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Abstract 

Denmark is attempting to limit its greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions with 70% by 2030 and the 

agricultural sector can play a role in this, being responsible for 23% of Danish GHG emissions. Many 

actors, including the agricultural interest organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer, has pledged to work 

towards a sustainability transition of Danish agriculture. This paper uses an inductive and qualitative 

approach to investigate how the work of Landbrug & Fødevarer attempts to influence a sustainability 

transition in Danish agriculture. Interview data and secondary, longitudinal data are used, and 

structured by the theories of the multi-level perspective and climate delay discourses. It is found that 

the organisation is affected almost entirely by the interests of its members rather than factors pushing 

for sustainability and through coping strategies is able to maintain a very stable and influential 

position in Danish political decision-making. In addition, the organisation uses this position to 

promote seven key arguments which are based on climate delay discourses aiming to avoid short-

term costs for its members. As a result, through its position and arguments, the work of the 

organisation slows and limits a sustainability transition of Danish agriculture. 
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Introduction  -  Section 1 

The world currently faces an unprecedented crisis of climate change which affects the entire 

globe and the whole of humanity. While it is not too late to limit the consequences of increasing 

greenhouse gas emissions to the atmosphere, action needs to be taken as rapidly as possible. As global 

partnerships, coalitions, and unions pledge to reduce emissions, all areas of society in all countries 

are affected by this imperative. Similarly in Denmark, where a “climate law” has been passed 

pledging to reduce emission with 70% by 2030 (Klimaloven, 2020). All areas of Danish society will 

have to reduce emissions to reach this ambitious target. 

 Currently, 23% of Denmark’s greenhouse gas emissions come from the agricultural sector, 

making it one of the largest potential contributors to reaching the 2030 reduction goal (Danish Centre 

for Environment and Energy, 2020). In addition, the cheapest climate mitigation possibilities are 

currently found in agriculture, an omission of which will increase the price of a Danish sustainability 

transition with 300% (De Økonomiske Råd, 2021). In contrast to other sectors, however, the 

emissions of Danish agriculture have not decreased since around 2005 (Danish Centre for 

Environment and Energy, 2020). This grand challenge of successfully conducting a sustainability 

transition in agriculture is one that will require the joint contributions of many technologies, actors, 

and societies. One actor which has pledged to work towards this goal is the agricultural interest 

organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer. 

Landbrug & Fødevarer is the largest agricultural interest organisation in Denmark, 

representing both primary and secondary agricultural professions, companies, and organisations. The 

organisation is very politically influential and has strong positions and extensive access to the state 

administration, parliament, and the media (Binderkrantz et al., 2014). This gives it a strong position 

to influence the sustainability transition of Danish agriculture and work towards a carbon neutral 

agricultural and food sector by 2050. While the organisation is politically powerful, it is not an 

impartial actor. Being a member-based interest organisation, Landbrug & Fødevarer has an interest 

in shaping the path or speed of a transition to sustainability. While Landbrug & Fødevarer has pledged 

to work towards a sustainability transition as a representative for the entire Danish agricultural sector 

(Landbrug & Fødevarer, 2019), the actual work of the organisation is not free from influence. Given 

the powerful political position and influence of Landbrug & Fødevarer, it is thus important to 
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investigate the direction which L&F attempts to influence a sustainability transition of Danish 

agriculture. 

In short, because of the large impact of agriculture it is important for the path towards an 

agricultural sustainability transition in Denmark to understand the role that L&F plays, the 

motivations pushing the organisation, and the influence of the organisation on this process. To reach 

this clarification, this paper addresses the research question: 

 

How does the work of the Danish agricultural interest organisation, Landbrug & Fødevarer, seek 

to influence the sustainability transition of Danish agriculture? 

 

To support the research question and guide the research process, three guiding questions are 

included. 1) What are the “landscape”, “regime”, and “niche” factors with a potential to influence 

the organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer? This question explores the many actors and structures in 

the agricultural sector with a potential to influence Landbrug & Fødevarer. 2) How does Landbrug & 

Fødevarer cope with these factors and which factors influence the organisation? This question 

analyses how the organisation reacts to these potential influences and the effect that these factors have 

on the organisation. 3) What are the organisation’s arguments for or against the sustainability 

transition of Danish agriculture? This question analyses how Landbrug & Fødevarer, influenced by 

the factors of the previous questions, argues for or against a sustainability transition in Danish 

agriculture. 

 The research uses a case-study framework to explore the organisation and takes an inductive, 

explorative approach. Semi-structured interviews with high-ranking employees in Landbrug & 

Fødevarer form the empirical foundation. This is supported by secondary data which provide a degree 

of historical perspective and allow for data triangulation, increasing the reliability and validity of the 

findings. Two theoretical frameworks are used iteratively in the data analysis and structure the 

findings. Firstly, the multi-level perspective of transition research is used to understand the structures, 

actors, and institutions surrounding the organisation. Secondly, climate delay discourse typologies 

are used to analyse and classify the arguments of L&F. The paper concludes on the research question 

and relates this to current societal events. 
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 By answering the research question this paper seeks to contribute in two ways. Firstly, this 

paper contributes to the grand challenge of achieving sustainable agriculture in Denmark and 

elsewhere. By better understanding the most politically powerful actors working in the context of 

agriculture, potential barriers to achieving a sustainability transition of agriculture can be identified 

and overcome. Secondly, this paper contributes to the academic conversation in two ways; By adding 

a case study to the limited research of agency and interest organisations in the multi-level perspective 

framework and by contributing to the limited field of research on Danish interest organisations. In 

these ways, this study contributes both to theoretical fields and real life challenges. 

 

Clarification of Research Question 

To clarify and further outline the research of this paper, three key concepts in the research question 

are clarified. 

1) “The work of Landbrug & Fødevarer” – The work of Landbrug & Fødevarer spans wide but 

is in this paper limited to the political positioning and arguments of L&F in a context of 

sustainability. 

2) “Seek to influence” – Based on the underlying motivations and interests of L&F as 

investigated through the first two guiding questions, this part of the research question focuses 

on how L&F attempts to push the sustainability transition of Danish agriculture in a specific 

direction. 

3) “The sustainability transition of Danish agriculture” – Sustainability is here used in the context 

of greenhouse gas emissions and climate mitigation only. Biodiversity, animal welfare, 

workers’ rights, pesticides and other areas which can be included under the concept of 

sustainability fall outside the scope of this paper. A sustainability transition in this paper is a 

transition of the current socio-technical system to a more sustainable mode of production and 

consumption (Markard et al., 2012). 

  



 

8 

 

Literature review  -  Section 2 

The literature review covers four main areas to describe the background and context of this 

paper. The four areas combined show both the real-world and academic context of the research, and 

illustrate the areas that this paper contributes to. The four areas are climate change mitigation efforts 

in Denmark and globally, the Danish political system and the role of interest organisations, the history 

and positioning of Danish agriculture in relation to sustainability efforts, and the theoretical 

frameworks behind sustainability transitions research. 

 

Climate Change Mitigation in Denmark and Globally 

The world currently faces a major crisis of climate change. It is a complex challenge which 

affects every country and requires global collaboration if it is to be solved. The World Bank (2010) 

urges that global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions must be lowered by 50% to 80% in the coming 

decades, to avoid a 2° warming of the atmosphere. Likewise, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change estimates that global emissions must be lowered by 45% from 2010 levels by 2030 to avoid 

a global warming of 1.5° (IPCC, 2018). These efforts have been formalised in the Paris Agreement 

(2015) which, signed by nearly every nation on earth, agreed to keep global warming in the 21st 

century below 2° and attempting to keep it to 1.5°. Cemented in this framework, strong global 

agreements and policies incentivise individual nations to lower GHG emissions. 

Danish environmental policy is strongly linked to environmental policy from the European 

Union but is more ambitious nationally. Denmark has itself signed the Paris Agreement, as well as 

the European Union 2030 Climate and Energy Framework which aims for a 40% reduction of 

greenhouse gas emissions from 1990 levels before 2030 (European Commission, 2020). In addition 

to these multilateral agreements, the Danish parliament agreed on an ambitious “Climate Law” in 

June 2020, which aims to reduce emissions by 70% from 1990 levels by 2030 and reach a net zero 

carbon emission by 2050 (Klimaloven, 2020). A common EU framework for lowering emissions 

defines common targets for so-called quota-based sectors like electricity production, district heating, 

large industrial facilities, oil and gas production, and air traffic (Ministry of Energy, Climate and 

Utilities, 2021). GHG emissions from other areas, non-quota-based sectors, are not regulated directly 

but must be reduced by 39% from 2005 levels by 2030. The exact split between sectors and method 

of reaching the lowered emissions are up to the individual countries. Denmark is thus free to decide 



 

9 

 

on environmental plans for e.g. the agricultural sector and the transportation sector in an effort to 

reach the agreed-upon 39% reduction in non-quota based sectors and a total 70% reduction by 2030. 

With current efforts, however, Denmark is estimated only to reach a 54% total reduction in 2030, and 

to fail to meet the 39% for non-quota based sectors (The Danish Council on Climate Change, 2021). 

In sum, there is still a serious need for substantial reductions within the next nine years. 

  

The Danish Agricultural Sector in Relation to Sustainability 

Agriculture is currently responsible for almost a quarter of Danish GHG emissions despite 

playing a relatively small role in employment and GDP. Danish GHG emissions are mainly comprised 

of two sectors: Energy & transportation, and agriculture. The energy and transportation sector in 

Denmark emits 70.3% of total emissions but has been lowered by 56.3% compared to 1990 (Danish 

Centre for Environment and Energy, 2020). In comparison, the agricultural sector accounts for 23% 

of total GHG emissions, but has seen a reduction of only 19.7% (Danish Centre for Environment and 

Energy, 2020). This has mainly been caused by nitrogen emission initiatives in the early 90’s and 

emissions have been more or less stable since around 2005 (Danish Centre for Environment and 

Energy, 2020). In comparison to the large share of GHG emissions, agriculture contributes relatively 

little to the Danish economy. All agriculture and food production represented 3.9% of employment 

in 2016, 2.7% of gross value added (GVA), an indicator of GDP, and 11.1% of exports (Folketingets 

Miljø- og Fødevareudvalg, 2020). Both of these contributions have been decreasing in recent decades. 

Despite the high emissions and the relatively low contributions, the sector nonetheless maintains a 

strong political position in relation to increased environmental regulation. 

The organisation of the agricultural sector in response to environmental policy has historically 

been stronger than that of other sectors. Part of the opposition has taken the form of mobilising public 

opinion, media, interest organisations, and political parties and coalitions (Andersen et al., 1998). 

This was exemplified by the different reactions of the agricultural and the manufacturing sector to 

the first environmental law in 1972. Industrial pollution was most in focus during this first 

environmental reform and the manufacturing sector anticipated future strengthened pollution control. 

That sector was thus willing to negotiate and compromise and did achieve concessions on the reform, 

but was ultimately subjected to stricter environmental policies (Andersen et al., 1998). In comparison, 

the agricultural sector chose a much more confrontational approach, focusing primarily on the need 

for compensation for changed practices. The strong cohesion of the agricultural sector (Jørgensen, 
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2002) as well as the lower focus on agriculture meant that the agricultural sector was in a position to 

oppose environmental policy strongly. The result was that the policy instruments adopted have been 

insufficient in reaching even symbolic policy goals (Andersen et al., 1998). This historically strong 

position of the agricultural sector and its focus on compensation distinguishes it from many other 

sectors in Denmark even today. 

 Similarly to agricultural sectors elsewhere in the world, Danish farmers and agricultural 

producers want compensation in return for changes in behaviour. Most industries are regulated by the 

“polluter pays” principle. This entails that firms with operations which have a negative impact on 

“the commons”, such as noise pollution, lowered biodiversity and lowered air quality, will pay fines 

or tariffs in proportion to the damage of their operations (Bromley & Hodge, 1990). Due to the history 

of land ownership, however, agriculture has the opposite structure, where farmers and producers must 

be compensated for any changes in production or practices (Andersen et al., 1998; Bromley & Hodge, 

1990). This has led to a large area of study on policy instruments and economic compensation e.g. 

(Engel et al., 2008; Goodland, 1997); also in a Danish context e.g. (Caro et al., 2017; Zandersen et 

al., 2016). The role of economic or other compensation for achieving sustainability in Danish 

agriculture has been heavily researched through a number of studies, particularly on the motivation 

of farmers to engage with environmental compensation schemes (Christensen et al., 2011; Pedersen 

et al., 2020; Woods et al., 2017; Zandersen et al., 2021). These studies all reveal a reluctancy among 

Danish farmers towards letting outside influences, political or otherwise, interfere with their farming 

practices. This indicates a trend where the agricultural sector in Denmark has a strong desire for 

investments and compensations for environmental demands, and an opposition to demands for 

sustainability in policy making processes. 

 

Current & Potential Solutions to Sustainability Transitions in Danish Agriculture 

 A large range of potential solutions exist or are being developed for reducing GHG emissions 

from agriculture, and these fall into three categories based on their current ease and cost of 

implementation. 

The first category are solutions which are reasonably feasible to implement today and which 

bear relatively low costs for agriculture and society, something that is often a premise for the research 

on these (Olesen et al., 2018). These solutions are frequently the ones described in government reports 

and by agricultural actors. Solutions include mainly five options: 1) Removing peaty high-carbon 
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land areas from production, 2) Improving the handling of animal waste, both by increasing the 

frequency of removal from stables, by implementing biogas facilities, or by chemically treating or 

cooling animal waste to emit less CO2 equivalents, 3) Changing the feed for dairy cattle to induce 

lower methane emissions from digestion, 4) Changing land use to forestry instead of agriculture, and 

5) Applying nitrification inhibitors to chemical and organic fertilizers (Klimarådet, 2020; Landbrug 

& Fødevarer, 2019; Olesen et al., 2018; Regeringens Klimapartnerskaber, 2020). Despite these 

solutions being the most feasible and realistic at this time, these also require further research (Olesen 

et al., 2018) and cannot stand alone if Denmark is to reach the 2030 goal, but must be paired with a 

change in consumption patterns as well as other efforts (Klimarådet, 2020). 

 The second category are solutions which require considerable time or research before they 

can be put into effect. These solutions are often tentatively described as possible research areas in 

government reports, but receive great focus from agricultural actors. Solutions include mainly seven 

options: 1) Breeding programmes to achieve more sustainable animals, 2) Collecting CO2 equivalents 

through filtering the air in stables, 3) Vaccinating against the gastro intestinal enzymes creating 

methane in the digestion, 4) Carbon-neutral construction in agriculture, 5) Plant breeding for more 

resistant and protein-rich food and fodder, 6) Storing CO2 in the ground, and 7) Converting CO2 to 

biochar, also named ‘SkyClean’ (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 2019; Regeringens Klimapartnerskaber, 

2020). Although these potential solutions are often included in reports from agricultural actors, they 

are also acknowledged to need further research before they can be put to use (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 

2019; Regeringens Klimapartnerskaber, 2020). This group of potential solutions is thus the least 

implementable today, and involves a large future development and implementation effort. 

