
APPENDIX 5 
 
Analysis of municipal council meetings 
 

In the following, the analyses of four important moments in the municipal decision-making process 
are summarized.  
 
During the municipal council meeting of 14 November, 2006, the NMC initiative is discussed for 
the first time. In this first meeting the different speakers use different scales and levels to discuss the 
NMC. The deployed scale frames are comparable to the scale frames deployed by the key actors in 
the interviews. Two citizens frame the NMC as unsustainable both on the global level, referring to 
the cutting of the rainforest for soy in Brazil, and their living environment on the local level. We 
can analyze these frames as spatial scale frames. They frame the NMC as a “pork factory, an 
industry, which will destroy their environment.” This we refer to as an agricultural scale frame. The 
council addresses one of the scale frames of the citizens (the NMC as industry; an agricultural scale 
frame). The alderman only acknowledges that the NMC will have a large spatial impact in a certain 
area (spatial scale frame). So although it seems that the different actors are discussing the same 
topic, they use different arguments presented in different scale frames, and they do not explicate 
these. We see the Socialists address the blending of the discussion about the NMC and the 
development of the ADA. The alderman does not respond to this. Since the purpose of this meeting 
is only to debate the NMC, there is no conclusion about the issue. 
 
The criteria for the area vision for the ADA were up for discussion on the agenda of the municipal 
council meeting of 4 September, 2007. The area vision is seen as a first step in the execution of 
the reconstruction plan. Since intensive agriculture is traditionally an important economic sector in 
the municipality, the municipal board wants to lay down conditions for the ADA, “providing for 
innovative growth of the sector in a sustainable way and offering continuity”. Looking at this 
meeting, we see that the action group emphasizes the accumulation of developments surrounding 
their village (a spatial scale frame). The council on the other hand is only discussing the ADA 
(agricultural scale frames), and the alderman explains that he will balance the different functions of 
the countryside (a spatial scale frame). With regard to the farms in the ADA, the action group 
highlights the negative aspects of large-scale farms on different scales and levels, the council wants 
to set all kinds of maxima (agricultural scale frames), and the alderman will limit emissions but at 
the same time allow for growth, using spatial and administrative scale frames. Here we see scale 
frame mismatches: different actors, although discussing the same topic but using different scale 
frames, talk at cross purposes. Also in this meeting different actors deploy different scale frames, 
which are related to the scale frames as deployed in the interviews: e.g. the “sustainability on a 
higher level scale frame”, the “local accumulation scale frame”, the “unsustainability on the global 
level scale frame”. 
 
After the discussion about the criteria, the vision document itself is under discussion during a fact-
finding council meeting of 11 December, 2007. In this council meeting, the arguments articulated 
by the citizens and representatives are hardly addressed in the political debate. The citizens are 
discussing the NMC, whereas the political debate is about the area vision for the ADA: a scale 
frame mismatch between the agricultural and the spatial scale. Furthermore, the different parties 
acknowledge that the discussion about the NMC interferes with the (“objective”) decision-making 
process on the area vision, but no suggestions are made to separate the two debates. The alderman 
hardly reacts in this debate, since it is only a fact-finding discussion. And since the alderman does 



not react and the purpose of the meeting is only to exchange views, there is no need to come to a 
shared conclusion and the item is left open-ended. In the meeting, the different actors deploy scale 
frames that are similar to the scale frames that they deployed in earlier meetings. The repeated use 
of certain typical scale frames shows who is engaging with whom and which actors share the same 
opinion.  
 
During the municipal council meeting of 12 February, 2008, the municipal council approves the 
area vision as presented by the board by 11 votes to 10, under loud protests from local, regional, 
and national activists. The representatives of the different interest groups, just like in the meeting of 
11 December, mainly articulate their worries about the NMC using agricultural scale frames. In this 
meeting also, the arguments expressed by the citizens and representatives are hardly addressed in 
the political debate. The citizens discuss the NMC, whereas the debate is about the area vision for 
the ADA. Again we see the mismatch between the agricultural and spatial scale. The different 
parties mainly discuss the maximum sizes defined in the area vision and suggest amendments. The 
alderman, speaking on behalf of the board, advises the rejection of almost all suggestions and 
amendments. He rejects all the arguments to fix maximum sizes (agricultural scale frames) with his 
“future-proof time scale frame” and shifts the responsibility to the national level (administrative 
scale frame), stating that market processes are not local government duties. And the area vision is 
approved without hardly any amendments. In this meeting also, the different actors deploy scale 
frames that are similar to the scale frames deployed by the key actors in our interviews. 


