwords (Cornwall & Eade, 2010; Kremer et al., 2009; van den Brink & Metze, 2006;
Willis, 2005) and ‘Plastic words’ (van der Laan, 2001) which results in misunderstanding
between actors and interpretive communities and thus has major consequences for the
debate, discussion or dialogue on food security. Two well-known and debated examples
of these words are sustainability (e.g. political, economic, social, financial, organizational,
environmental etc.) and development (e.g. Economic development, social development,
human development etc.).
These definition problems transform meetings and conferences into long semantic
discussions which consume precious time and are therefore regarded as tiresome and
demotivating by respondents. Nevertheless, actors regard it valuable and needed to pay
attention to these buzzwords because they could hide important underlying meanings,
between interpretive communities, which should be discussed upon in order to come to
an agreement. Therefore formal meetings are even revolved around unraveling
ambiguous concepts such as youth, smallholder or inclusiveness (Hospes, Dewulf, &
Faling, 2016). Other ambiguous concepts which form discursive barriers in interaction
processes are Climate-Smart agriculture (Vice Versa, 2016), Aid&Trade, productivity,
value chains and private sector:

Private sector is regularly regarded as large companies or a bundle of
large companies, but smallholders are also the private sector or an emerging
private sector. (NGO)
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Who is the small farmer? I think you can do a whole study about ‘the
smallholder’ because there are many different interpretations possible and
can therefore almost be seen as contaminated word. Is it smallholder, or
family farming, or family-led farming or self-sustainable farm, the poorest of
the poor… (Consultant)

Some buzzwords are never defined properly and are open to the interpretation of actors.
Even the word ‘food security’ is defined totally different as is shown in my analysis of how
the four interpretive communities define the issue at stake. Is it the availability of food in
2050 or current hunger and malnutrition of the poor of the poor? Food security itself is
also already a strong frame. Why is it for example not called food insecurity?
Although it can be seen as one of the major barriers in reframing food security, on the
other side can concepts such as participation, partnership, governance and social capital
also be used as mobilizing metaphors (Mosse, 2004). David Mosse means that because of
the concept’s vagueness and ambiguity room is given for different interests, compromises
and to build coalitions.
Apparent contradictions and false dichotomies
The wickedness of food security issues regularly leads to debates wherein the context of
problematic situations fades away and general claims are made. Although there are some
issues which are of a global relevance and concern, most of them are not and require
contextualization. Food security means for example something totally different in The
Netherlands than in Yemen. As a result of this missing context, miscommunications and
misinterpretations obstruct reframing processes. As shown in my frame analysis in the
previous chapter, interpretive communities talk on very different time, demographic,
agricultural and policy levels:
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There is absolutely a lack of notion about diversity on the local level
with differences and conflicts within communities in Africa. There are no
universal communities. You have certain people within communities who
have political powers and do everything they can for the interests of
politicians and other economic interests. But you also have completely
marginalized women within these communities and Illiterate people. This
means that there are no homogenous communities and problems are always
much more complex. (NGO)

This is one of the reasons that some scientists argue to create policy spaces for more
place-based forms of reflexive governance (Marsden, 2013; Sonnino et al., 2016).
Two regularly discussed ‘apparent contradictions’ or ‘false dichotomies’ are the
discussion around cash crops versus food crops, and the discussion who to support with
food security policies: smallholders or the SMEs and commercial farmers. False
dichotomies are problematic when they generate divides between actors in discussions
(Aarts, Ruyssenaars, Steuten, & Van Herzele, 2015). People create these fundamental
contradictions to give meaning to the chaotic environment surrounding them in order to
structure issues (Aarts et al., 2015). Respondents with a more neutral position in the food
security debate stress that those contradictions and dichotomies are consequently
‘apparent’ and ‘false’ and must be put in a certain food security context (in a specific time
and space). The dichotomized debate around smallholders versus SMEs, production
versus distribution and food crops versus cash crops are in their eyes irrelevant. It’s many
times AND/AND and not OR/OR. Let me clarify two of those false dichotomies which have
a major influence on reframing processes between actors.
Which agricultural crops lead towards food secure people? Although I didn’t notice much
public discussions about this underlying question, during interviews respondents
expressed strong ideas about stimulating farmers to grow cash crops (e.g. cacao and
coffee) or food crops (e.g. wheat and vegetables). Both kind of crops are supported
internationally in food security programs and projects. Cash crops are crops which are
mainly meant to be marketed for profit and higher incomes for farmers, while food crops
are cultivated for basic food requirements of framers (Tomlinson, 2013). One of the
respondents sharply frames:
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Coffee and cacao have totally nothing to do with food security. People
earn money with those crops and can buy food with it, but in Vietnam for
example there is no hunger at all. (Policy officer)