 The third category are solutions which will fundamentally impact the current agricultural 

sector. These solutions are most often supported by political parties or green interest organisations, 

and only rarely acknowledged in government reports or by agricultural actors. Solutions include 

mainly six options: 1) Reducing the production of animals in agriculture (Hvelplund, 2021), 2) 

Changing consumer preferences and diets (Klimarådet, 2020; Regeringens Klimapartnerskaber, 

2020), 3) Vertical or soilless farming (Lillevang, 2017; Richardson, 2018, 2018), 4) Laboratory-made 

animal products (Ravn, 2017; Richardson, 2018; Tænketanken Frej, 2020), 5) Plant-based animal 

product substitutes (Richardson, 2018; Tænketanken Frej, 2020), and 6) Introducing carbon taxes 

(Møllgaard et al., 2020; Rosenberg, 2020). Carbon taxes in particular have been presented as the most 

efficient and cheapest way of reducing carbon emissions (De Økonomiske Råd, 2021). Many of these 

suggestions hold the potential for considerable reductions in GHG emissions from agriculture but 
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also involve costs or changes to the industry. The solutions generally invoke changes in land use, the 

number of animals in agriculture, and general consumption, and vary in their feasibility and ease of 

implementation. 

While many of the technological solutions have the potential for large reductions of GHG 

emissions, they are still being developed and tested, and are not yet ready for commercial and large-

scale implementation. Given the difficulty of developing and implementing technologies like these 

in a nine year timeframe, solutions which have an immediate effect, such as carbon taxes or removing 

peaty lands from tillage, will have to be implemented to reach the 2030 carbon emission goals 

(Klimarådet, 2019). 

 

Policy-making in Denmark 

Policy-making in Denmark is fundamentally consensus seeking and typically involves a large 

amount of political, public, and private actors with considerable influence. Because of a prevalence 

of organisations and associations (Jørgensen, 2002), and because no single political party is in a 

position to reach a majority in parliament, consensus seeking and compromising are an integral part 

of Danish policy style. The same is true for policy making and administrative processes where the 

actors most affected are believed to have a right to voice their opinions or suggestions (Andersen et 

al., 1998; Ehnert, 2019; Jørgensen, 2002). The negotiations, compromises, and political legitimacy 

arising from this policy style are expected to facilitate the approval of bills in parliament as well as 

support implementation in the affected areas of society (Binderkrantz et al., 2014). This “consensual 

democracy” style also means that many political conflicts are solved in committees, councils, or 

informal groups, making the membership of these a key part of influencing decision-making 

(Jørgensen, 2002). This system, in sum, is heavily based on participation from organisations and 

interested parties, and leaves considerable room for influencing or contributing to policy making in 

Denmark. 

 

The Role of Interest Organisations in Danish Politics 

Interest organisations (IOs) have a potentially large influence on every step of the democratic 

process in Denmark. Interest organisations have the potential to influence political decision making 

through the parliament, the media, and the state administration (Binderkrantz et al., 2014). Each of 
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these areas allow varying influence on policy making and political agendas, and can be reached in 

different ways. The parliament can be reached through e.g. formal contacts to committees or through 

private meetings with members of parliament. The media can be reached through e.g. publications in 

newspapers, press statements from the organisations, or direct contact with journalists. The state 

administration can be reached through e.g. participation in advisory boards or councils, and responses 

to hearings of bills. Although not all interest organisations are politically active and make use of the 

three areas of influence, 1700 nation-wide politically active interest organisations have been 

identified in Denmark, covering a wide range of interest areas and members (Binderkrantz et al., 

2014). This is a large number of organisations with the potential to influence the political and 

administrative process. 

This direct access to state institutions and decision-making processes means that IOs are 

generally influential in Denmark, although some IOs have more influence than others. Danish IOs 

were represented in 87% of all policy preparing commissions and 80% of all implementation bodies 

in 2005 (Christiansen et al., 2010). Access to implementation bodies like committees is especially 

important because it includes actors in the decision making process, strengthens networks, and allows 

for participation in all phases of policy making (Christiansen et al., 2010). In the biggest research 

project on IOs’ influence in Danish policy making it was concluded that IOs “play a considerable role 

in all phases of political decision making processes” (Binderkrantz et al., 2014, p. 12). This applies 

to a few organisations in particular. Out of the 1700 politically active IOs in Denmark, only 15% are 

active in all three areas of influence (Binderkrantz et al., 2014). In addition, these 15% of 

organisations make up 60% of access to the three arenas. These organisations are generally 

characterised as large, resourceful organisations, that represent wider spheres of interests. The 

organisations generally have more employees, better funding, and more members than other IOs, and 

only nine out of 1700 organisations make up the very elite of Danish IOs, of which the agricultural 

interest organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer is one. In the end, while IOs are generally very influential 

in Denmark, some are more influential than others, depending on their resources and connections. 

This is an area which has not been thoroughly investigated, however, and information is thus sparse 

on the influence of major IOs in Denmark. 
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Sustainability Transitions Research 

Sustainability Transitions as a Field of Research 

The challenge of climate change mitigation has been studied with increasing intensity in 

recent decades and has developed into a distinct theoretical field: sustainability transition research. A 

large number of disciplines interconnect and contribute to the body of sustainability transitions 

research. These include economics, political science, sociology, geography, governance studies, and 

more, and thus bridge social science, the humanities, and the natural sciences (Loorbach et al., 2017). 

As defined by one of the key contributors to the field, the focus of sustainability transition research 

is to “promote and govern a transition towards sustainability” (Markard et al., 2012). Common for 

the theoretical field is a definition of different sectors of society as grouped into “socio-technical” 

systems which include actors, institutions, material artefacts, and knowledge. The term “sustainability 

transition” thus pertains to fundamental shifts in these socio-technical systems over relatively long 

time-spans to more sustainable modes of production and consumption (Markard et al., 2012). 

Investigating these transitions, a number of main approaches have developed in the field. 

Over time, four key theoretical frameworks have evolved and have been applied to a wide 

array of research areas (Loorbach et al., 2017; Markard et al., 2012; Rauschmayer et al., 2015). The 

first is transition management, which focuses mainly on structuring and influencing policy making, 

and sees this process as reflexive and evolutionary (Nill & Kemp, 2009; Voß et al., 2009). The second 

is strategic niche management, which focuses on the intentional creation and support of technological 

niches as a way to stimulate new innovations and technologies to influence the existing regime 

(Hoogma et al., 2002; Kemp et al., 1998; Nill & Kemp, 2009). The third is the technological 

innovation systems approach, which focuses on the emergence of new technologies and its 

subsequent institutional and organisational changes (Bergek & Jacobsson, 2003; Carlsson & 

Stankiewicz, 1991). Historically, this approach has also had a strong focus on drivers and barriers to 

innovation but is now increasingly focused on the implications for larger systems (Bergek et al., 2008; 

Smits et al., 2010). The fourth is the multi-level perspective (MLP) on socio-technical change, which 

builds on the notion of the socio-technical regime (Rip & Kemp, 1998) but includes three layers of 

influence on the existing regime (Geels, 2002, 2004, 2005; Geels & Schot, 2007). Although they are 

not the only frameworks existing in sustainability transition research, these four have come to form 

the foundation of the field, and one of the most prominent of these is the multi-level perspective. 
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The Multi-level Perspective on Socio-technical Change 

The multi-level perspective (MLP) is one of the most researched and utilized theoretical 

frameworks within sustainability transitions. Championed by Rip & Kemp (1998) and Geels (2002, 

2004, 2005) it is based on a structural concept of niches, regimes, and landscapes. Niches are 

protected spaces of innovation and technological development which may or may not create 

disruptions of existing regimes. Regimes are sectoral spheres combining multiple industries and 

business to create a framework of collaborating entities which are governed by existing rules and 

norms. Landscapes are the larger, external factors which surround regimes and provide long-term 

structure and influence. The MLP sees transitions in socio-technical systems as results of destabilising 

pressures emanating from either one of these three areas (Geels & Schot, 2007). The theory has been 

used to investigate a wide variety of transition areas. These include transitions in agriculture and food 

systems (El Bilali, 2019; Konefal, 2015), innovation ecosystems (Pigford et al., 2018), transitions in 

hygiene and health (Geels & Schot, 2007), transitions in transportation (Berkeley et al., 2017; Geels, 

2005), in production (Meinel & Abegg, 2017), and also more institutional questions such as policy 

and regime resistance (de Gooyert et al., 2016; Hess, 2014) and how to overcome governance 

challenges (Turnheim et al., 2015). Despite its broad and fruitful application, however, the MLP has 

been criticized for lacking focus on the role of agency. 

 

Actor Agency and Intention in the Multi-level Perspective 

The MLP, as well as sustainability transitions research in general, has been criticized for being 

overly focused on structure over agency. While MLP typically has described and explained larger 

societal structures and shifts, some argue that it has somewhat neglected the conceptualisation of 

agency or the conflicting interests and politics in transitions (Farla et al., 2012; Genus & Coles, 2008; 

Kivimaa, 2014; Konefal, 2015; Smith et al., 2005). While Geels and others argue that “literature on 

socio-technical transitions acknowledges that actors and agency are important in the creation of niche 

innovations and regime transitions” (e.g. Geels, 2012; Jorgensen, 2012), the explicit role of 

intermediaries or organisations working between actors is seldom addressed (Kivimaa, 2014). Some 

studies have been conducted on agency in the MLP but have focused mostly on implementation and 

connections with policy makers (Kivimaa et al., 2019; Mignon & Kanda, 2018; Seyfang et al., 2014). 

In addition, most research on individual or intermediary organisations focus on actors as facilitators 

of sustainability transitions (Hassink et al., 2018; Howells, 2006; Mignon & Kanda, 2018), but leaves 
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out the potential of organisations to hinder sustainability transitions, an area which has only been 

sparingly researched (Kuokkanen et al., 2018; Lamb et al., 2020). All things considered, agency and 

the role of interest organisations is an area of the multi-level perspective which could benefit from 

further research, highlighting the influence that single actors can have on otherwise complex and 

structurally shaped transition processes. 
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Case Description  -  Section 3 

 The case description provides an overview of the most important information regarding the 

interest organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer (L&F). This includes an insight into the structure, 

purpose, history, projects, and influence of the organisation. In addition, it will describe the competing 

organisation Bæredygtigt Landbrug (BL), and argue for the choice of L&F as a suitable case. 

 

Landbrug & Fødevarer Now 

Landbrug & Fødevarer is the biggest agricultural interest organisation in Denmark and covers 

a wide range of activities. Its stated purpose is to promote the political influence of the agricultural 

and food sector, offer cost-effective services for its members, and implement research and 

development programmes within agriculture and food (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 2021d). L&F has 

1,297 employees as of November 2020 (Erhvervsstyrelsen, 2020a) which work in diverse areas such 

as analysis & statistics, biogas, animal welfare, innovation, law, business, and political work in 

Denmark and the EU (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 2021a). Four daughter organisations are included in 

L&F: Landbrugsmedierne, a media section with 53 employees (Landbrugsmedierne, 2021), DanBred, 

a pig breeding company with 97 employees (Erhvervsstyrelsen, 2021), Agro Food Park, an industry 

and innovation hub housing over 80 organisations (Agro Food Park, 2021), and SEGES, a research 

and innovation centre employing app. 650 employees (SEGES, 2021). In addition, L&F has 

consultancy services for disseminating the findings and practices developed by SEGES, and thus has 

direct influence on agricultural practices among its members. The wide span of these activities and 

daughter companies provide a foundation within innovation, technology, industry development, and 

communication, and positions the organisation centrally in all areas of the agricultural sector. 

On the member side, L&F is comprised of both individual farmers, organisations, and 

companies. L&F had 20,616 paying members as of 2020 (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 2021b) resulting 

in a yearly revenue of DKK 2.2 billion and a profit of DKK 45 million (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 

2020); A considerable financial size for an interest organisation, for which the Danish median revenue 

is 1.5 million DKK (Binderkrantz et al., 2014). The members are organised into various sections, 

such as the seed section, the beef section, the section for larger farms, the organic section, the poultry 

section etc. Each section can ask the Joint Board of Directors to pursue their interests. The Joint Board 

of Directors is comprised of the Primary Sector Board, which handles the interests of farmers and 
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primary producers, and the Company Board, which handles the interests of companies (Landbrug & 

Fødevarer, 2021c). Structurally, farmers and companies thus have equal political weight in the 

organisation. All in all, L&F is an organisation with a broad scope of activities and interests, a strong 

position regarding finance and employees, and represents a varied group of members from both the 

primary agricultural industry as well as the food sector. 

 

The History of Landbrug & Fødevarer 

L&F was established in June 2009 but has strong historical roots and a precedence for political 

influence. L&F was established through a merger of Landbrugsraadet and four other agricultural 

organisations and interest groups, resulting in one organisation representing both animal husbandry, 

grain farming, the meat- and dairy-processing industry and other areas of agriculture and food 

production (Nissen, 2014). The predecessor to L&F, Landbrugsraadet, was established in 1919 and 

functioned as the key interest organisation for stakeholders from all areas of the agricultural and food 

sectors (Nissen, 2014). The importance of Landbrugsraadet as an organisation was considerable, not 

least because agriculture represented more than 75% of exports and because it’s first president, 

Thomas Madsen-Mygdal, later became Minister of Agriculture as well as Prime Minister, and in this 

position furthered its interests politically (Nissen, 2014). As an example of this influence, 

Landbrugsraadet had a “crucial political and administrative influence on agricultural policy, including 

the possibility to include and exclude topics” (Jørgensen, 2002, p. 225). 

The foundation for this political cooperation with the government was strengthened in the 

1930’s when both the government and interest organisations were eager to restart Danish exports after 

the economic 1931-1932 crisis (Nissen, 2014). After the 1930’s, a succession of presidents of 

Landbrugsraadet functioned as advisors directly to sitting Prime Ministers and as political 

representatives or employees in ministries and members of parliament. Although there were many 

agricultural interest organisations, this personal and political influence ensured that Landbrugsraadet 

was the key advisory and collaborative organisation from agriculture (Nissen, 2014). This lasted until 

the 1980’s when EF regulations and consumer requirements for more environmentally friendly 

production pressured the agricultural sector and became the most pressing issue for politicians. In 

addition, the economic importance of the agricultural sector was considerably lower, and only 5% of 

the population worked in agriculture (Nissen, 2014). As a result of these changes, agriculture lost 

some importance and supremacy as an industry, but nonetheless maintained a strong political 
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influence. The predecessor to L&F was thus a highly influential organisation with direct links to 

powerful political allies and processes. The current organisation has maintained this strong, albeit 

less direct, political influence since its founding in 2009. 

 

L&F’s Consistent Political Agenda 

Landbrug & Fødevarer has maintained their core ideals and visions since their inception. In 

2011, L&F developed the vision “Vækst i balance” (Balanced growth), a political project which has 

shaped the ideals and agendas of the organisation since. The vision was to create balanced growth for 

Danish society through two agendas. Firstly, by increasing agricultural production and jobs in the 

industry, and secondly, by increasing production of sustainable energy, and protecting the climate 

and the environment (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 2011). This was to be achieved through the know-how 

and efficiency in Danish agricultural production and by improving the Danish agricultural industry 

and its competitiveness. The vision called for all areas of society to support the agricultural industry 

in its role as a solution to climate, energy, labour, and social-health problems (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 

2011). In comparison, the latest annual report from 2019 included the same key visions. With an 

increased focus on sustainability and carbon neutrality in 2050, the vision “Nye veje til vækst i 

balance” (New ways to balanced growth) focuses on the same two agendas: increasing production 

while protecting the climate and the environment (Landbrug & Fødevarer, 2020). The solutions 

presented are to a large extent the same: building on the knowledge and efficiency of Danish 

agriculture in collaboration with the Danish society and decision makers. This continuous focus on 

the same core ideas thus illustrates an organisation which has strongly founded key visions and ideals 

and stays with these over time. 

