
APPENDIX 3 
 
Narrative of the founder of the action group 
 
We translated the quotes as literally as possible. Additions and changes are indicated by square 
brackets. 
 
The founder of the action group lives in the same village as the alderman, so in one of the 
neighboring villages, but not the one where the protest is concentrated. He is a member of the 
socialist party and has been politically active in the municipality in the past. He explains his 
position as founder of an action group in a village other than the one in which he lives as follows:  
 

I used to be on the municipal council, so I knew those developments. I protest not only in 
[this village], but also in [another village] and, if I have to, also in Amsterdam, that doesn’t 
really matter when it is about an interest. That’s how I came to [this village], since no 
initiatives had been started here in a long time. 

 
He emphasizes that when citizens joined the group it was no longer a political organization, but an 
independent action group. 
 
The founder states that the action group does not have a problem with the ADA, but with the NMC. 
He starts his argumentation by placing the establishment of the NMC in a broader local perspective, 
by explaining that the village is surrounded by different developments, which by themselves are not 
such a threat, but altogether it is felt that the village is being enclosed by these developments. The 
first development he mentions is the NMC. He refers to the reconstruction act, which “is in itself a 
good plan,” to be able to concentrate on the inconvenience of intensive cattle breeding. “But at this 
location it will cause more inconvenience than was already the case.” And if this were the only 
development, it would be alright, looking at the locations where farms are cleared and the situation 
will improve. But on the other side of the village, a sand-processing installation is planned, with the 
same argument: they can make several smaller installations at different locations, but then more 
villages will suffer from the inconvenience. “So that’s exactly the same reasoning as with the 
NMC.” Another development is an industrial zone, instead of the various small industrial areas that 
are now spread over the region. Also, a large auction complex is planning to spread out towards the 
border of the village, and a glasshouse area is about to be expanded.  

 
And there again the thought: we have to concentrate the greenhouses, since that means that 
you will affect the landscape at fewer places. Only that doesn’t seem to count for [this 
village]. […] but as a result of all those developments [the village] is basically placed in an 
industrial park, a neighborhood in an industrial park. 
 

The founder of the action group presents all the separate developments as facts to work towards his 
main argument in the last quote: that it is unacceptable that the village will end up as a 
“neighborhood in an industrial park”. In his enumeration, he continually repeats the argument about 
the positive effect that the individual developments might have on a higher spatial scale level, but 
the negative effects of it on the village level, and he emphasizes that this does not seem to count in 
the decision-making process. The founder of the action group states that before decisions about 
different initiatives to concentrate developments are taken, one should look at the location for these 



concentrations, so that the possible accumulated effect will be taken into account (“accumulation 
spatial scale frame”). 
 
The founder continues by explaining the arguments that the action group has against the NMC. For 
each argument (e.g. odor, increased transportation, increase of fine dust, the consequences for 
public health because of dust and MRSA), he explains what is wrong with the argumentation of the 
municipality and entrepreneurs. He raises doubt about every proof or investigation of the 
proponents, by questioning the independence of the study and the reliability of the results. He does 
this by referring to other studies and scientists who prove the opposite or state that the effects of the 
techniques are not known yet. For example:  

 
Particularly the chicken farm will emit a gigantic lot of particulate matter. Constantly it is 
said in the discussion that clear air systems would filter enough out of the air, so the 
emission could be limited. They say we can filter 80% to 90% out. Already 6 September 
2007, during a meeting in [the village] by [Mister G. ] from Wageningen, he is also a 
professor over there I believe. He has indicated that those things do not exist at all, which 
can do that. 
 
And  
 
That particulate matter is harmful for human health isn’t only said here by us, but 50 
doctors here in the region have brought that out. […] In the meantime, the RIVM has 
conducted research and in that study all items that we have emphasized have been 
confirmed factually. [The RIVM is the government institution for public health and the 
environment.] 
 

By showing these different uncertainties and their proof, the founder of the action group implicitly 
formulates another criterion for the establishment of the NMC, namely, that more security is 
needed, especially with regard to health issues.  
 
After asking about possible advantages of the NMC, the founder states:  

 
For the region it is still a degradation. You can read that in the [consultancy name] 
environmental advice. On the national scale there is a win-win situation. (spatial scale 
frame, regional versus national level)  

 
But after this recognition of the advantages, he starts to break down the different arguments. 
Subsequently, he questions the sustainability of the NMC by linking it to negative developments at 
the global level (“unsustainability spatial scale frame”).  
 

If you watch what happens in South America, gigantic soy plantations are established and a 
large part of it is transported to feed the pigs, which we subsequently eat. Whereas from a 
nutrition point of view, all that pork is very unproductive. You should rather produce much 
more soy and vegetables and those kinds of things, then you need a smaller agricultural 
area for more nutrition, for more calories, or minerals, or how you would name it. So if we 
talk about the 3 Ps you have to look at those things. [The 3 Ps are three pillars of 
sustainability: people, planet, and prosperity.] 

 



With this explanation, the founder of the local action group shows that the NMC is a bad 
development on multiple agricultural scale levels. (For a visual illustration see Appendix 6.) 
Another related argument raised by the founder is the landscape. He argues that the Netherlands is a 
small country with many claims on the available space and that this makes the country too small for 
such developments (spatial scale frame, national level). This contrasts with the argument of the 
alderman who states that developing an NMC will provide space for other functions in other places. 
Lastly, the founder argues that the NMC does not have a future since on a global agricultural scale 
level it will not be able to compete with farms in other countries (this is in contrast to the 
recognition of the win-win situation on the national level presented above).  

 
In the end, the Netherlands can’t win with this company on the world market. To mention 
one example: in the Ukraine they want to establish a farm, or probably it is already there, 
with 100,000 pigs. That’s three times what they are planning here.  