Another respondent from an NGO also doesn’t understand why the Dutch government
supports flower producers in Kenia under the heading of food security. By supporting
these cash crops, food crops must be imported. One of the respondents even framed the
cash crops economy as the ‘toetjeseconomie’ (in English: dessert economy) because it is
not of a specific importance for food security.
Another respondent counters above views with the argument that it is better to focus on
certain cash crops, generate agribusinesses and the hard currency you can earn with it so
that you can more efficiently import food crops. This argumentation is in line with the
view of the World Bank in 2008 that “cash oriented production, including for exports,
allows capital accumulation, investment and productivity gains (with positive spillovers on
food production), while subsistence agriculture is a trap from which it is difficult to exit
without further market integration” (The World Bank, 2008).
The food crops vs cash crops debate is mainly based on the question whether increased
incomes through cash crops results in more food security or that the availability of food
through food crops results in more food security. I see this as a false dichotomy within the
food security debate complicating reframing processes because there are other
underlying meanings attached to the question which stays out of the discussion. More
meaningful questions around the importance of strong local markets or producing
nutritious food stay out of the debate by polarizing the debate. This is even more the case
for the dichotomy smallholders versus SMEs and commercial farmers. As one of the
respondents from a private company describes as one of the long lasting discussions in
agricultural development:
50 years ago we also had that discussion about small farmers and large
farmers. It’s AND/AND in my opinion. (Private company)

One of the respondents, a well-known agricultural researcher, tries to move away from
the constant framing of small scale agriculture and large scale agriculture:
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It’s not by definition that small scale farming is better for the
environment. It’s important to make the targets explicit to see under which
conditions something is most effective. Today you still have the battle
between those different thinking parties .... We are still suffering from
dogmatic battles. (Researcher)

The respondent tries to reframe the small scale vs big scale farming debate into a
discussion about productivity, amplifying that there is only one way forward and that is
the increase of production. Although food security is obviously more than only about
increasing production, he tries to step away from the false dichotomy.
The false dichotomy of smallholders versus SMEs and commercial farmers is also used to
frame actors who are supporting policy directions supporting smallholders:
Smallholders are treated as a sort of cuddly toys which you have to
protect, while the opposite is happening in The Netherlands. (Private
company)

The solution for moving away from this dichotomy trap in discussions is coined by one of
my respondents:

These discussions have multiple layers. … The smallholder versus
larger farmers question has of course to do with a certain product. Let’s take
cotton. Is it better to let cotton produce by smallholders or by large farmers?
Well it’s simple, you can just do a comparative research. …. But then you will
get societal questions about the consequences for smallholders who have to

quit farming or large farmers who are getting the control over land.
(Researcher)

As shown by above long existing examples, through the ordering of the discussion into
the false dichotomies of ‘food crops’ versus ‘cash crops’ or ‘smallholder’ versus ‘SMEs and
commercial farmers’ no effective reframing takes place to generate a new shared
perspective by both parties. It actually polarizes the debate when these apparent

Masterthesis Alex La Vos

Results

118

contradictions are not been put actively on the table (Aarts et al., 2015). Although many
respondents acknowledge the need for contextualization and the inclusion of value-based
meanings in the discussion, it’s an easy trap to use the frame of smallholders or large
framers in discussion.
Sociological
Besides organizational, institutional and substantive dimensions, the sociological
dimension is maybe one of the major disablers for reframing processes. The ‘World
Development Report: Mind, society, and behavior’ from the World Bank in 2015 brought
this dimension also into the field of development and development professionals. As they
formulated:
Although time and resource constraints might interfere with efforts to adopt more
systematic diagnoses and experimental implementation, the biggest challenge
may be overcoming the psychological and social obstacles within development
organizations themselves. (The World Bank, 2015).
In line with the World Bank, I found two major disablers for reframing processes during
my analysis which are linked with each other: self-referentiality and identity.
These two disablers are of importance because they can “inadvertently harm, the very
people they seek to assist if their choices are subtly and unconsciously influenced by their
social environment, the mental models they have of the poor, and the limits of their
cognitive bandwidth.” (The World Bank, 2015). This is maybe formulated a bit extreme,
but recognizing the diversity of biases of development professionals resulted as one of
the most relevant disablers for reframing processes out of my analysis.
Self-referentiality
The environment of food security is incredibly complex. Therefore development actors
and organizations have to make sense, select, name and categorize the environment
wherein they operate (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016). Luhmann refers to these actors and
organizations as self-referential systems who have to select and self-reference in a
complex environment (Luhmann, 1984). This results in actors and organizations with
strong developed and re-created boundaries, operation conditions and logic which are
stronger than for example external logics and influences (Jessop in Herzele & Aarts,
2012). In other words:
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“To cope with complexity the system divides reality into what it considers important or
relevant and what is not. This means that systems both include and exclude, and they
create visibilities at the same time as they mask or neglect alternative constructions of
reality.” (Van Herzele & Aarts, 2013)
Because the complex environment of food security with its increasing amount of actors,
sectors, issues and challenges, ‘systems’ have to select relatively more specifically while
these actors, sectors, issues and challenges become more interdependent. As Van Herzele
and Aarts mention, selection is inevitable simply for capacity reasons (Van Herzele &
Aarts, 2013). Linking this to the organizational capacity and time of organizations in The
Netherlands makes clear that this self-referentiality is obstructing reframing processes.
Policy officers, for example, have to select and prioritize food security issues, but on the
meantime neglect relevant other issues in the environment.
When it comes to the own logic of actors and organizations it became apparent during
my research that actors base their ideas and views more easily on their personal and
organizational experiences instead of what they learn from others or what they read in
reports. One of the respondents even mentions this behavior explicitly:
Not that I learned from listening to others, but you just see what kind of