 

L&F’s Current Political Influence 

 According to literature, there is little doubt that Landbrug & Fødevarer is extremely influential 

in Danish politics. A study by Binderkrantz et al. (2014) on the political influence of interest 

organisations in Denmark found L&F to be one of the most influential IOs. L&F has the second 

highest level of access to the state administration out of all 1700 politically active IOs and the 6th 

highest level of access to parliament (Binderkrantz et al., 2014, p. 203). In addition, L&F ranks 5th 

when counting the number of responses submitted to political consultations. The high representation 
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on committees, boards, and councils places L&F second on the scale of political access to the state 

administration requires a lot of resources, however, and thus primarily indicates the network and 

economic capacity of the organisation. 

 Not counted in economic capacity are the resources that L&F holds in their daughter 

companies, a factor which increases the influence of the organisation. With its central position in 

innovation through Agro Food Park and SEGES, L&F is potentially able to influence the research 

and the scientific background which shapes decisions in policy making. This is a common critique of 

SEGES, which claims independence of the political agenda of the mother organisation (Abrahamsen, 

2016). This breadth is unusual in IOs, where most other organisations are limited to submitting 

responses to political consultations (Abrahamsen, 2016). In addition to these daughter companies is 

the media section Landbrugsmedierne which holds a potential for increased communication with 

journalists and media. 

Another strategic resource that L&F possesses is the regular formal or informal access to 

decision-makers and administrators. The number and results of these interactions have only seen 

limited scrutiny, but it is likely that “very little agricultural or environmental policy is presented to 

parliament on which [L&F’s head office] Axelborg hasn’t had either considerable influence or been 

co-authoring” (R. B. Larsen, 2016). In addition to this, two sitting directors and one previous director 

of L&F were members of the Danish power elite, as identified by Larsen & Ellersgaard (Ellersgaard 

et al., 2015). This indicates strong personal connections and influence at the top of the organisation. 

This is supported by the research of Larsen et al. (2016) which shows that the networks connecting 

all organisations in agriculture in Denmark have L&F at their centre. In addition to this, the 

agricultural sector as a whole is tightly connected internally and has strong connections externally to 

e.g. banks, insurance companies, and industry (A. G. Larsen et al., 2016). Clearly, this high structural 

influence of L&F does not mean that they achieve their goals in every political process but they must 

nevertheless be considered to be extremely influential in Danish policy making. 

 

The Break-away Organisation Bæredygtigt Landbrug 

Since 2010, the political position of L&F has been challenged by the breakaway of a 

competing organisation, Bæredygtigt Landbrug (Sustainable Agriculture). Bæredygtigt Landbrug 

(BL) was founded as a protest movement against the desire for a sustainability plan for the agricultural 
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sector in 2010 (LandbrugsAvisen, 2010) and what was viewed as L&F’s affinity for political 

compromise (Nissen, 2014). For the same reason, the organisation is less interested in political 

compromise and the agenda of environmentally focused development, and is more confrontational. 

The organisation had 21 employees as of November 2020 (Erhvervsstyrelsen, 2020b) and claims to 

have around 3,500 members (LandbrugsAvisen, 2020). Although considerably fewer than L&F, these 

members control a large part of Danish farm land ranging from 2/5 to “more than half” as claimed by 

BL’s president in 2014 (Nissen, 2014, p. 119). While many of these members are also members of 

L&F, the food cluster nonetheless has two interest organisations with very different political 

approaches. The implications of this on L&F will be analysed and presented later in this paper. 

 

The Choice of Landbrug & Fødevarer as a Case 

 The choice of a case should be intentional, to help shed light on specific topics, and both BL 

and L&F must be considered. The choice of case should not be intended to be representative of all 

interest organisations but instead intentionally picked to best shed light on the particular research 

question, something which a randomly chosen case does not achieve (Siggelkow, 2007). As described 

by Flyvbjerg: “When the object is to achieve the greatest possible amount of information on a given 

problem or phenomenon, a representative case or a random sample may not be the most appropriate 

strategy” (Flyvbjerg, 2006, p. 229). From this standpoint, both L&F and BL must be considered as 

potential cases to shed light on the topic at hand. 

Choosing L&F rather than BL as a research case is desirable for four key reasons. Firstly, 

despite the competition from the new BL, L&F is still the largest and most politically influential 

agricultural interest organisation in Denmark (Binderkrantz et al., 2014). This is supported by the 

long history of the predecessors of L&F which, compared to BL, may provide more and longer-lasting 

political ties. Secondly, L&F has more employees, stronger finances, and a broader scope of activities 

than BL. This again provides L&F with a much better political position and allows it to take more 

and greater initiatives through its larger resources. Thirdly, L&F has more members, presumably 

making them most representative of the entire agricultural sector. Lastly, since L&F is more 

structurally established in Danish agriculture, it makes it a better indicator of the influences and 

potential developments in this system. These things considered, studying L&F can give insights that 

no other organisation can provide. For these reasons, and with the limitation of only investigating one 

organisation, Landbrug & Fødevarer was chosen as a case for this paper.  
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Theoretical Framework  -  Section 4 

The theoretical framework section will present the two theoretical frameworks which were 

found to fit well with the observed data. These are the multi-level perspective (MLP) and climate 

delay discourses (CDD), which were found to be highly applicable to the case of Landbrug & 

Fødevarer. 

 

The Multi-level Perspective 

The multi-level perspective (MLP) was first developed by Rip & Kemp (1998) and elaborated 

by Frank W. Geels (2004, 2005) who developed on previous notions of innovation, technology, and 

sectoral systems to refine the concept of “socio-technical systems”. This perspective provided a 

greater explanatory power than other models preceding it by focusing on all aspects of technology 

and innovation. Socio-technical systems encompassed both technologies, their uses, the actors, rules, 

and institutions surrounding them, as well as the factors associated with change from one system to 

another (Geels, 2004). This resulted in a conceptual perspective intended for the analysis of systemic 

innovation and, crucially, changes in the equilibria of the societal systems surrounding technology 

(Geels & Schot, 2007). Focusing on these dynamics, the understanding of changes in society takes 

its starting point in socio-technical systems. 

 Socio-technical systems describe three distinct aspects of technology and society and are 

defined as systems which “encompass production, diffusion, and use of technology” (Geels, 2004, p. 

900). This all-encompassing framework thus includes labour, capital, social norms, cultural 

meanings, institutions, technology and everything else surrounding technology. Socio-technical 

systems, with their focus on the two fields of development of technology and its use in society, brings 

together the aspects of producer and user (Loorbach et al., 2017). The producer aspect focuses on the 

development of technology, and thus the creation of organisational routines, knowledge, knowledge 

management etc. The user aspect focuses on user adoption of a new technology, the will to purchase 

artefacts, and the integration of these into everyday life through adaptations, social and political 

struggles, and learning processes (Geels, 2004). Through the lens of socio-technical systems, the 

dynamic co-evolution of producers and users, or technology and society, becomes the point of 

interest. 
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 This system of understanding technological development and the interplay with society is 

founded on three core concepts which describe the levels of influence and interaction in socio-

technical change in society: Landscapes, regimes, and niches. These levels and their interplay, as well 

as the dynamics of stability or change, form the foundation of the MLP. This is illustrated in figure 1 

below, and described in the following sections. 

 

Figure 1: Niche, regime, and landscape levels as a nested hierarchy.  

(Loorbach et al., 2017) adapted from (Geels, 2002). 

 

Landscapes 

 Socio-technical landscapes are the macro levels of socio-technical systems and provide the 

most stable structuring factors in these systems. Landscape factors work over longer periods of time 

than other factors and provide slow, structuring pressure to society and technologies. Landscape 

factors include culture, material environments, symbols and values. Examples could be 

demographics, geography, history, or trends such as climate change, growing world population or 

immigration. In short, the structuring factors included in landscapes are those which are mostly 

beyond the influence of individual actors (Geels, 2004). These factors thus provide an overall 

structuring background for the work in both regimes and niches in socio-technical systems.  

An example is the transition from horse-drawn carriages to automobiles in the United States 

(Geels, 2005). Here, a number of landscape factors made horse-drawn carriages increasingly 

unfeasible, providing automobiles the opportunity to replace them. Firstly, increased immigration 

lead to expansion of slum areas with narrow streets and an aggregation of horse manure. Secondly, 
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urbanisation and sub-urbanisation allowed cities to spread horizontally, thereby increasing travel 

distances and times. These two landscape influences were outside of the control of both horse carriage 

and automobile manufacturers but nevertheless impacted the social reality surrounding the use of 

these technologies. Eventually, these landscape factors thus contributed to the adoption of the car, 

and to shaping the socio-technical systems surrounding transportation in the United States. 

 

Regimes 

Socio-technical regimes are the meso levels of socio-technical systems and are comprised of 

the existing structures in society. Socio-technical regimes are embedded within landscapes, and 

describe the coordination of groups of actors and rules surrounding technology and society (Geels, 

2004). This includes every industry, profession, social context, and cultural norm surrounding a 

technological area. Many different areas of society influence and are influenced by these socio-

technical regimes which themselves are comprised of a great number of smaller, individual regimes. 

Individual regimes describe different areas of society which function according to different 

logics. Individual regimes, as well as socio-technical regimes, are governed by three types of 

institutions, or “rules” (Geels, 2004). The three types of institutions are (1) the regulative, which focus 

on rule-setting and law-making, (2) the normative, which cover values, norms, expectations and 

rights, and (3) the cognitive, which dictate how actors perceive and understand the world. The 

clustering of institutions in social groups or areas of work make up individual regimes and these 

clusters provide “orientation and coordination to the activities of relevant actor groups” (Geels, 2005, 

p. 684). Actors in the same societal, social, or professional contexts follow the same institutions, 

while actors in differing circumstances follow others. In this way, different areas of society are 

structured into different regimes. As exemplified by Geels (2004), regimes could be markets, cultural, 

technological, science, and policy. As an example, the technological regime is governed by regulative 

institutions defining technical standards and specifications, normative institutions defining the 

company’s self-perception and purpose, and cognitive institutions defining organisational routines, 

problem solving strategies, and guiding principles. In this way, each regime is governed by a 

multitude of institutions or rules which influence how actors, both organisations and individuals, 

interact and how the regime develops.  

Socio-technical regimes are an aggregation and cross-coordination of the rules and institutions 

of these individual regimes. Rules from different regimes can align and create a common framework 
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between different groups surrounding a larger thematic field as illustrated in figure 2 below. Using 

transportation as an example, the policy regime creates traffic regulation, car-manufacturers produce 

automobile, oil and gas companies provide fuel, municipalities create parking spaces or emission 

limits, car magazines may increase demand or change perception of certain models, and celebrities 

create a culture of desirability surrounding luxury vehicles. Although none of these individual 

regimes work according to the same institutions, they align to create a socio-technical regime 

surrounding transportation, shaping its place in society. 

 

Figure 2: Meta-coordination through socio-technical regimes (Geels, 2004) 

 

Niches 

 Socio-technical niches are the micro levels of socio-technical systems and are the incubators 

for radical innovation and change. Niches protect radical novelties from some of the market forces 

that they often would be unable to withstand initially. Niches thus provide protected spaces for 

innovation. The niche itself may take the shape of very small market segments with high degrees of 

specificity and selection criteria, or trial-periods or experiments for new technologies between 

multiple actors. Niches are often created by subsidies, public authorities, or innovation departments 

within companies. An example is legalising electric scooters in large cities for a limited time-period 

which is typically based on a collaboration between producers and municipal authorities.  

Part of the reason why innovation is possible in niches is that niches are locations where it is 

possible to “deviate from the rules in the existing regime” (Geels, 2004, p. 912). In niches, the 

common institutions are less well defined and more experimental than in regimes, and the networks 

and connections between actors are weaker. This means that technologies or innovations in niches 

can develop in many different directions, and may not initially live up to e.g. product specifications 

common in the regime. Although radical in design, many niches are governed by similar normative 
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or cognitive rules as the regime, for example in regard to users and behaviour. The more rules a niche 

deviates from, the more radical it is, and the more ground breaking and different its innovations can 

be. 

 

Stability in Socio-technical Systems 

Stability of socio-technical systems is maintained in a number of ways. Firstly, rules and 

regimes create stability by “guiding perceptions and actions” (Geels, 2004, p. 910). The regulative, 

normative, and cognitive institutions each have their own influence on the stability of a regime. 

Cognitive rules guide actors in regimes to think in specific directions and make them unreceptive to 

new ideas or practices. Normative rules guide what organisations and actors see as possible or 

desirable. Regulative rules can be simple law making and regulatory compliance requirements, as 

well as legal contracts and commitments. If not defined correctly, regulative rules can unintentionally 

close the socio-technical regime to new technological innovations. Since institutions provide structure 

and framing, changes in regimes are often incremental rather than radical, leading to ‘technical 

trajectories’ and path dependencies (Markard et al., 2012). In addition, these three types of rules are 

often aligned across types in regime specific logics, and changing one is thus difficult without 

affecting others.  

Secondly, the networks in socio-technical regimes leave actors and organisations highly 

interconnected and interdependent, complicating radical change. Once an organisation or actor has 

found their place in the network, their conduct becomes somewhat regulated by the interdependencies 

and obligations to buyers, suppliers and financial backers, leaving them more “resistant to major 

changes” (Geels, 2004, p. 911). The tight networks are also difficult to access for niche actors, and 

may provide a substantial barrier to the adoption of new technologies or practices. These 

interdependencies also magnify the vested interests which some actors in the network may have in 

maintaining the current regime, something which incumbent actors may try to pursue through e.g. 

interest organisations or lobbying (Geels, 2005).  

Thirdly, technology and socio-technical regimes have a certain robustness due to the material 

nature of technology and the sunk cost of previous investments in these. Some material structures or 

technical systems “are not easily abandoned, and almost acquire a logic of their own” (Geels, 2004, 

p. 911). For example, the reluctance to change paths because of the sunk cost in large infrastructure, 
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a reluctancy that can be further increased through the development of economies of scale. In general, 

the longer a socio-technical regime is in existence, and the more actors are involved in it, the more 

the socio-technical system around it evolves. This results in an increase in products, services, habits, 

and culture surrounding the regime, further solidifying it in society and complicating change.  

 

Change in Socio-technical Systems 

 While many factors contribute to the high stability of socio-technical regimes, changes in 

socio-technical systems are possible. Changes are fundamentally caused by tensions and mis-

alignment of actors or institutions, allowing for a reinterpretation of the institutions by both incumbent 

and niche actors. These tensions and misalignments can be caused by pressures evolving from both 

landscape, regime, and niche levels as illustrated in figure 3 below, and elaborated in this section. 

 

Figure 3: Regime pressures on three levels. (Loorbach et al., 2017) adapted from (Geels, 2005) 
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Multiple types of landscape pressures exist which can cause misalignment or tension within 

a socio-technical regime. The pressures from the landscape level typically evolve as a slow, steady 

pressure on existing socio-technical regimes. Over time, these pressures may destabilise the regime 

enough to allow niche technologies to emerge and take hold, or to require a restructuring of the regime 

(Geels, 2004). If the incumbent socio-technical regime fails to recognise and react to these trends, a 

misalignment of regulative, normative, and cognitive institutions in the regime will occur. This will 

create space for “interpretative flexibility” for actors, and new actors may take advantage of these 

changed circumstances and establish a foothold in the regime (Geels, 2004). This niche may thus take 

a permanent place in the regime and compete or become part of it, no longer as a niche but as 

something which shapes the regime itself, causing new networks, technologies, social structures, 

regulation, and demand to appear. Landscape pressures are gradual and work over very long time 

spans compared to niche and regime pressures. 

Regime pressures may also create misalignment and instability through internal problems or 

power struggles in socio-technical regimes. Internal technical problems in the regime may require 

increased investment in technologies or new developments. The same can result from a lack of trust 

in current technical solutions or the expectation of future problems, for example caused by landscape 

level influences (Geels, 2004). Negative externalities and effects on other systems, such as pollution, 

may also put pressure on a regime when identified and exposed by outsiders, forcing the regime to 

address the issues (Geels, 2004, p. 2). Stricter regulations may also create problems for a regime 

unable to meet them (Geels, 2005). Changes in demand and user preferences may be met by current 

technologies only with difficulty and thus require innovation by regime incumbents. Competition 

between actors in the regime may also destabilise the regime, as new innovations from strategically 

supported niches develop or the efficiency of current technologies increases. This competition can 

also take the form of different attempts to shape the institutions and rules of the regime. For example, 

environmental organisations will attempt to push for more sustainable developments in the 

transportation socio-technical regime, while car manufacturers will try to maintain a system which 

benefits them. With these continuous power struggles in the regime, pressures from landscapes or 

niches may be “the final drop” that leads to changes. 

Innovations and development of new technologies in well-supported or well-timed niches 

may also bring about changes in the socio-technical regime. Though the work performed in niches is 

often related to the problems of the existing regime, niche developments may still provide radical 

change to a socio-technical system (Geels, 2005). While niches provide space for learning and 
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development of new products and ideas they also create the seeds for social networks, supply chains, 

user preferences etc. If enough of these networks and systems are created and aligned, a niche may 

be able to influence or change the existing regime. Networks in niches are less strongly interlinked 

than in regimes, however, and some actors may participate in one aspect of the niche but not in others, 

providing less stability and momentum to the technology than in incumbent regimes. Powerful actors 

interested in shaping the regime must often support niche developments if these are to make a 

breakthrough and “policy support is often important for the diffusion of new technologies” (Geels, 

2005, p. 694). Alternatively, a well-timed instability in the existing regime may allow niche 

innovations to break through. These innovations may be radical enough to upend the entire regime, 

replace it, and effectively result in creative destruction (Schumpeter, 1994). In sum, while niches can 

have powerful effects on shaping socio-technical regimes, they require the support of powerful actors 

or regime-destabilising effects, whether from landscape or internal regime pressures.  

 As illustrated, the three levels of influence in the MLP are highly interrelated and 

interdependent. The MLP dictates that change occurs not as a “cause and effect” but as the outcome 

of simultaneous changes at multiple levels (Geels, 2005). These changes are a combination of long 

and short term processes and must link up and reinforce each other for change to take place. Niche 

developments cannot influence a regime without landscape or internal pressures on the regime that 

create an opportunity for the new innovation to be taken up. Likewise, external or internal pressures 

on a regime do not in themselves lead to changes, but must be accompanied by alternatives to the 

current system, developed in niches. In short, “as long as [socio-technical regimes] are stable and 

aligned, radical novelties have few chances” (Geels, 2004, p. 914). It is thus in the best interest of 

incumbent socio-technical regimes to attempt to control the landscape, regime, and niche factors 

which may influence their stability. One way is for the incumbent regime to stay on good terms with 

the public and politicians, creating less incentive to stimulate new technology or change regulation 

(Geels, 2005). Staying on good terms with the public and politicians is in large part down to 

communication, which can be strategically used to avoid radical changes, as will be described by the 

second theory of this paper. 
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Discourses of Climate Delay 

 In their efforts to stabilise the existing regime, incumbent regime actors mays use 

communication in their relationship building with society. A typical communicative approach in 

relation to sustainability transition agendas is the use of “climate delay discourses” (CDD), intended 

for delaying changes in the regime. The discourse framework consists of four different typologies of 

arguments which all pose questions to the feasibility, desirability, responsibility and necessity of 

climate mitigating action (Lamb et al., 2020). These discourses often lead to “deadlock or a sense that 

there are intractable obstacles to taking action” (Lamb et al., 2020, p. 1). These discourses are not 

necessarily conscious strategies by actors opposing climate change mitigation, but may be put forth 

in good faith and as actual concerns. In addition, many discourses of delay contain partial truths and 

build on legitimate societal fears. The risk of these discourses, however, is that they may “disorientate 

and discourage ambitious climate action” (Lamb et al., 2020, p. 2) and thus pose a real threat to 

achieving sustainability transitions. While often building on a combination of arguments, four 

different key typologies of delay arguments can be identified. These are illustrated in figure 4 and 

elaborated below. 

 

Figure 4: The four typologies of climate delay discourse. Adapted from Lamb et al. (2020) 
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1) Redirecting Responsibility 

 The first type of discourse is redirecting responsibility. This discourse includes three 

arguments which focus on the “fairness” of sustainability transition action but often sets unrealistic 

conditions for taking action (Lamb et al., 2020). The first argument is “individualism”, in which the 

need for action is argued to reside with the individual consumer rather than on a systemic level. This 

argument downplays the complementarity of the action of individual consumers with regulation, 

structural shifts, and the action of organisations and companies. The second argument is 

“whataboutism”, which focuses on the greater emissions, responsibility, or lack of actions of others. 

A common argument is that action should be taken elsewhere first, or that policy proposals will only 

work if all actors are included. The third argument is “the free rider excuse”, which is based on the 

concern that one will lose benefits while bearing the costs, if others do not undertake similar action. 

These three discourse thus limit the responsibility of the actor or regime being called into question 

while focusing on the actions, or lack thereof, of others.  

 

2) Pushing Non-transformative Solutions 

 The second type of discourse is to push non-transformative solutions. This discourse includes 

four arguments which focus on avoiding options that threaten the existing regime (Lamb et al., 2020). 

The first argument is “technological optimism”, which argues that technological progress and 

innovation will quickly solve emission problems in the future. This includes touting the potential of 

hard-to-realise technologies as well as “vague suggestions that ‘human ingenuity is infinite’” (Lamb 

et al., 2020, p. 3). These claims are often followed by the belief that the free market will develop the 

technologies without the need for stringent policy measures. The second argument is “fossil fuel 

solutionism”, which argues that incumbent industries such as the fossil fuel industry is part of the 

solution to sustainability transition. This argument is often followed by a rebranding of the 

organisations or industry in question, highlighting “greener” alternatives to traditional products. The 

third argument is that of “all talk, little action”, which through the definition of narrow targets of 

success can position an actor as a leader in mitigating climate change. The argument can take the 

shape of highlighting recent advances in lowering emissions, or setting ambitious climate targets, in 

an effort to downplay the need for measurable reductions or new types of additional action. The fourth 

argument is the need for “no sticks, just carrots”, which argues that only voluntary policies should be 

pursued, in particular those which increase consumer choices or increase efficiency of existing 
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technologies. The four arguments in this typology all focus on narrow definitions of success, positive 

framing, and entrepreneurial activities rather than binding standards and tangible results.  

 

3) Emphasising Downsides 

 The third typology of delay discourse emphasises the downsides of sustainability transitions. 

This discourse includes three arguments which all focus on the costs and consequences of climate 

change mitigation. The first argument is the “appeal to social justice”, which emphasises social 

impact of climate action. This discourse typically disregards potential employment, economic, health, 

or other benefits of climate action and instead focuses on the immediate consequences for certain 

social groups. A Danish example is that of increased taxes on flying, which was argued to hit lower-

income groups harder. The second argument is the “appeal to well-being”, which is a more extreme 

variant of the appeal to justice. In this argument, climate mitigation threatens “fundamental 

livelihoods and standards” (Lamb et al., 2020, p. 4). This argument in a sense places current regimes 

and technologies as the foundation of human survival and existence, making changes to these an 

impossibility. For example, by arguing that abandoning fossil fuels will result in mass starvation as 

tractors and transportation systems run dry (Lamb et al., 2020). The third argument is “policy 

perfectionism”, which builds on the previous two and advocates for only pursuing climate policies 

which have no social downsides and have broad public support. This is a legitimate consideration but 

is a delay discourse if no action is taken to subsequently create policies which meet these criteria 

(Lamb et al., 2020). Although these three arguments raise justifiable concerns, they often disregard 

potential benefits of climate mitigation and emphasise societal costs. 

 

4) Surrendering 

 The fourth typology of delay discourse is simply to surrender. The discourse consists of only 

two arguments, which raise doubts that change is still possible, and points to impassable political, 

social or biophysical barriers. The first argument is that “change is impossible”, first building up the 

obstacles to overcome and then pointing to the low likelihood or difficulty of doing so. The argument 

suggests surrendering or adapting to climate change rather than pushing to overcome the difficulties 

presented. The second argument is “doomism”, which surrenders completely by arguing that any 

action taken is too little and too late, and that climate change is locked-in and bound to happen. These 
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type of arguments risk invoking fear and leading to a lack of effort or action and thus may have 

negative consequences for the willingness and speed of actual mitigation action (Lamb et al., 2020). 

 

Application of the Theoretical Framework 

The multi-level perspective is used in this paper primarily to structure the two first guiding 

questions. Firstly, the factors affecting the organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer include both 

landscape, regime, and niche factors, as defined above. The MLP functions as a theoretical tool for 

structuring and understanding these multifaceted influences on L&F since the agricultural sector is 

seen as a socio-technical system (Loorbach et al., 2017). Secondly, the MLP is used to structure and 

understand the relative strength of the influence of each factor on L&F, the ways L&F is or isn’t 

influenced by these factors, and the stability of L&F as a symbol of the incumbent regime. By 

understanding the actors and pressures in this current socio-technical regime it becomes possible to 

understand the relations and natures of this regime, and the role of L&F in changing or maintaining 

it. In this way, it is possible to explore the dynamics of change or stability towards sustainability of 

the current agricultural sector in Denmark. 

The typologies of climate delay discourse are used in the last part of the analysis to explore 

the third guiding question. The framework of CDD provides an understanding of the underlying 

nature of the main points and arguments of L&F for or against a sustainability transition. By analysing 

arguments and concerns in the framework of the four main typologies presented above, one is able to 

better understand their more or less hidden intent and the potential consequences of these arguments. 

This last part of the analysis is built on the previous understanding of L&F and its influences as 

structured by the MLP. The two theoretical perspectives thus interrelate and build on each other. As 

a result, the theoretical framework of this paper forms a solid foundation for investigating how the 

work of L&F seeks to influence the sustainability transition of Danish agriculture.   
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Methodology  -  Section 5 

The methodology section introduces the thorough methodological framework used to guide 

the research and explore the research question. This section introduces the research design, data 

collection methodology and process, final empirical foundation, and data treatment and analysis 

process. 

Research Design 

Research Philosophy 

 The scientific philosophical approach used in this paper is actor-network theory (ANT). 

Ontologically, this philosophy emphasises the creation of reality through actors and networks 

(Egholm, 2018). The larger and more developed the network, the more “real” the institutions, rules, 

and results of these networks become. This is particularly applicable in the MLP, where socio-

technical regimes are based on the creation of institutions in wide-spanning networks. 

Epistemologically, ANT focuses on describing these networks through an ethno-methodological 

approach, focusing on the dynamics and interactions in specific contexts (Egholm, 2018). This entails 

focusing on the “actants” of the networks, their interactions, and the resulting actions. By closely 

investigating the relationships between Landbrug & Fødevarer and the actors surrounding the 

organisation, as well as by investigating the “black boxes” of rules and norms created in these 

networks, it is possible to explore how certain ideas or arguments are propagated and become 

commonplace (Egholm, 2018). The ANT is most often paired with an inductive approach to allow 

for an open exploration of the networks, interactions, and actants in question. In addition, ANT 

focuses on actions, statements, and facts, and the continuous contextual creation of these, rather than 

a hermeneutic subject experience of the world. This means that the research in this paper has been an 

inductive exploration of actions, statements, and facts, rather than the perceived emotional or 

phenomenological experiences of individuals within the organisation. 

The actor-network theory and an inductive approach is suitable for thoroughly investigating 

the factors influencing L&F and the organisation’s subsequent arguments for or against a 

sustainability transition in agriculture. This philosophical approach will serve as a guiding principle 

throughout the research, starting with the choice of conducting a case. 
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Conducting a Case Study 

 The choice of conducting a case-study is mainly based on the depth and understanding that 

case-based research allows. Focusing on a single case, rather than the broad field of interest 

organisations in Denmark provides the opportunity to achieve true depth in understanding and 

explaining the relations in this specific context (Flyvbjerg, 2006). In addition, the use of a case has 

two main functions: To describe the specific context and situation characterising the case and thereby 

developing a deep understanding of a real-world situation, and to enhance the understanding of the 

theoretical framework (Siggelkow, 2007). No other research framework could have served to provide 

this duality of context-specific knowledge and a thick understanding of the situation. In addition, the 

choice of a case-based approach aligns with the typical approach in the multi-level perspective (Geels 

& Schot, 2007) and was, along with its detailed and thick description of the context, a desirable choice 

as an easily comparable research framework. 

In this paper, the case study was similarly used to explore two themes. Firstly, exploring and 

describing the specific context and situation of agriculture in Denmark as affected by its main interest 

organisation, and secondly, adding to the academic conversation and gaining a deeper understanding 

of intermediary organisations’ influence on regime changes in the context of the multi-level 

perspective. This way, the case study can be used as a descriptive and illustrative deepening of the 

understanding of socio-technical change as well as shed light on the important issue of sustainability 

in Denmark. 

 

Methodology 

 Aligning with the case-research focus on context and depth, the need for deep and explorative 

rather than broad and generalisable knowledge is met by a qualitative research method. Qualitative 

research provides an understanding of the internal processes and ideas behind the visible and public 

prioritisations of sustainability efforts in L&F. These internal strategic and perceived considerations 

are often intangible and not explicitly stated in published texts. For this reason, qualitative research 

is the preferred method to achieve a closer understanding of the internal and personal considerations 

of key figures in the organisation, compared to quantitatively based, general data (Poulsen, 2016). In 

addition, the qualitative approach aids investigating phenomena in their natural context, rather than 

bringing them into the lab, building a more holistic understanding of the phenomenon compared to 

quantitative research (Creswell, 2013). The key in qualitative research is thus to identify the “complex 
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interactions of factors” rather than cause-and-effect relationships (Creswell, 2013, p. 47), which 

aligns with the research philosophy, and adds to the depth and contextuality of the research. 