things work and what doesn’t. (Knowledge worker)

Actors and organizations thus have the inclination to pick up those elements from the
environment that will define their own world (Van Herzele & Aarts, 2013). Basing the
environment on your own mental models is nicely described by Isaacs as: “Another word
for “not thinking” is “memory”” (Isaacs, 1999). Isaacs further describes:
Thus, when we face novel situations where the instincts of our memories don’t
apply, we don’t know how to respond. Instead, we fall back on the habits that
most people learn from hard experience: to protect ourselves from another’s
words, actions, and behaviors. Lacking any new way to operate that might let us
move beyond the false “solutions” we remember, we cling to our views and
defend them as if our lives depended on it. (Isaacs, 1999)
This inclination toward not thinking or even not listening follows also from my
observation that actors in the food security field have their own research institutes and
facts to fall back on and use them to support their own worlds. This results in the four
interpretive communities I described in the first result chapter.
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Furthermore, framing and reframing food security not only depends on the individual
meanings actors give to a particular (personal) situation but also depends on the
organizational embeddedness of a certain issue. Organizations may not have any nutrition
experts in their organization and give accordingly also no attention to this important part
of food security. Such issues which are strongly related in reality (e.g. food and nutrition)
are these days scattered amongst governmental departments, partnerships, companies,
NGOs etc. resulted in a high fragmented field of knowledge. Reframing food security
problems and solutions are therefore highly related to the field of interest of
development professionals. In other words, where you stand depends on where you sit.
This causes major deliberative reframing problems as one of the respondents argues:
Many times I have been naïve to believe that when there is good
communication at a point certain disagreements will automatically be solved.
That’s only partly true. Sometimes disagreements are embedded so strongly
because people have other tasks or functions, that disagreements are
impossible to bridge. (Researcher)

Although actors or organizations don’t spend any capacity on a relevant issue, this
doesn’t mean that they disagree with certain topics.
There seems to be a lot of contradictions and resulting conflicts in food
security discussions but everyone specialize on a certain topic. (Knowledge
worker)

Apparent contradictions and false dichotomies and professional accountability, as
described in previous sections, are therefore also a consequence and cause of actor’s and
organization’s self-referentiality.
But in order to reproduce themselves as organizations they have to ‘promote’ or ‘sell’
their topics despite other maybe even more relevant topics. This reproduction attitude
increases their self-referentiality. Especially when it comes to current limited
governmental budgets and funds for development cooperation each organization or
social field has to guard their current budget position. Food security budgets are for
example ‘under pressure’ of climate and migration budgets. Reframing food security
therefore also regularly occurs when new issues arise. Linking food security to climate
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and migration is therefore not only relevant from the idea that those issues are actually
related in reality, but that potential budgets are easier allocated to actors and
organizations dealing with food security. In order to maintain a particular position and
provided support by interpretive communities, as argued by Mosse, the selection by
organizations not only depends on their internal logics but also on the environment which
supports a particular system (Mosse, 2004). Thus although actors and organizations have
a strong inclination to self-referentiality they also depend for their ‘survival’ on the
support from their environment. This could be for the survival of whole organizations or
for the survival of development professionals’ careers within organizations. This career
dimension is a highly discussed topic with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs because
respondents argued that some diplomats where following their internal logic to climb the
ladder towards the level of Dutch ambassador.
Defending identity
While people may aspire to have dialogue, much of the time their conversation reflects
the tendency to think alone: People choose to defend their views and sustain their
positions. (Isaacs, 1999)
Linked to the inclination of actors and to organizations to self-referentiality is the way
actors try to stay close to their identity and defend it. I find it remarkable during my
observations at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, during interviews and observations on
social media that actors have a strong need to ‘be right’ and to persuade others of their
ideas. During my research I encountered only a few actors who were not convinced about
their own thoughts and perspectives. Especially the older the people I met the more
convinced they were of themselves, with a few exceptions.
Actors also interact mostly with same-minded people which doesn’t allow for much
reframing between interpretive communities. People tend to feel most comfortable and
interact with those who are likeminded, especially when they feel threatened by people
who think differently (Aarts, 2015). As I analyzed through my identity and relationship
frames respondents from all four sides of the ‘Dutch Diamond’ (i.e. Government, research
institutes, NGOs and private companies) could describe in lesser or greater deal their
current and historical ‘allies’ and ‘enemies’ in the food security debate. Especially those
who are actively involved in the food security or agricultural field for a while generated
strong offensive frames about other actors and are earlier inclined to cooperate with
those who think the same. As one respondent formulates:

Masterthesis Alex La Vos

Results

122

We are especially interested in people who see agro-ecology as a
solution and to jointly promote it. (NGO)

Respondents also don’t feel the need to talk to other-minded people or interpretive
communities because they already know what the other (sometimes already for decades)
thinks and tells. Most of the time they only wanted to interact when there was something
in it for them. This increases also the self-referentiality of actors.
The defending attitudes of respondents and other actors don’t help in order to solve
complex problems in the complex environment of food security. This is especially true
when most respondents agree that for each food security context other solutions and
problems are in involved. This rejecting of what is uncomfortable and becoming fixated
on one’s own uncertainties are two habits which pervade human consciousness which
results in a defensive atmosphere hindering serious reflection and honest inquiry (Isaacs,
1999).
This defending mode is assumed to be related to the basic human need to belong or
relatedness. Letting go of a certain perspective or believe could mean that they loose a
part of their social and/or political identity, or part of that (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016).
Deliberative approaches to reframing have therefore its complications when it comes to
the issue of identity: “reframing the policy issue might involve re-conceptualizing not only
vested interests but also personal identities—identities that are interwoven with beliefs
that the world is or ought to be as they perceive it.” (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016)
Also when actors get deeper involved in food security issues, they develop a sense for
defining a conflict situation based on their emotional investments, especially when they
are “in it for themselves” (Brummans et al., 2008). Food security is of course an issue
which is mainly focused on the diminishing of hunger and malnourished people.
Professionals are most of the time connected to this issue from intrinsic and moral
motivations, although I recognized major differences between people working at the
Dutch government or at NGOs, again with some exceptions. People working at knowledge
institutes or NGOs were emotionally strongly involved in their profession and therefore
become a part of their identity. And bargaining and reframing identities can be difficult
(Forester, 2009).
“We are conditioned from birth, it seems, to fight for our piece of the pie, defend
ourselves, or at least convince people that our views are "right". We do it with our
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families, at school, at work, and at social gatherings. If we’re "proven wrong" we
feel somehow lessened, defeated, or humiliated. In some cases, being proven
wrong can upset our entire worldview, leaving us unanchored.” (Landry, 2016)
This became especially visible in meetings I joined and personal communications in where
actors often refer to their own personal history (abroad), strong political opinions etc.
expressed sometimes by using the following words in their argumentation: “I personally
belief that….”. This personal influence in their work is often un-acknowledged in
development studies (Fechter, 2012). Fechter argues that a possible reason for this is the
implicit narrative that aid-workers are behaving from an altruistic and self-sacrificing
motive, which renders it inappropriate to devote much attention to their own
experiences. These individual subjectivities are thus intertwining the personal and the
professional identity. Actor´s positions, interests, motivations, relations, values etc. seem
hard to change and obstruct required reframing situations. Thus reframing amongst
actors can be stimulated by taking account of actor´s protecting their identity (van Hulst
& Yanow, 2016).
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CONCLUSION