 The choice of data collection methods followed the overall framework, and used semi-

structured research interviews supported by secondary data. As the research approach was explorative 

and inductive, semi-structured interviews were used to allow interviewees to elaborate on the topics 

from their particular field of work, providing an insider perspective (Leech, 2002). Standardised 

questions in a survey or a structured interview would also have been possible, but would not have 

allowed the interview to progress based on the insights discovered during the process (Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2015). This would have been less flexible, would not have gleaned information about 

their specific viewpoint and area of expertise, and would not inductively have explored the nuances 

specific to this case (Poulsen, 2016; Zuckerman, 1972). Supporting the interview data was the 

collection of secondary data, focusing mainly on historical influences and actions of L&F. This 

provided a somewhat longitudinal perspective to the research, allowing for an understanding of the 

organisation’s stability over time. The inclusion of multiple data types also allowed for triangulation 

of discovered data, themes, or conclusions and thus added to the validity of the study (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). 

A characteristic of qualitative research is the role of the researcher, which includes the 

reflexivity or “presence” of the researcher, the complex iterative process, and the continuous data 

validation and quality control. The researcher uses an emerging approach to the research, with 

research structure, data collection, and analysis as an iterative process dictated by the data under 

investigation (Creswell, 2013). The researcher becomes the main instrument of collecting this data, 

through interviews or text analysis, and must be aware of any bias in connection with this. Themes 

or conclusions are developed inductively by organising the data into increasingly abstract concepts 

to finally be used to describe and conclude on the phenomenon in question (Creswell, 2013). Themes 

and conclusions, however, are constantly being checked against the data, and the final concepts are a 

result of complex iterative work describing the core aspects of the study (Creswell, 2013). An 

elaboration on bias and research quality is included in the discussion. 
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Data Collection Through Interviews 

Sampling of Interviewees 

 Interviewees were sampled primarily on their position in L&F and secondly through expert 

interview suggestions. Firstly, potential interviewees were identified, aiming to include a broad range 

of expertise areas within L&F. As interviewees should be sampled based on their potential knowledge 

and ability to answer the research question and should be interviewed mainly about their own 

experiences rather than those of others (Poulsen, 2016), different areas of the organisation were 

covered. This built a full picture of the organisation and collected information from a multitude of 

organisational perspectives. All interviewees had high ranking or top positions in their area and all 

were in a leader position. Although this left out employees who were not in a management position 

the interviewees selected were believed to have the greatest insight into their expertise area, strategic 

goals, and the activities of other parts of the organisation. 

Potential interviewees were contacted through email and almost all responded positively. The 

emails distributed were brief, outlining only the background of the project, the interest in the 

organisation, an overview of the interview process, and a promise of confidentiality. This simplicity 

was chosen based on the assumption that these high-ranking individuals could be seen as elites within 

their field, and thus would respond better to briefly worded requests as found by Harriet Zuckerman 

(1972). As interviewees were contacted continuously throughout the interview phase, the necessary 

number of interviews was adjusted and estimated on an ongoing basis. Following Poulsen (2016), it 

was the richness and depth of the discussion surrounding the topics of interest, rather than the number 

of interviews, that mattered. Once little new information was gained from conducting further 

interviews, saturation had been reached and sufficient interviews had been conducted (Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2018). 

 

Preparing for Interviews 

 The preparation phase involved research as well as expert interviews to better understand the 

life-world of the interviewees. Firstly, the agricultural sector and its environmental developments was 

researched as shown in the literature review. Secondly, the history and activities of L&F was 

researched through organisational documents and journalistic and academic sources. This contributed 

to a deeper understanding of the interviewees’ life-world, and allowed for more precise conversations 
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(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Thirdly, three expert interviews were conducted to gain insight into the 

sector as well as the organisation (Appendix A). The three expert interviews were conducted early in 

the research, lasted 25 minutes on average, and were not recorded. The interviewees were two high 

ranking academic experts on sustainability in Danish agriculture, a well-renowned journalist, and a 

former intern in Landbrug & Fødevarer. Together, they allowed for a more nuanced understanding 

of the sector and organisation, how to approach data-collection and contact with L&F, and potential 

sampling of interviewees. Lastly, each interviewee in L&F was researched before the interview. This 

was done to establish a foundation between interviewer and interviewee and establish the seriousness 

of the interview, as well as to be able to introduce topics not brought up by the interviewee 

(Zuckerman, 1972). These preparations helped the development of the interview guide. 

 

Interview Guide  

The interview guide was designed to ensure consistency of interview questions and saturation 

of the topics of interest (Appendix B). As the interview style was semi-structured, only the major 

topics of interest and a handful of secondary questions surrounding each topic were defined, to help 

structure the interview into sections (Poulsen, 2016). Using multiple secondary questions for each 

topic under investigation ensured that it could be elaborated on from multiple angles. The questions 

in the interview guide were designed with respect to both thematic and dynamic effects. Thematically, 

to investigate the key areas of interest, and dynamically, to promote a positive interaction and 

encourage full answers (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Questions were designed to avoid asking directly 

about theoretical or thematic constructs so as to make them more accessible to interviewees (Poulsen, 

2016). Certain questions were included as essential for all interviewees and others unique for each to 

allow for flexibility and to glean information about their particular area of expertise (Zuckerman, 

1972). This made the interview relevant for all interviewees and also served to investigate the research 

question from multiple angles.  

In addition to these questions, a short introduction, as well as a debriefing, were included to 

structure and support the interview. The introduction was designed to build rapport between 

interviewer and interviewee and to introduce the interviewee to the general theme of the research. 

This allowed the interview to start on broad themes and only later turn to more direct research-focused 

questions. The debriefing phase was in turn designed to seek out any final comments or additions 

from interviewees as well as to finish the interview process in a comfortable way. Unfortunately, this 
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stage was in a few cases rushed due to time restraints. As a last rapport-building strategy, the semi-

structured approach allowed the interaction and the conversation to develop naturally, and in 

unexpected directions as desired under the inductive approach of the study (Poulsen, 2016). To allow 

for this flexibility, the research question was used as a mental guide throughout the interviews, 

providing a clearer sense of when to ask clarifying questions, easing the later process of transcription 

and analysis (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). 

 

Interview Process 

 A number of practical considerations had to be made for the interviews. The interviews were 

conducted virtually, over a period of four weeks, using Microsoft Teams for facilitation and recording 

because of its general availability and high security standards. To ensure the highest possible audio 

quality, a quiet meeting room was used for each interview, and the interviewer used a high-quality 

microphone and headphones. The sound quality on the part of interviewees varied, but was in all 

cases sufficiently high for near-perfect comprehension during and after interviews. The only issue 

was internet connectivity issues, which at rare occasions distorted or muted single words or short 

sentences before being recovered. The connectivity issues were never enough to be a hindrance to the 

interviews.  

 Other considerations had to be made in relation to the methodological aspects of the 

interviews. Although some previous knowledge about the subject from research and expert interviews 

was necessary to understand and critically conduct the interviews, this knowledge had to be paired 

with a “deliberate naïveté” (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015; Leech, 2002). This methodological approach 

ensured that the interviewer maintained openness to new information and avoided presuppositions. 

This involved asking for clarifications and posing questions even to areas believed to be known. In 

addition, this pre-emptively made the analysis easier by clarifying and detailing the experiences and 

viewpoints of interviewees. Moreover, ethical considerations were included before, during, and after 

the interview process. These covered the awareness of a potential power asymmetry during interviews 

(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015), receiving informed consent from interviewees (Miles et al., 2014), 

avoiding pre-conceived bias, respecting participant confidentiality through anonymisation of data 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018), and the safe storage of data (Creswell, 2013). With these considerations, 

the interview and data quality was heightened and participants respected.  
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Methodological Considerations on Virtual Interviews 

 The COVID-19 pandemic forced all interviews to be conducted virtually, requiring 

consideration of the consequences on the research. Conducting virtual rather than physical interviews 

may have both negative and positive effects on the interview and the interview data. Physical 

qualitative interview settings are characterized by being both embodied and verbal communication 

(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Humans communicate through bodily signals and symbols and this 

plays a role in the process and interpretation of an interview. A potential negative effect of virtual 

interviews is that this type of communication is somewhat hindered by the distance inherent in virtual 

communication. In addition, technical issues, increased drop-out rates (O’Connor & Madge, 2017) 

and the partial decrease of control of the situation faced by the interviewer (Lobe et al., 2020) are 

typical concerns of virtual interviews. Virtual interviewing also includes a number of potential 

benefits, however. Firstly, online interviewing is more flexible and allows for easier scheduling of 

meetings across time and location, making interviewing more convenient for participants (Archibald 

et al., 2019; Janghorban et al., 2014; Lo Iacono et al., 2016; O’Connor & Madge, 2017; Sullivan, 

2012). Secondly, online interviewing allows participants to choose their own location which may 

reduce the discomfort of being interviewed (Hanna, 2012; Lo Iacono et al., 2016). Thirdly, interviews 

are easily recorded within the video conferencing tool itself. Lastly, the issue of building rapport is 

contested. Some researchers find this to be a problem during online interviews (O’Connor & Madge, 

2017) while others do not (Archibald et al., 2019; Lo Iacono et al., 2016; Sullivan, 2012). In 

conclusion, however, the research on the use of video conferencing software to conduct virtual 

qualitative interviews agrees that the process is the next-best thing to physical interviews and that the 

benefits outweigh the drawbacks.  

 For the research of this paper, the majority of potential issues with virtual interviewing were 

minimised. As many of the potential drawbacks with virtual interviewing pertain to the potential 

technical illiteracy of participants, these concerns had been minimised by the widespread use of 

virtual conferencing tools during the COVID-19 pandemic. In this context, one might assume that the 

digital skills and competences of the interviewees had grown, as to minimise this concern (Lobe et 

al., 2020). To further minimise technical mishaps, the facilitation of interviews was diligently 

prepared. Lastly, as video was enabled during interviews, the embodiment of interviews is considered 

by some to be retained (Sullivan, 2012). During the interviews of this project it was found that the 

convenience of setting up the interviews offered great value to both interviewer and interviewees and 

that rapport was easily established during interviews. It was also found, however, that some 
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information could be lost during interviews due to poor internet connection and that asking probing 

questions was hindered somewhat by the increased risk of interrupting due to transmission delay 

inherent in video calls. All things considered, the use of virtual interviews is not believed to have 

impaired the data quality of the research. 

 

Final Empirical Foundation 

The interview process resulted in six interviews which covered a wide range of expertise areas 

within the organisation and contributed to the research and guiding questions from different angles. 

The interviews resulted in a total of 94 pages of transcripts (Appendix C) and lasted 45 minutes on 

average, displayed in table 1 below. The interviewees were four males and two females and all but 

one had been in the organisation for many years. All interviewees were high ranking or leading 

individuals in their department, expected to have great insight into the questions at hand and the 

strategic considerations of L&F. 

Respondent Area of expertise Date of interview Duration of interview 

R1 Climate & EU 17-02-2021 45:57 

R2 Communication 24-02-2021 54:45 

R3 Climate & Energy 03-03-2021 43:35 

R4 Trade, Market & Nutrition 04-03-2021 42:12 

R5 Industry Company Network 10-03-2021 47:34 

R6 Innovation & Research 11-03-2021 34:21 

Table 1: An overview of interviews 

In addition to the six interviews, 65 secondary empirical sources were studied (Appendix D). 

The secondary empirical material including annual reports, press releases, statements from chairmen, 

political analyses by universities and media, and news media articles with direct quotes from L&F. 

The material explored a broad range of what was found to be the most important influences on the 

organisation since its founding in 2009 and provided a historical reference frame on L&F’s strategies 

and position. An overview of the themes covered by the secondary sources is presented in table 2 

below. 
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Source no. Theme 

T1-T3 Establishment of Landbrug & Fødevarer (L&F) 

T4-T7 Break away of Bæredygtigt Landbrug (BL) 

T8-T18 BL & L&F’s use of lawsuits and public demonstrations 

T19-T21 BL & L&F’s reactions to “Grøn Vækst” (2009) proposal 

T22-T27 L&F in collaboration with organisations & universities 

T28-T31 Member loss at L&F 

T32-T42 Changes of chairmen in Landbrug & Fødevarer (5 men) 

T43-T48 L&F annual reports 

T49-T52 Limitations of current solutions to climate change 

T53-T58 L&F defined necessities for sustainability transition 

T59-T65 L&F & member organisations’ climate commitments 

Table 2: Overview of the themes investigated through secondary empirical data 

 

Data Treatment 

The data treatment process preceding the analysis served to ease the analysis phase and a 

number of methodological choices were made. Firstly, the interviews were recorded and subsequently 

transcribed to capture all details of the conversations and to facilitate analysis. Both video and audio 

was available for transcription but only the verbal data from interviews was transcribed, focusing on 

the statements and descriptions from interviewees rather than the physical, processual meaning-

creation between interviewer and interviewee (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015) as dictated by the factual 

focus of the ANT philosophy (Egholm, 2018). Continuing this focus, interviews were mainly 

transcribed into literary coherent statements rather than verbatim, although repetitions and pauses 

were included to show any ambiguity (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Lastly, the interviews were 

transcribed in their entirety, rather than segmentally, to allow for a broad overview and an inductive 

analysis of all aspects of the interviews. All interviews were conducted and transcribed in Danish. 

Any quotes used in this paper were translated into English and the translations were reviewed by two 

independent and impartial individuals to ensure that the translations faithfully conveyed the meaning. 

All interviewees were left anonymous in transcriptions, and key identifying details were omitted but 

clearly marked to ensure transparency.  
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Data Analysis 

Coding of interviews as an analytical tool was used to structure and manage the inductive and 

explorative data-mining process. The transcribed interviews went through multiple rounds of coding 

and categorisation. This process involved reducing the data into themes based on codes and 

categorisations (Creswell, 2013), the structure of which was eased by the use of the analysis software 

NVivo. Like the coding process, the transcription process was centred around meaning and statements 

about the organisation, rather than the underlying world-building and understanding of individuals. 

Throughout the analysis process, the definition of categories and codes was a continuous and iterative 

process, with new codes constantly influencing the definition of categories and vice-versa. Through 

two rounds of coding, the analysis resulted in increasing saturation of the data and terminated at a 

point where no new insights were gained from further coding (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). 

Each of the two rounds of coding was done with a slightly different type of coding and each 

revealed new results. The first round of coding consisted of data-driven coding, which was based on 

letting codes emerge from the data rather than pre-defining them, intended to allow the data to 

inductively take the research in new, unexpected directions (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Categories 

included “L&F’s influence on others”, “Communication”, “Solutions to climate change” etc. and 

each of these categories included sub-categories further specifying the collections of codes in each 

category. The second round of coding was supported by the theory of the MLP which had been 

observed to be coherent with the data. Through the use of the theoretical lens, a few additional angles 

were explored, adding to the structures and themes already established, giving new perspectives and 

understandings. As a part of the validity and quality control of the coding process, negatives as well 

as positives were included in codes. For example, contradicting codes regarding potential solutions 

to climate change, or how the public views L&F, were included equally under categorisations 

describing these themes to show when a viewpoint was present as well as when it was not. Through 

this iterative and multi-faceted analysis process, a number of findings emerged which helped answer 

the three guiding questions in this paper.  
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Analytical Findings  -  Section 6 

The analytical findings section will present the results of the analysis and is structured 

according to the three guiding questions. The first part shows the many landscape, regime, and niche 

factors which have the potential to influence L&F. The second part shows how the organisation copes 

with these factors thereby positioning itself to influence a sustainability transition, and which MLP 

factors have a real impact on the organisation. The last section will show how the arguments of L&F 

work towards or against a sustainability agenda in Danish agriculture. The first two sections are based 

on the theoretical framework of the multi-level perspective (MLP) while the last section is based 

primarily on the theory of climate delay discourses (CDD). Each section is illustrated with citations 

and references to examples of the primary and secondary empirical sources supporting this viewpoint. 

 

MLP Factors With the Potential to Influence Change in L&F 

This section presents the 12 landscape, regime, and niche factors found to have the potential 

to influence L&F. These are the main factors that interviewees and secondary data focus on, with four 

landscape factors, five regime factors, and three niche factors in total. The 12 factors are presented in 

figure 5 and described briefly in this section. They will be developed further in the second part.  

 

Figure 5: The 12 landscape, regime, and niche factors which may influence change in L&F. 
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Landscape Factors 

1) The first landscape factor is the logic of supply and demand which appears to be a key 

principle in Danish agriculture. Supplying to demand is often mentioned by interviewees as a 

key purpose of Danish agriculture, and as a guide to the types of production and products that 

should be pursued (R1, R2, R4). It appears then that supply and demand is an internal logic 

which could have structuring effects on the actions of L&F.  

 

2) The second landscape factor is the global market. Firstly, there is a consensus in L&F that 

the increasing and ever wealthier world population brings with it new markets and 

opportunities for export (R3, R4). As Danish agriculture is already heavily involved in the 

global food trade with exports to close to 200 markets (R4) and a far bigger international than 

national market, this landscape factor could strongly influence L&F and its national and global 

agendas.  

 

3) The third influence is the political agenda of mitigating climate change both nationally and 

internationally. In 2019, the focus on climate mitigation culminated in a national election 

which was touted as a “climate election”, and a deal was made to implement a “climate law” 

which came into force in 2020. These initiatives are followed by similar EU legislation, and 

the national and international focus on climate mitigation are very clear. L&F is aware of the 

long-term consequences that climate mitigation policies may have on their industry through 

regulation and agreements (R3). This third landscape factor may also influence the 

organisation to change its actions or strategies. 

 

4) The fourth influence is the structure and inclusivity of the Danish political system. L&F 

considers this structure the framework that it must work within to further its political interests 

(R1, R2, R3, R4). Interviewees mention this framework as a positive thing and in particular 

the political will to include industrial organisations in the decision-making processes (R1). It 

is seen as a “rule of the game”, however, that the political process is open to other interest 

organisations, who compete with L&F for political influence. This political structure may 

both help and hinder L&F in their political agendas. 
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Regime Factors 

1) The first regime factor is the individual political decision-making processes in the regime, 

as structured by the landscape factors of the political system and climate change mitigation. 

In contrast to the landscape factors, this regime factor can be influenced, is constantly 

evolving, and each new decision or policy proposal can have serious consequences for L&F. 

To mitigate this, L&F is forced to constantly engage with this regime factor to attempt to 

avoid potential negative outcomes. While L&F may be able to influence the individual 

processes and decisions in this regime factor, the varying and changing pressures may 

influence the organisation. 

 

2) The second regime factor is member influence on the organisation in the shape of both 

political desires and interests, communication, and economic support. Each sector board, as 

well as local boards, individual members, and companies, have influence on the political 

approach of L&F. These groups include a wide variety of individuals and interests and 

accommodating these interests is a self-evident purpose of the organisation (R3, R4, T43-

T47). The member based structure and operations also necessitate strong member 

communication to agree on various issues and align expectations. Most notable, however, is 

the influence of a few large member organisations, Arla, Danish Agro, Danish Crown, and 

DLG, who are mentioned very often and may have a defining position in the organisation 

(R2). There are strong indications, then, that the members of the organisation have the 

potential to influence and change L&F. 

 

3) The third regime factor is the public perception of the organisation and agriculture. This is 

a prominent focus areas of interviewees, who are concerned about managing this (R1, R2, 

R4). Complicating the public image management is the visibility of the agricultural industry. 

Interviewees believe that the industry is more exposed to public perception and opinion 

because it is a physically visible industry compared to factories or service sectors (R1, R2, 

R3, R6). In addition, the sector is politically visible through discussions on agricultural 

subsidies, biodiversity, water quality, animal welfare etc. Given the importance attributed to 

public perception of the organisation and the challenges in managing it, this regime factor 

presents a potentially large influence on L&F. 
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4) The fourth regime factor is other interest organisations, both within and outside the 

agricultural socio-technical regime. This regime factor builds on the landscape factor of the 

open and inclusive political process and includes two types of interest organisations: those 

who are described as generally agreeing with L&F and those who are not. The agreeing 

interest organisations are typically employee associations, the energy sector, the industrial 

sector, and other agricultural interests. The opposing organisations are focused on 

environmental protection, the biggest being the Danish Society for Nature Conservation 

(Danmarks Naturfredningsforening). All these organisations have an influence on the political 

decision-making processes, and are therefore potential allies or competitors who may further 

or hinder the interests of L&F. 

 

5) The last important regime factor is research organisations and institutions, who hold a 

research and knowledge-based approach to sustainability transitions and are often included in 

important policy processes. The organisations include green think-tanks such as Concito and 

the Danish Council on Climate Change (Klimarådet), as well as universities. Objectives vary 

from neutral to very focused on sustainability transitions. Interviewees consider these 

researchers and organisations to have a “very large influence” (R3) on political decisions and 

to have a very serious and factually founded approach to policy processes compared to other 

sustainability movements. These actors are thus seen as major competitors in influencing 

policy processes and may be able to pressure the organisation in one way or another. 

 

Niche Factors 

1) The first niche factor is green interest groups, movements and organisations. This factor 

includes actors such as the Green Student Movement and Greenpeace. These interests are 

described as more radical and less focused on compromise and solutions than L&F and the 

influential research-based regime actors described above (R3). These actors do not receive as 

much attention from the organisation as those who are included in decision-making processes, 

and L&F seemingly does not engage in collaborations with these interest groups or actors. 

Nonetheless these niche actors are mentioned by interviewees and may be able to influence 

L&F through public perception in particular. 
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2) The second niche factor is technological innovations within agriculture. These innovations 

come from multiple actors in the socio-technical system. From L&F, SEGES, and large 

member organisations like Arla and Danish Crown, but also from universities, established 

companies, and start-ups. As described in the literature review, the technological innovations 

can take a variety of forms. L&F is aware of new developments and sees technology and 

innovation as potential solutions to bringing down GHG emissions from the industry (R1). 

Given the potential for new technologies to change the industry, this niche factor may also 

have serious impacts on L&F.  

 

3)  The last niche factor which may influence L&F is the competing organisation Bæredygtigt 

Landbrug. BL competes for members with L&F, and impacted L&F somewhat when 

breaking away, a break explained as poor alignment with member needs (T3, R2). BL is 

mostly perceived as loud and unconstructive compared to L&F (T16-18), making more 

widespread use of litigation of individuals than L&F (T8-T11), although the two organisations 

generally agree on their political agendas (R1, T6). Since BL broke away from the already 

established L&F and took member share from L&F (T28-T31), it can be argued that this 

organisation is already part of the regime network. In addition, BL has previously achieved 

political influence (T5). Given the small size and lobbying power compared to L&F it is here 

counted as a niche factor. As a direct, albeit small, competitor to L&F, BL thus has the 

potential to overtake the regime and oust L&F from their leading position. 

 

Conclusion 1 

Answering the first guiding question, 12 different landscape, regime, and niche factors have 

the potential to influence or change Landbrug & Fødevarer. The four landscape factors cover the logic 

of adherence to demand internally in the organisation, the growing global market for agricultural 

products, the political efforts to limit climate change, and the inclusive structure of the Danish 

political system. Structured by the landscape factors and highly interconnected are the five regime 

factors. These cover individual political processes and decisions, the internal influence of members, 

the influence of the public perception of L&F and agriculture, other interest organisations, and 

research-based organisations and institutions included in political processes. Lastly, the three niche 

factors are “radical” environmental organisations and actors not included in political processes, niche 
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technologies with the potential to change agricultural production, and the directly competing IO 

Bæredygtigt Landbrug.  

In sum, a variety of factors have the potential of influencing L&F, from the most climate 

mitigation focused, to factors focused on profit and market. There are thus many actors fighting to 

influence or define the agricultural socio-technical regime and as an incumbent regime representative, 

L&F will seek to preserve the status quo. The following section elaborates on how L&F copes with 

these factors and which factors have real influence on the organisation.  

 

L&F Coping Strategies and Key Factor Influences 

The following section describes how L&F copes with the identified landscape, regime, and 

niche factors and which factors influence the organisation. Four main coping strategies were 

identified: 1) Presence, 2) Collaboration, 3) “Factual” dialogue, and 4) Niche management. The 

strategies and success of these vary and some factors have a large impact on the organisation while 

others have very little. A qualitative estimation of the relative influence of each factor is illustrated in 

figure 6 below and will be elaborated in the following section.  

 

Figure 6: The influence of each factor on L&F. Larger and darker arrows indicate more influence.  

Many of these factors are highly connected, and the illustration thus represents a simplification. 
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Landscape Factors 

1) The landscape factor of the logic of supply and demand has a strong influence on the actions 

and strategies of the organisation. Firstly, L&F believes that a demand by consumers should 

be met by producers (R1, R3, R4) and: “As long as there is demand after products then we 

must accommodate that in Denmark” – R1. Secondly, demand is considered to be the primary 

driver of changes in production. Without changes in demand it is not feasible to change 

production, whether for political reasons through regulation or for ideological reasons in the 

individual company or organisation (R2, R4). This leads to the general belief that demand 

should be the driver of change: “Perhaps we have something else than today in a couple of 

years but it has to happen according to the demand in the market” – R1. In sum, adhering to 

market demand is seen as an unquestionable logic and thus strongly affects the perceived 

possibilities for action in L&F.  

 

2) The landscape factor of the global market has strong supporting effects on the current regime 

and L&F. The increasing world population and subsequent demand creates a market 

opportunity for Danish agriculture: “In 2050 there will still be a need for 68% more meat” – 

R3 and “In 2050 we will be 10 billion people on earth. [...] Demand for food will increase 

sharply. The Danish food industry is part of the solution” – T47. This is a market opportunity 

which L&F believes must be seized and the organisation has actively worked to achieve this 

since its inception (T1, T46-T48, T65). The increasing global demand essentially strengthens 

the position of Danish agriculture because of its high efficiency of production and 

competitiveness. In short, this landscape factor supports the production and structure of the 

current regime, rather than supporting a sustainability transition. As a result, L&F is strongly 

encouraged to continue the agenda of increasing growth and production. 

 

3) The landscape factor of the national and international political agenda of mitigating climate 

change is a factor that has not influenced the core agenda or strategy of the organisation to 

any great extent. The organisation has included sustainability and emissions as a part of their 

growth strategy for the industry since 2011, with the launch of “Balanced growth” as 

elaborated on in the case description and seen in official material sine then (T43-T48). This 

recognition is also present with interviewees, who see the focus on climate change as a 

continuous focus from the organisation: “This green transition is not something that has 
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suddenly occurred to us, we have been working on that for years” – R6. In addition, high 

efficiency has been a main priority of the organisation since at least 2009, and is now being 

used as an argument for climate mitigation (T1, T59). The strategy and priorities of the 

organisation has not changed, but the communicative focus on climate neutrality have 

increased with the launch of their 2050 carbon neutrality plan in 2019 (T65). In sum, the 

landscape factor of the political focus on mitigating climate change has not affected the work 

of L&F except for their communication, which the organisation has directed to match the 

general discourse on the topic. 

 

4) The fourth landscape factor of the structure and inclusivity of the Danish political system 

presents a potentially large benefit to L&F who is already deeply immersed in the political 

system. L&F describes themselves as highly connected compared to other interest 

organisations (T1) and: “We have placed our good members everywhere in the country and 

they work with us to influence, it could be municipal politicians it could be local members of 

parliament, so in that way we are strong” – R1. Interviewees also describe the trust that the 

organisation has amassed in the political system, and their central position is illustrated by 

how they are viewed by other actors in the system: “We are perceived almost as much as a 

governmental agency as an interest organisation” – R2. As a result of this strong position in 

the Danish political system, L&F is well connected and with high potential for direct and 

indirect political influence. This means that a landscape factor which could otherwise provide 

chances for competitors to arise is currently being managed by L&F to secure their political 

position, thus limiting the potential influences of this landscape factor. 

 

Regime Factors 

1) The potential influences and pressures of individual political decision-making processes are 

to a large extent mitigated by L&F through presence, “good dialogue”, and a factually-based 

approach. L&F is well connected in the political system, and in addition has a highly 

professional approach to engaging with politicians and decision makers. Their approach 

includes engaging with allies as well as opponents: “We have sensible, reasonable dialogues 

with all actors” – R4. By being present and talking personally to politicians and people of 

interest they can present themselves as an industry worth listening to (R2). The aim is to 



 

52 

 

influence decisions proactively: “We have taken a proactive agenda and we are trying to be 

part of the decisions” – R1. To gain influence in political processes, L&F reaches out to 

individual politicians (R2), as well as call for “good dialogue” (T32, T56). The principle of 

“having a good dialogue” is mentioned frequently by interviewees, and is part of the 

foundation of their approach to political influence (R1, R2, R3, R4, R6). By focusing on the 

need for dialogue they increase the likelihood that they will be included in important 

processes. 

 

When included, L&F qualifies the dialogue by being “fact-based”. This focuses on qualifying 

the decision-making process by providing factual and research-based information to 

politicians and other actors and has been the strategy since its foundation (R1, R3, R6, T1, 

T53). Much of this information has been criticised for being biased (Abrahamsen, 2016), 

however, as it is developed by SEGES: “We contribute the knowledge that we generate in 

SEGES to our colleagues at Axelborg [L&F’s head office] who handle the political part of 

the industry’s work” – R6. As a result of their close connection and dialogue with politicians 

and other actors, and their narrative of factually based arguments, L&F is able to influence 

political decisions, particularly by defining or framing a problem or agenda. In the end, the 

potential pressures and influences through individual policy measures is largely 

circumvented. This said, this factor requires continuous work and engagement from L&F, and 

represents a constant potential influence on the organisation. 