The objective of this research was twofold. First I wanted to gain more knowledge about
how Dutch development actors currently frame and give meaning to food security in
order to understand the various interpretations of food security. Secondly, I wanted to
gain more understanding of current interaction and reframing processes between Dutch
development actors by identifying the main barriers surrounding these processes. My
main research question consequently was:
How do Dutch development actors frame and interpret food security and what are
barriers for the interaction and reframing processes between them?
I conclude on my research by first answering my sub research questions and thereafter
formulate an overall conclusion of the research with the most important insights.
Sub research question 1. How do Dutch development actors frame and interpret
food security issues, identities and relationships, (policy) interaction processes,
roles and responsibilities?
I identified four interpretive communities amongst Dutch development actors which
frame and interpret the issue of food security differently. The dominant socio-technical
regime consists of three interpretive communities: the Agri-industrial food regime, the
Food System approach and the Let a thousand flowers bloom approach. The Food
otherwise movement can be regarded as a parallel operating fourth community although
this community exercises pressure on the dominant socio-technical regime to persuade
them to reframe their definitions and meanings. The differences between interpretive
communities result mainly from the way they frame the problem definition and the
proposed sub problems and required solutions. Two main attributes whereon they frame
the issue of food security separates the four interpretive communities: the agricultural
scale they use and the policy domains they integrate.
Furthermore, respondents in my research from all four sides of the Dutch Diamond (i.e.
Government, research institutes, NGOs and private companies) used many negative
characterization frames to downplay or even demonize each other’s ideas, persons or
organizations. This strong framing of identities and relationships shows that there are
major and long existing disagreements and controversies between the interpretive
communities.
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When it comes to (policy) interaction processes, roles and responsibilities I came across
much ambiguity and disagreements amongst respondents about the Dutch food security
policy process. Especially researchers and NGOs are in favor of intensive joint problem
exploration initiatives and policy dialogues between multiple parties. On the contrary,
businesses and governmental bodies are very mixed about these time consuming
dialogues. Actors who could be categorized under the main dominant regime are satisfied
with current governance arrangements while the Food otherwise movement argues that
these arrangements contain unequal power balances which obstruct more deliberative
policy analysis. Besides, respondents don’t agree with each other when it comes to the
role of the government and policy officers in the current governance of food security.
Because governance arrangements change these days towards more horizontal and
collaborative configurations the government has received a more varied role as
facilitator, financer, partner and regulator which results into confusion amongst actors.
Sub research question 2. How do Dutch actor groups (i.e. Government, private
sector, knowledge institutes and NGOs) relate to the identified frames and
meanings?
Interpretive communities are collections of shared food security meanings. Some
problem and solution frames are shared amongst interpretive communities and/or
actors, such as women empowerment and improving the access to land by farmers, even
when the meanings attached to these frames differ. This can be seen as consensus
overlapping: parties with different views accepting solutions for different reasons.
By relating actor groups to the analyzed interpretive communities the research also
revealed that each of the four interpretive communities has a dominant actor group of
the so-called Dutch Diamond. Although I focused in my research on interpretive
communities, they are however not totally disconnected from the usual actor groups as
approached in current theory and practice. Approaching this conclusion from the
perspective of actor groups, than I analyzed a multitude of interpretive communities
within them. This means that actor groups such as governments and NGOs are too
narrow categorizations to generalize food security frames and meanings.
Sub research question 3. What are barriers for the required interaction and
reframing processes between Dutch development actors?
The second result chapter of this thesis elaborated extensively on the multiple
dimensions of (micro-level) reframing and the barriers I identified for these reframing
processes. I identified three enabling conditions whereon actors collaborate with each
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other on the topic of food security. Actors interact more regularly when they are from the
same interpretive community (e.g. Food otherwise movement), when they share the
same food security frames (e.g. access to land or nutrition) or when they are from the
same actor group (such as governmental departments or NGOs). It seems that especially
the criterion of being in the same interpretive community is the most relevant one. In
other words, interaction between actors is mainly problematic when actors are from
different interpretive communities.
When looking at barriers for micro level reframing processes between Dutch
development actors on the topic of food security I identified four disabling dimensions;
the sociological, organizational, institutional and substantive dimension. Actors
concerned with food security are highly self-referential, mainly because of their
profession in a high fragmentized field of expertise: “Where you sit is where you stand”.
Actors also interact mostly with like-minded people which decrease the occasions for
reframing between interpretive communities. Those two examples are part of the
sociological dimension. The complexity of the food security issue, ambiguous concepts
and false dichotomies are also obstructing reframing processes and are examples of the
substantive barriers.
The four dimensions of this called disabling environment for reframing are interrelated
and reinforce each other. This means that some non-sociological barriers such as
organizational capacity and professional accountability actually result in a higher selfreferential

behavior

of

actors

and

consequently

results

in

different

and

compartmentalized meanings of food security.
Final conclusion
After giving answer to my research questions I can conclude that approaching the food
security debate from an interpretive and emic perspective gave new insights on the
meanings involved around food security and the barriers obstructing reframing processes.
The previously sketched demarcations between stakeholder groups and frames are less
static and clear which creates opportunities for new ways and entry points for
(deliberative) interaction and reframing processes. In other words, the field of food
security seems to be highly fragmented but also features enabling conditions for
consensus overlapping between actors.
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This means that the barriers expressed by the respondents and the ones resulting from
my own observations and analysis don’t have to be seen solely as obstructions or
limitations. They can be pursued as valuable opportunities to capitalize the rich amount
of knowledge and collective intelligence present amongst Dutch actors on the topic of
food security. The current self-referential and identity defending mindsets of actors which
are hard to change are however the most difficult aspect to overcome to come to shared
perspectives on how to challenge the current state of food insecurity in the world.
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DISCUSSION