 

2) The second regime factor of member influence on the organisation has strong effects on the 

organisation. Due to the structure and purpose of the organisation, members can directly affect 

which objectives the organisation must work towards, and the organisation must ensure 

support for political initiatives (R1). Being a member-based organisation, the welfare and 

interests of the members are prioritised highly: “You can’t be a member organisation if those 

who pay the money don’t feel that they get something for their money” – R2. In general, 

members are opposed to regulation: “That you can sit at the steering wheel yourself and not 

just be driven round by someone else, we value that” – R1. This attitude among the members 

mean that the organisation must tread carefully and is not able to commit too strongly to a 

climate mitigation agenda: “We have to try to find a point where we hit a balance with them 

[the members], right” – R3. 
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A few large members appear to have a stronger influence on L&F and its objectives. These 

are the large production companies, particularly Arla and Danish Crown. These companies 

have a large influence in the organisation due to their size and membership fees: “Danish 

Crown and Arla have a very very large say, and they should, there is a lot of funding coming 

from them” – R2. These companies are touted as being first-movers in the sustainability 

agenda, developing new products and innovations (R3, R4, R5), but L&F does not push for a 

sustainability agenda which their largest members, whether companies or farmers, are not yet 

ready to adhere to. In addition, SEGES bases its research partly on member wishes, and 

focuses mostly on technological improvements of already existing practices, benefitting their 

members (R6). Examples of the close alignment with the biggest members on sustainability 

are found in interviews (R1, R3) and in the launch of the sustainability pledges of Arla, Danish 

Crown, and L&F, which happened with three day intervals in 2019, and agreed on future 

actions (T60-T65). In addition, the pledges of Arla and Danish Crown were included directly 

in the L&F 2050 vision (T65). 

 

In sum, the organisation is based on both income and support from its members who are not 

interested in increased regulation or taxes. A few major members, particularly Arla and 

Danish Crown, have a very large say in the organisation and directly or indirectly discourage 

initiatives which they themselves are not already pushing. In this way, the organisation is 

following a vision for carbon neutrality in 2050 while trying to avoid any financial or 

regulative impacts on their members, aiming instead to create stability for their members: “If 

you’re not ready to transition then you just don’t have any chance of functioning and that’s 

why it is our task to assist as well as we can in creating predictable terms” – R4. The 

organisation is thus extremely dependent on its members and pursue agendas to their interest, 

making the members of the organisation one of the most influential factors on L&F. 

 

3) The third regime factor of public perception of the organisation and agriculture has a high 

potential for contributing to the pressure from other factors. Managing the public image is a 

continuous process in the organisation and has been a key strategy since its inception (T1). 

The strategic considerations behind striving for a positive public image of the industry is that 

this will ease political influence (R1, T1). If the agricultural industry enjoys general support 

in the population, its political position will be stronger: “If there is a certain support for the 
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agricultural industry from the broad population then all else equal it will be more difficult to 

do ugly things to the industry” – R2. L&F’s communication campaigns are directed towards 

“professionals”, who range from decision makers to school teachers and union 

representatives, and “the public”, which covers the entire population. Information campaigns 

are conducted in a variety of ways, depending on the target audience, through newspaper 

articles, webinars, social media campaigns, public posters, etc. The purpose of these 

campaigns is in large part to create a positive public image of the industry: “Tell a good story 

out there, we would like a good image” – R1. 

 

Creating a positive image of the industry is a challenge for a few reasons. L&F believes that 

agriculture is more easily criticised than other industries: “For some reason agriculture is 

more named and shamed than others and that is why we try to tell the positive story” – R1. 

The reasons for this are believed to be e.g. the visibility of agricultural production, the 

historical cases of nutrient pollution, and increased industrialisation of agriculture (R3, R4, 

R5, R6). In general, however, the communicative strategy is considered efficient: “It is going 

really well. All kinds of different research shows that there is large support for Danish farmers 

and all kinds of research show that there is large support for the Danish food companies” – 

R2. While this regime factor has the potential to influence the political power of L&F 

indirectly, it is currently being tightly managed. Like individual political processes, however, 

this factor has a continuous potential for influencing L&F negatively and is something that 

L&F must be aware of. 

 

4) To manage the regime factor of other interest organisations L&F uses an approach based 

on collaboration with allies and opponents and has done so since 2009 (T1). The strategy 

behind collaborations is that one can make larger political demands in collaboration with other 

organisations: “I would like to go in a direction where it had so much weight that we could 

make some demands, meaning that we don’t stand alone” – R4. This is evident in two ways, 

politically and in public image building. L&F engages with allied or aligned organisations to 

put pressure on the political agenda. An example of this is a collaboration with the energy 

sector, calling for calculating the contribution of biogas partly to agriculture, which produces 

the biological material for the biogas (R1, R3). 
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Similarly, L&F engages with organisations which could otherwise be perceived as opponents: 

“We see it as an objective to also create closer connections to those who would normally be 

considered as our opponents, we really want to have a dialogue with those who under one 

can be called NGO’s. Definitely.” – R4. These collaborations result in a show of commitment 

to sustainability transitions and are often widely publicised and branded (R2, R3, T22). The 

tangible result of these collaboration are often a common proposal to the government for 

funding of activities which strengthens a sustainability transition as well as L&F’s position in 

the market. This is a key characteristic of these collaborations, which are based on what the 

organisations can agree on (R2, R3), and thus always involve benefits to agriculture. In this 

way, by building strong relations and collaborating with other major actors who play a role in 

sustainability transitions, L&F can make demands and position itself as a forward looking 

organisation, both politically and publicly. In the end, collaboration allows L&F to shape the 

discourse, and frame the discussion and suggested solutions, even with “opponents”, thus 

heavily limiting the potential influence of other IOs. 

 

5) The last regime factor, research organisations and institutions, is viewed by L&F as a 

competent competitor in influencing policy processes and thus handled differently than 

competing IOs. Since L&F considers these organisations “experts” to a higher degree than 

other sustainability movements, L&F feels the need to modify their behaviour and arguments: 

“They are much more professional [...] and so you have someone who puts up a fight you 

could say [...] it is a much more serious discussion and of course you, you have to be more 

prepared with your arguments and of course you can’t just say anything” – R3. L&F thus 

considers these actors to be greater competitors than many others, and take steps to control 

the situation. The first step is similarly to engage in collaborations, both with universities and 

green think tanks (T22-23, T26-27). The second step is direct funding of research activities at 

universities (T26-27). L&F has in a few cases misused the resulting power over researchers 

to alter the research itself (Drivsholm et al., 2019), but in most cases funding simply provides 

opportunity to support research which is in the interest of L&F and achieve proximity to what 

universities are researching and developing (R1, R5). The third step also furthers proximity, 

and involves renting out offices to the University of Aarhus, the biggest researcher on 

agriculture and climate in Denmark, in L&F’s innovation hub Agro Food Park. As a result of 

all these actions, L&F places itself in close proximity to the sustainability oriented 
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“professional” competitors, creating the opportunity for shaping the discourse or research 

towards areas beneficial to agriculture. The potential influence of this regime factor is thus 

also strongly limited, similarly to that of other IOs. 

 

Niche Factors 

1) The first niche factor is green interest groups, movements and organisations, with a very 

limited influence on L&F. Interviewees consider the political impact of smaller, and more 

extreme, green actors to be negligible (R3). L&F copes with these actors by falling back on 

their factual and professional approach, qualities which they criticize these actors for lacking: 

“They [Greenpeace] have had some campaigns on both soy and something about the effects 

of living next to a pig farm which I feel have turned out to be so debasing that they fell apart” 

– R3. A further criticism is the lack of focus on “realistic” solutions and will to negotiate 

compared to L&F itself (R3, R4). A common argument to these, and all environmentally 

focused organisations, is that L&F represents people whose livelihoods are at stake while 

other organisations don’t have to bear similar responsibilities (R3, R4). These strategies and 

criticisms of niche green actors mean that L&F is not very focused on, or concerned with, 

these actors. Instead L&F focuses their attention on the regime actor interest organisations 

and green think-tanks, as well as on public perception management to circumvent the potential 

influence of these smaller organisations. 

 

2) L&F has achieved strong control over the second niche factor, technological innovations 

within agriculture. Although niche innovations can emerge from many different directions, 

L&F has crucially managed to gain control of almost all technological niches impacting 

agriculture in Denmark. By being in collaboration with universities and other organisations, 

for example through Agro Food Park, and by researching and developing through SEGES, 

L&F has a central position in the environment for agricultural innovation in Denmark. The 

only potential niche which they are not engaged in is individual start-ups who are not part of 

Agro Food Park. Their strong position gives them the opportunity to support and push 

technological innovations which are not a threat to their members, but instead support current 

agricultural practices. This includes introducing specific innovations to politicians and 

decision-makers, shaping the perceived options in new policy processes: “When L&F sends 
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politicians and the like to us [Agro Food Park] then it is always those [tech companies we 

showcase] because it is all about who can drive the sustainable development in agriculture 

so we are always looking at field robots and data systems etc.” – R5. While niche technology 

and innovation has a potentially large impact on L&F and the existing regime, the organisation 

has currently managed to position itself centrally in most innovative environments. This 

allows L&F to showcase and push specific niche developments, increasing the likelihood that 

desirable innovations, rather than other more disruptive ones, will move into the regime. The 

niche factor of technological development thus has little impact on L&F. 

 

3) The third niche factor is the competing organisation Bæredygtigt Landbrug. Although 

there is a wish in L&F to avoid further breakaways or loss of members, BL has only influenced 

member communication and not strategy in L&F. The two organisations largely share political 

agendas (T6) and agree on most things except their approach to political influence (T4): “We 

actually agree a lot that we need an industry that is doing well, an industry that is developing 

but we don’t agree [...] on the way to approach this” – R1. L&F has increased its focus on 

communication with members to show the results achieved, and to ensure alignment on 

objectives (R2, T44). L&F focuses on being those who actually achieve the results through 

negotiation and influence, rather than being loud and aggressive (T21): “It’s about explaining 

that if your main approach to the agricultural negotiations is something that happens around 

the table, and the biggest value is to have a constructive and fruitful dialogue with ministers, 

then there are good reasons for that” – R2. These strategies are believed to limit the risk of 

members loss and negate the need for direct collaboration with BL (T7). In the end, the break-

away of BL appears not to have affected the strategic and political goals of L&F but only the 

communication of the organisation. 

 

Conclusion 2 

Despite the many factors with a potential to influence change in L&F, only five out of 12 

factors hold considerable influence on L&F. L&F is very resilient to outside factors and is even 

benefitting from major landscape factors like “Supply & Demand” and the “Global Market”, while 

the two other landscape factors have a limited effect on the organisation. Of regime factors, “Member 

influence” is by far the strongest influence, directing everything that the organisation does. The other 
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regime factors with some influence are “Individual political processes” and “Public perception” as 

they are important for reaching the political agendas of the organisation. Lastly, the two remaining 

regime factors and the three niche factors are being mitigated by L&F, and thus have very limited 

influence on the organisation.  

L&F copes with almost all of the factors through a combination of four, highly interlinked, 

approaches. 1) Presence, both politically and publicly, 2) Collaboration with almost all actors, 3) 

“Factual” dialogue and contributions, and 4) Niche management. These strategies allow the 

organisation to mitigate the potential influences of otherwise destabilising factors on both landscape, 

regime, and niche level. Furthermore, the strategies mean that L&F is included in important forums 

and have the chance to shape the discussion and perceived options for a sustainability transition. As 

a result of these successful mitigation strategies, forces which are not part of the established socio-

technical regime are mitigated to such an extent that only the incumbent factors “Supply & Demand”, 

“Global Market”, and “Member Influence on L&F” have serious influence on the organisation. This 

means that change in the organisation and the socio-technical regime is very unlikely, as the 

influences of the destabilising factors are limited.  

As a result, L&F is vastly more influenced by the desires of their members and the logics of 

demand and market share than by factors attempting to push a sustainable agenda in agriculture. This 

means that profitability and member welfare is the key priority and the organisation attempts to 

further these interests through a series of arguments, as will be presented in the next section.  

 

Arguments For or Against a Sustainability Transition 

 Through the coding and analysis, seven main arguments on a sustainability transition arose. 

Based on the influencing factors, L&F’s adaptation to these, and L&F’s consequent interests, the 

organisation uses these arguments to argue for or against a sustainability transition of Danish 

agriculture. Each main argument is justified by a number of reasonings, here called sub-arguments, 

which have been found to correspond to the climate delay discourse typologies of Lamb et al. (2020). 

The seven key arguments give the impression of furthering sustainability transitions in agriculture, 

but are in reality based almost entirely on underlying reasonings, justifications, and arguments which 

can be characterised as climate delay discourses. These results are presented in table 3 below, and 

elaborated on in the following section. 
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Main 

argument 
Sub-argument 

Delay discourse 

typology 

Change must be 

a balanced 

process 

Biological processes are complex and take time * 

The debate becomes too simplified * 

Transition must not move too quickly Policy perfectionism 

Transition must be paired with growth and 

development 
Policy perfectionism 

Danish 

agriculture 

already 

contributes to 

sustainability 

Danish agriculture has already lowered emissions All talk, little action 

Danish agriculture is the most efficient in the world Fossil fuel solutionism 

Danish agriculture contributes by sharing 

knowledge globally 
Fossil fuel solutionism 

Danish 

agriculture is 

moving in the 

right direction 

Danish agriculture is an adaptable industry Fossil fuel solutionism 

Danish agriculture has a climate vision for 2050 All talk, little action 

Danish agriculture is developing and pushing All talk, little action 

Change must be 

financed 

Farmers can’t and shouldn’t carry increased costs 
Appeal to social justice / 

No sticks, just carrots 

Agriculture is not sufficiently economically 

supported 
Whataboutism 

Changes in agriculture must be compensated No sticks, just carrots 

Changes in 

agriculture will 

have large, 

negative 

consequences 

Danish agriculture will lose competitiveness and 

exports 
The 'free rider' excuse 

Changes in agriculture will cost jobs in the entire 

food cluster in Denmark 
Appeal to social justice 

Changes in agriculture will harm rural communities Appeal to well-being 

Without agriculture Denmark cannot contribute 

with agricultural research 
Fossil fuel solutionism 

Moving production outside of Denmark will 

increase total climate impact 

All talk, little action / 

Fossil fuel solutionism 

We must follow 

demand 

Global demand is increasing, people must have 

food on their plates 
Appeal to well-being 

If there is no demand for other products they should 

not be produced 
No sticks, just carrots 

Demand must change before production can change Individualism 

Technology is 

the best solution 

to climate 

problems 

Agricultural emissions are best limited by 

improving efficiency 
Technological optimism 

Fees and taxes are not a good solution No sticks, just carrots 

Table 3: The seven main arguments on initiatives in an agricultural sustainability transition and their underlying  

logics analysed in a climate delay discourse framework. * indicates no defined DD typology. 
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1) Change Must be a Balanced Process 

The first main argument that L&F frequently uses is that changes in agriculture towards 

sustainability must be balanced (R1, R3, R4, R6, T56). This argument is built on four sub-arguments. 

The first two sub-arguments are focused on the complexity and difficulty of sustainability 

transitions in agriculture. Firstly, biological processes of production are complex and change slowly 

(R3, R4, T1). This argument focuses mainly on the difficulty of a transition by emphasising the 

complexity and difficulty of changing biology. By focusing on the difficulty of changing biological 

facts, this argument complicates the debate and avoids, consciously or unconsciously, to acknowledge 

the option of lowering or shifting production: “It happens to be a biological production so you can’t 

just push a button and say okay, now we want to produce this or that or less or in another way” – 

R4. Secondly, the public and political debate simplifies complex issues (R2, R4). This argument 

focuses on the need for a more nuanced debate by highlighting the difficulties of a transition and like 

the biological argument emphasises the difficulty of a transition. These two sub-arguments fall 

outside the typologies of CDD, but are used as delaying tactics focusing on the difficulties and care 

needed in transition processes thus obscuring the path to action.  