Framing and reframing food security is a difficult topic to research because of its fluidity
and interpretive characteristics. It can be approached from multiple angles as I also have
done with my explorative approach. This experienced difficulty and uncertainty by me as
researcher I also expected to be present at my respondents and former colleagues at the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. I am surprised that my results reveal the opposite. Most
respondents and other actors are actually far from struggling with it and are actually very
confident about being right about their interpreted problems and solutions for improving
global food security. Therefore there seems to be a misalignment between the theoretical
descriptions of wickedness and fluidity of food security issues coined by several social
scientists and the perceptions of practitioners in this research. For them it doesn’t seem
to be wicked at all. Or are they, as my second result chapter shows, defending their
identity through the elimination of any doubts?
The theories I used to design my research and support my results are retrieved from
several different scientific fields. The explorative approach of my research with the use of
a high variety of theories and concepts, in combination with the interesting results as
presented in my conclusion chapter, produced some interesting opportunities for further
exploration or more in-depth research.
The concepts from the field of communication science and public policy have for example
strong linkages with systems of innovation studies and science and technology studies.
The orgware, hardware and software dimensions required for innovation processes
(Kilelu, Klerkx, & Leeuwis, 2013) relate for example to the disabling environment I
analyzed for micro-level reframing of food security.
It’s also interesting to further research the presented dynamics between interpretive
communities over time with the support of a more technical oriented multi-level
perspective (MLP) of Geels and Schot (Geels & Schot, 2007). The MLP perspective
suggests that there is just one socio-technical regime while my analysis however revealed
two parallel existing regimes operating at the same time, although one of the regimes is
dominant. These parallel regimes can also be related to the concept of attractors which
originates from complexity studies. Attractors “describe complex system’s movements
through space and time” and are present on the systemic level (the landscape level in
Schot and Geels’ terms) but also on the micro level through “the behavior of individuals in
creating and establishing meaning over organizational events”. Within my research I
didn’t spend much attention on the actual attractors which causes shifts between
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interpretive communities. This idea of attractors also aligns almost seamless with the
conceptualization of pressures and institutionalization of meanings through micro and
macro level (re)framing by Gray, Purdy and Ansari (B. Gray et al., 2015). I used their
conceptualization of micro level reframing for this research but more linkages could be
made.
More research on theorizing these (barriers for) reframing processes from different
scientific fields could contribute to a better understanding of current intractable conflicts
and disagreements on food security between actors and/or interpretive communities.
These

points

of

discussion

bring

me

towards

two

recommendations.

My

recommendations are in line with the twofold research question. The first one focusses
on the relevance of taking interpretive communities in mind besides and within the usual
stakeholder groups while the second recommendation suggests a more pragmatic
approach for understanding barriers (and opportunities) for micro-level reframing
processes. These recommendations are meant for both researchers and practitioners in
the field.
Recommendation 1: More focus on interpretive communities besides and within the
traditional stakeholder groups.
Besides the extensive focus of researchers and practitioners on cooperation and
interaction between stakeholder/actor groups, more attention could be given to
interpretive communities when it comes to intractable policy controversies such as food
security. As I concluded interaction between actors is mainly problematic when actors
don’t share the same meanings and come from different interpretive communities.
Much of the time actors are grouped according to their profession or actor group (e.g. the
Dutch Diamond) in current research and practice (AIV, 2016; Breeman et al., 2015). It’s
however hard to generalize businesses, NGOs, governments and knowledge Institutes in
studying intractable policy conflicts or policy disagreements because stakeholder groups
are more fluid. My research shows that it would also be interesting to approach
deliberative processes on the basis of interpretive communities, or in other words, people
who think differently. Only a few researchers so far have questioned the value of
analyzing stakeholders groups based on their roles (Brummans et al., 2008). In other
words, broadening the attention by researchers and practitioners from multi-stakeholder
towards multi-perspective interaction.
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This is especially recommended because it’s important to capitalize on differences in
meanings not only between stakeholder groups but also within stakeholder groups. The
current interdependent and interconnected environment wherein food security actors
operate become blurred and more complex with the disappearing boundaries between
stakeholder groups (Brummans et al., 2008).
Recommendation 2: Towards a more pragmatic approach on reframing
Research and practice on interaction and reframing processes is mainly concerned with
planned and deliberative interaction processes in action. Examples are dialogues, multistakeholder processes, innovation platforms, working groups, public-private partnerships
and intensive interaction workshops such as the wicked problem plazas (Brouwer et al.,
2015; Isaacs, 1999; Kolk et al., 2008; OECD, 2015; Pattberg & Widerberg, 2016; Tennyson,
2011). These are all very helpful to let people with different professional backgrounds and
worldviews collaborate and interact, but more attention from both researchers and
practitioners could be given to practical barriers as I analyzed in this research. These
barriers also have an effect on an even larger number of non-deliberative interaction
processes in day-to-day situations.
Current interaction and reframing processes between actors are thus mainly approached
from a normative and theoretical perspective without taking practical limitations in mind
which transcend the organization of interaction processes themselves. It would therefore
be interesting to gain more insight about the organizational, institutional, substantive and
sociological dimensions for interaction and reframing processes. Also the identification of
the enabling conditions for these processes, which I undertheorized, could get more
attention in the field. Practitioners can for example jointly explore their attractors which
lead to reframing.
Within the boundaries of organizations, more attention could also be given towards the
competences and capabilities of employees to deal with alternative realities and to create
spaces for reframing as Aarts argues:
… conversations are of utmost importance, but we do seem to miss chances for
making progress and solving problems, as we are not really good in conversations
and therefore these often result in undesired side-effects, in conflicts, or in no
effect at all (Aarts, 2015)
So more guidance and training for one-to-one conversations or even consultation
processes in actual policy processes would improve the communication skills actors
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require in the change towards multi-actor interactions. Making practitioners aware of
their self-referentiality and their identity defending identities could also lead to more
open discussions and dialogues.
Limitations and personal thoughts
The objectives and questions of this research required a holistic and explorative approach
to analyze both the existing interpretive communities and the barriers for reframing
processes. This broad perspective on the Dutch food security field in combination with
the wickedness of the topic made me touch upon a lot of unexpected concepts and
results. Presenting clear and comprehensive results has been a continuous selection
process which demanded to make choices in for example categorizations. Although I
regard the described interpretive communities as ideal types and made use of a clearly
defined analytical framework, I still felt uncomfortable to categorize people because I
understand that people are unique and how difficult it is to put them in boxes. This
discomfort by me as researcher can be compared with the description of wicked
problems by Rittel and Webber: “Wicked problems are hard to pin down because the
formulation of a wicked problem is the problem” (Rittel & Webber, 1973).
Although I designed an explorative research which resulted in many valuable new
insights, it would be interesting to have more demarcation in the future when conducting
a research on this topic. I gave some examples in the beginning of the discussion section
on the linkages which I would like to theorize and empirically research in the future. The
practical barriers I came across also raised my interest in these limiting factors for
reframing and interaction processes. Although I enjoy researching the multiple
dimensions of food security, I’m actually even more fascinated about how actors deal
with uncertainties and diverging opinions surrounding these kinds of major global
challenges in transdisciplinary collaborations.
Another limitation of the research is that most of my experiences and participantobservations took place within the walls of the ‘apenrots’ in The Hague (i.e. the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs). I gained much more insights from the perspective within a
governmental department and the policy officers working there. So there is definitely a
bias in the research results although this opportunity for an internship also enriched my
knowledge and data of the research significantly.
I described the field of food security as wicked with the involvement of many different
actors. Although it would be interesting to interview much more actors I limited my
respondents to 20 to keep the research feasible. This means that I had to make choices
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whom to interview and had to leave some actor groups out of the analysis such as citizens
and political parties. Also I only interviewed four NGOs while I know that some NGOs,
such as Solidaridad and SNV have other ideas and perspectives than ActionAid, ILEIA or
BothEnds which I interviewed. I also interviewed only one person of each organization,
except from the policy officers at the Ministries, while I know there exists great variations
within organizations as explained before. I interviewed someone from Rabobank
Development, but nobody from Rabobank Foundation or someone from the full
commercial unit of the bank.
Finally it would be interesting to discuss my findings during a joint meeting with all the
participating respondents since these findings are primarily based on what they brought
forward themselves. This would also be an interesting and fun occasion to connect the
different communities and to ‘exchange current and future food security recipes’.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

Interviewgids
----------------------------------------------------------------------“Disentangling the consensus frame of Food Security:
a research amongst Dutch development actors”
Alex La Vos, student ‘Development & Rural Innovation’, Wageningen University
alexander.lavos@wur.nl / 0636219749

----------------------------------------------------------------------Bedankt voor uw medewerking aan dit onderzoek ter afronding van mijn
masteropleiding ‘Development & Rural Innovation’ aan de Wageningen Universiteit.
Ter voorbereiding op het interview geef ik door middel van deze interviewgids een korte
omschrijving van mijn onderzoek en de onderwerpen die tijdens het interview aan bod
kunnen komen.

----------------------------------------------------------------------Het onderzoek in het kort
Mondiale voedselzekerheid wordt door verscheidene wetenschappers als een ‘consensus
frame’ beschreven. Met andere woorden, een diversiteit aan actoren verbindt
verschillende waardes, overtuigingen en gevoelens aan het concept, resulterend in een
brede variatie van betekenissen. Deze variatie ontstaat onder andere door verschillende
belangen en posities van actoren. Voedselzekerheid wordt hierdoor gekenmerkt door een
veelvoud aan probleemdefinities, oplossingen en benaderingen. Het in kaart brengen van
betekenissen en argumenten die actoren verbinden aan voedselzekerheid kan het
(politieke) debat verrijken en een inzicht geven hoe ze met meningsverschillen en
controversies omgaan. Zeker door de groeiende belangstelling voor samenwerkingen en
partnerschappen

is

meer

inzicht

in

de

onderliggende

samenhang

tussen

voedselzekerheidsframes van belang voor politici en de betrokken actoren om uiteindelijk
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tot een goede politieke besluitvorming te komen. Mijn hoofdvraag van het onderzoek
luidt daarom als volgt:
To what extent is there consensus on the topic of Food Security amongst Dutch
development actors and how do Dutch development actors deal with and interchange
frame disagreements and controversies?

----------------------------------------------------------------------Doel van het interview en de verkregen informatie
Als aanvulling op het analyseren van beleidsdocumenten, debatten, Tweede Kamer
overleggen, websites etc. neem ik interviews af met Nederlandse actoren actief op het
thema voedselzekerheid. De informatie verkregen uit deze interviews geeft meer inzicht
in de waarden, overtuigingen en gevoelens van actoren en is daardoor een zeer
waardevolle aanvulling op de andere databronnen. Kennisinstellingen, bedrijven,
maatschappelijke organisaties en financiers zijn benaderd voor het onderzoek. De
interviews zullen, indien er geen bezwaar is, opgenomen en vervolgens getranscribeerd
worden. De respondenten ontvangen vervolgens deze transcripten ter goedkeuring en
voor eventuele feedback. Aanpassingen of aanvullingen nadat het transcript is uitgewerkt
zijn eveneens mogelijk. Door deze werkmethode wil ik de respondenten de mogelijkheid
geven om gevoelige informatie te verwijderen of eventuele verduidelijkingen aan te
brengen.

----------------------------------------------------------------------Opzet van het interview
Het interview zal ongeveer een uur in beslag nemen. Het betreft een semigestructureerd
interview waarbij een lijst met onderwerpen besproken zal worden maar waarbij ook veel
vrijheid is om op bepaalde onderwerpen dieper in te gaan of andere onderwerpen te
bespreken. Dit is mede afhankelijk van de kennis en ervaring van de respondent en de
benodigde data.

----------------------------------------------------------------------Onderwerpen
De onderwerpen die aan bod komen tijdens het interview zijn hieronder uiteengezet.
Voorafgaand of tijdens het interview zal er een gedetailleerde vragenlijst overlegd
worden.
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Probleemdefinities en oplossingen
Gedeelde of conflicterende perspectieven
Verschillen in Nederlandse denkkaders
Gebeurtenissen, handelingen en interacties waarbij denkkaders zijn veranderd.
Ervaring in samenwerkingen en partnerschappen
Rollen en verantwoordelijkheden van actoren
Nederlands voedselzekerheidsbeleid
Nederlands beleidsproces voedselzekerheid

Interviewvragen
Mogelijke vragen welke gesteld kunnen worden tijdens het interview zijn verbonden aan
mijn vier sub onderzoeksvragen (SRQ’s). Niet alle vragen zullen waarschijnlijk besproken
worden tijdens het interview. In het begin van het interview zal er bekeken worden op
welke onderzoeksvragen en bijbehorende interviewvragen de meeste nadruk gelegd zal
worden.

----------------------------------------------------------------------General questions
-

Can you describe your work experience and performed activities around the
theme of food security?
How did you get engaged with the theme Food Security (FS)?

----------------------------------------------------------------------SRQ 1 Which Food Security frames can be identified amongst Dutch development
actors? (consensus on the topic)
-

-

-

What are the main topics and projects around food security where you are
involved in?
What are the main concerns of global food security these days when looking at
several dimensions such as availability, access, utilization, sustainability, stability
and governance?
What do you think about certain seemingly contradictions in FS? For example,
increasing cash crops (income) vs increasing food supply (food crops), production
vs distribution, supporting smallholders vs larger firms, farmers vs non-farmers.
With which GFS problems/solutions don’t you agree?
Who doesn’t agree with your policy position on FS?
What are the main controversies on the topic of FS?
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How would you categorize Dutch actors which share the same perspectives on FS?
In other words, what groups could you identify among Dutch development actors?
Is there a need to bring more consensus in the perspectives of Dutch actors
and/or Dutch governments? What are the positive or negative consequences of a
fragmented consensus?

----------------------------------------------------------------------SRQ 2 How do development actors frame each other’s roles and responsibilities?
(consensus on each other roles and responsibilities)
-

-

How would you describe your role among other Dutch development actors on the
topic of FS?
Do you have an example of a project in where you cooperate with other Dutch
actors, for example in partnerships?
How would you describe the role of other actors such as private enterprises,
knowledge institutes, NGOs, financial institutions and the Dutch government in
achieving global food security?
How do you understand the role of the Dutch government concerning FS?
Are there according to your experience misunderstandings about each other’s
roles?
Are certain actors hindering the achievement of FS results?

----------------------------------------------------------------------SRQ 3 How do development actors frame the current policy process? (consensus on the
policy process)
-

Are the current Dutch policies on FS reflecting your views and ideas?
How would you describe your involvement in the formulation of policies and the
policy process as such? What are your experiences?

----------------------------------------------------------------------SRQ 4 Through which events, practices or interactions do actors interchange their
frames and does reframing taking place?
-

-

How have your own ideas about FS evolved during your career? Have there been
moments which changed your perspective on FS? What where these moments?
During what kind of events or meetings do you interact with other actors who
have a different view on FS? How important is it for you to interact with other FS
actors to exchange perspectives? Are these events occurring organized regularly?
Can you give an example of such a situation in where views were exchanged and
reframing took (not) place?
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