The last two sub-arguments focus on the need for incremental changes which support growth 

of the industry. Firstly, a transition must not be done too quickly (R1, R2). This is to avoid the risk 

of implementing changes which will have unforeseen negative consequences (R2, R3, R4) and to 

allow the industry to adapt (R1, R4). Secondly, a transition must be paired with growth and 

development (R1, R3, T1, T54). This includes the need to avoid a transition which has economic 

impacts (R3, R4, R5, R6), affects production negatively (R1, R4), or decreases the competitiveness 

of Danish agriculture (R1, R3). Ensuring an incremental transition focused on growth is a key concern 

to L&F and their members. Both of these sub-arguments fall into the DDD typology of “policy 

perfectionism”, since they vehemently urge a transition that is not rushed and which has no negative 

consequences.  

As a result of this desire for a balanced transition, L&F creates obstacles to passing concrete 

mitigation policies in favour of attempting to find the “perfect” policy, and this may lead to stagnation 

and a lack of action. 
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2) Danish Agriculture Already Contributes to Sustainability 

 The second main argument is that Danish agriculture already contributes considerably to 

sustainability (R3, R5). This main argument illustrates the contributions that the industry already 

makes to the climate mitigation agenda, and is supported by three sub-arguments. 

The first sub-argument is that Danish agriculture already has lowered emissions considerably 

(R3, R4, R6, T35, T53). “It’s not about needing to get started we are already going and we have 

been going for years making our farms more environmentally friendly, more productive, we are 

actually continuing this really good development” – R6. This claim can be viewed as a delay 

discourse of the type “all talk, little action” since L&F themselves define this as a success but without 

scientific or official backing of this claim. On the contrary, while emissions from the industry have 

been lowered by 16% since 1990, no reductions have been made since around 2005, as elaborated in 

the literature review (Danish Centre for Environment and Energy, 2020). This means that while the 

statement is factually correct, the presentation of Danish agriculture as a sector which continuously 

reduces emissions is more talk than action. 

The second and third sub-arguments both build on the “fossil fuel solutionism” typology. The 

second sub-argument is that the Danish agricultural production is the most resource and emission 

efficient in the world (R1, R3, R4, R6, T1).“Now I’m most interested in the climate part [of 

agriculture] and one has to admit we’re doing well on that agenda, we have a very efficient country” 

– R3. While mostly ignoring the high total emissions of the sector, this is linked to a number of later 

arguments for maintaining the current agricultural production. Building on this, the third sub-

argument states that the best thing to do for limiting GHG emissions is to maintain a strong 

agricultural sector in Denmark which will be able to share its knowledge and expertise in efficiency 

with the rest of the world (R1, R3, R6, T1, T33, T54). This is both seen as a business opportunity and 

claimed as being the true strong suit of Danish agriculture: “What we do here at home doesn’t 

contribute a lot to the global climate problem but when we export some of our technologies then it 

makes a massive difference” – R1. While improved efficiency both inside and outside of Denmark 

will undoubtedly lower GHG emissions, both of these sub-arguments are a type of “fossil fuel 

solutionism” because they present the existing regime and practices as part of the solution while 

neglecting the fundamentally high emissions from the sector.  
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As part of L&F’s focus on highlighting the efforts that Danish agriculture has already made, 

L&F uses the typologies of “all talk, little action” and “fossil fuel solutionism” to downplay the 

emissions of agriculture and the need for continued climate mitigation efforts. 

 

3) Danish Agriculture is Moving in the Right Direction 

 The third main argument presented by L&F is that the agricultural sector is moving in the 

right direction (R4, R6). While the previous argument concerned the contributions already made and 

the strengths of the industry, this argument presents how the industry will continue to work for a 

sustainability transition, and is supported by three sub-arguments. 

The first sub-argument highlights how the industry is willing and ready to adapt and has done 

so continuously (R1, R4, R6, T1), further building on “fossil fuel solutionism”. Examples include 

adapting to previous regulation and policies, changing markets, or changing demands (R1, R2, R4). 

This is part of a broad communication to position the industry as agile and eager to contribute: “There 

is no doubt that we have been out there to tell that we are an industry that wants to adapt and wants 

to deliver on the societal agendas, growth, employment, and exports of course, but also the green 

agendas” – R1. L&F uses this argument to downplay the need for regulation, and to talk up the 

momentum and initiatives of the sector. This is in itself not a delay discourse but becomes one when 

used to push back against regulation (Lamb et al., 2020). 

 The second and third sub-arguments both talk up the momentum of the industry and build on 

“all talk, little action”. The second sub-argument is that agriculture has a climate vision for 2050 (R1, 

R2, T50, T53) and focuses on L&F’s 2050 plan for carbon neutrality. This plan is touted as an 

considerable feat, and used to position L&F both as a leader in climate change mitigation and to 

emphasize and prove the organisation’s and industry’s commitment to battling climate change: “You 

just have to remember that when we went out and said that we want to be [...] carbon neutral in 2050 

there was no one else who had done it [...]. It was insanely visionary and brave and [...] that also 

meant that we had a good position to say that we want this thing” – R2. The third sub-argument 

builds on the 2050 plan by elaborating on how the Danish agricultural industry is continuously 

developing and pushing for solutions (R1, R3, R6). Examples used by interviewees include the 

actions of individual farmers investing in bio-gas facilities (R4), the research and agendas of large 

member companies (R3, T54, T65), the research being done by SEGES (R1, R2, R6), and the 

collaborations with green interest organisations (R2, R3, T22-25). While these contributions all hold 
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potential, they build on self-defined success criteria, and have few actual results to show. While too 

early to conclude on the results of L&F’s new 2050 vision (T65) the lacklustre reductions in 

greenhouse gas emissions from the industry the previous 12-15 years and the use of these arguments 

as a way of positioning the organisation and industry are believed to be sufficient grounds to label 

these arguments as “all talk, little action”.  

In sum, while L&F make claims about the adaptability and momentum of the agricultural 

industry, few actual results have been shown. 

 

4) Change Must be Financed 

 The fourth main argument is that agriculture is eager to change, but that the barrier of who 

finances changes is very difficult to overcome (R1, R6, T53). This main argument is supported by 

three sub-arguments. 

The first sub-argument is that changes, particularly regulation, will place an increased 

financial burden on individual farmers who are already under financial pressure (R4, T58). This uses 

“appeal to social justice”, arguing that individuals shouldn’t have to carry increased costs due to 

regulation or technological requirements (R4, R6), and that individual farmers are unable to shoulder 

this cost (R1, R3, T58). L&F suggests a variety of solutions, from foregoing regulation to creating 

funding pools or grants which farmers can apply for, thus additionally using the “no sticks, just 

carrots” discourse.  

The second sub-argument is that agriculture is not sufficiently economically supported for a 

large-scale transition (R3, R6). In particular, the heavy governmental investments in the energy sector 

is used as an example of the support of other industries vis-à-vis the agricultural industry: “If you 

think that the energy sector should get so many billions then you could, and it wouldn’t hurt and it 

could be done for a much smaller amount, you could consider these new technologies [in agriculture] 

a little” – R3. This sub-argument is chiefly based on a form of “whataboutism”, where the agricultural 

sector argues that they could easily transition with investments similar to those in other industries 

(R3, T53-T54).  

The third sub-argument, and the one that forms the core of the main argument, is the belief 

that farmers must be compensated if asked to decrease emissions (R1, R4, R6). Explored in the 

literature review and exemplified by L&F: “If they want us to grow nature then there will have to be 
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someone who pays for it” – R1. It poses the reasonable question of who should bear the costs of 

change initiatives and falls in line with the main strategy of L&F, that a transition must come about 

without costs. The argument moves responsibility from the agricultural sector to the government and 

public administration and uses the “no sticks, just carrots” typology. 

In conclusion, while more change initiatives could be pursued with higher investments, the 

focus on compensation and financing as main barriers to action is creating a considerable obstacle to 

a sustainability transition. By insisting on bearing no costs, L&F and the agricultural industry 

effectively moves the responsibility for agricultural change to other actors in society.  

 

5) Changes in Agriculture Will Have Large, Negative Consequences 

The fifth main argument is that changes in agriculture will have large negative consequences 

(R1, R2). This argument builds heavily on the branding of the industry as a key industry for Denmark 

economically, culturally, and socially, and is supported by five sub-arguments. 

The first sub-argument is that changes in agriculture will leave Danish agriculture less 

competitive in the international market (R3, T1). This is due to increased production costs from 

increased sustainability requirements. In addition, exports will decrease which will harm the national 

economy as well as individual farmers (R1, T53, T56). Although these arguments may be true, it is 

also somewhat a case of “the ‘free rider’ excuse”, since L&F is arguing that other countries will not 

impose regulation and fees on their production, and Denmark will be left at a disadvantage. 

The following four sub-arguments are all highly interconnected consequences of the basic 

premise of changes leading to lower competitiveness in the international market. Firstly, agriculture 

provides jobs to the entire food cluster and many jobs in numerous industries will be lost with a 

lowered competitiveness of Danish agriculture (R1, R2, R3). This includes jobs in slaughterhouses, 

bakeries, and dairies, but also less directly related jobs in the production of ingredients and machinery 

(R1, R2, R3). This is “appeal to social justice”, focusing on the social imbalance and the individuals 

who lose their jobs, rather than the large contributions to climate mitigation. Secondly, the agricultural 

sector contributes heavily to the existence and functioning of rural communities, and changes in 

agriculture will harm these communities (R1, R2): “We are some of the ones who help generate life 

in towns and that people have a job and that spans from the blacksmith to the painter whatever it is, 

it would look different if you increased different requirements to Danish agriculture indefinitely” – 
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R2. This is the more extreme “appeal to well-being”, arguing that life outside of major cities in 

Denmark will be heavily impeded without an agricultural sector, because of fewer jobs and activities 

in rural areas.  

Thirdly, without agriculture, Denmark could not contribute with agricultural research (R1). 

As argued earlier, the real contribution to climate mitigation is claimed to be the export of Danish 

agricultural knowledge production and research. Without the central position of agriculture and the 

powerful and coherent food cluster, this research will not exist. This is again “fossil fuel solutionism”, 

focusing on the intangible potential contributions of the industry which itself is a large part of the 

problem. Lastly, moving production outside of Denmark will increase total climate impact. Due to 

the efficiency of the Danish agricultural sector as argued earlier, it is most logical to maintain 

production in Denmark, or even potentially increase it, because the carbon footprint of Danish 

agriculture is comparatively low per unit produced (R1, R3, R4, R6, T54). If Danish agriculture loses 

competitiveness, production will move to other less efficient locations which will harm total global 

climate mitigation: “We must ensure that what is being produced is being produced with the lowest 

possible implications for the surroundings and we are very skilful at that in Denmark and that is why 

we should have a production in Denmark” – R1. This sub-argument is thus based both on “all talk, 

little action” by focusing on the relative efficiency in Denmark instead of the need to reduce emissions 

nationally, and on “fossil fuel solutionism” by arguing that the Danish agricultural industry in 

particular is part of the global solution. 

Common for the main argument of negative consequences is the narrative of Danish 

agriculture as a key contributor to important local and national values, global climate mitigation, and 

the food cluster as one of Denmark’s strong suits. Additionally, L&F has a tendency to describe 

extreme outcomes rather than nuancing the size of the consequences as dependent on the size of 

changes in agriculture. This argument, while recognising real societal consequences, fails to recognise 

the need for lowering GHG emissions in Denmark and disproportionately focuses on the 

consequences rather than the contributions of a sustainability transition. 

 

6) We Must Follow Demand 

The sixth main argument is that the industry must follow demand (R4, R6). This argument is 

heavily founded on the landscape influences of the global market and the belief in the logics of supply 

and demand, and is supported by three sub-arguments.  
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The first sub-argument is that since global demand and world population are increasing, 

Danish agriculture can be part of the solution to deliver to these new consumers (R4, T65). This is 

framed as being a solution to a potential future food crisis (T46-48): “The population is getting richer 

all the time and the growing middle class is demanding safe food”– T46. This argument is based on 

“appeal to well-being” arguing for the human right to have proper nutrition and access to food. 

The second sub-argument is that products for which there is no demand should not be 

produced (R1, R4). This is particularly used in relation to political decisions to increase or decrease 

production of certain products, but is argued to be a strategy doomed to fail because of perceived low 

demand: “We can easily extend the organic production but we’re just risking that the price drops 

and then there will be no profit in it and then people [producers] will drop off again” – R4. This 

emphasises “no sticks, just carrots” and negates the potential for governments and agricultural 

organisations to shape consumer demand or structure production strategically to achieve a more 

sustainable production. 

The third sub-argument builds on the second, and states that changes in demand must precede 

changes in production (R1, R3, R4). With this argument L&F places the entire responsibility of 

climate mitigation with the individual consumer: “It depends on you and me and everyone else who 

stands down there and buys a product” – R4. Using “individualism”, this argument again removes 

focus from the responsibility or potential action of the agricultural industry, and instead claims that 

changes should be initiated by individuals. 

In sum, the main argument of following demand negates the need for lowering emissions in 

Denmark, and the role that governmental intervention, organisations like L&F, and producers can 

have in influencing and shaping demand. In addition, it portrays the agricultural industry as a passive 

actor, simply following consumption patterns, and with no responsibility for their direction or 

consequences. 

 

7) Technology is the Best Solution to Climate Problems 

The seventh and final main argument is that technology is the best option for climate 

mitigation (R1, R3, R6). With this argument, L&F generally ignores other potential climate mitigation 

initiatives such as those presented in the literature review. 
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 The first sub-argument is that agricultural emissions are best limited by improving efficiency 

through technology (R1, R3, R4, R5, R6, T53, T55, T65). As argued earlier, production should not 

be lowered, as global demand is increasing. Instead, efficiency must be improved to offset GHG 

emissions. This argument is heavily based on the belief in the potential of future innovation and 

technology to improve efficiency and lower emissions. In addition, this argument pursues the same 

goal of increased efficiency as L&F has held since its foundation in 2009 (T1, T43-T48, T59) but 

now with an added justification of climate mitigation. Most technologies are not yet feasible, 

however, and only four out of 16 initiatives presented by L&F are currently put to use (T65). This 

means that the belief in technologies like subtracting CO2 from the atmosphere, breeding low-

emission livestock, optimisation technologies in stables, and field robots rely on the climate delay 

discourse of “technological optimism”. This means that talk of potential or theoretical future solutions 

replace tangible action today.  

The second sub-argument is that fees and taxes, the largest alternative to improving efficiency, 

are a poor solution (R6, T53, T58). This is closely correlated to the argument of who will finance 

changes, because taxes on CO2 are argued to increase costs for individual farmers: “I actually hope 

that we can get this green transition in a balance with some farms that also have an economic 

robustness. So with that said, I would be extremely sad to see forced CO2 taxes” – R6. This argument 

is also tied up to the argument on the loss of international competitiveness and thus the loss of the 

highly efficient production in Denmark, leaving the global climate mitigation efforts worse off. In the 

end, this sub-argument comes back to the delay typology of “no sticks, just carrots” by arguing that 

using “sticks” will do more harm than good (R6, T53, T57-58) even though a carbon tax has been 

shown to be one of the most efficient mitigation tools for societal as a whole (De Økonomiske Råd, 

2021; The Danish Council on Climate Change, 2021). 

In sum, this main argument is based on mitigating climate change through means that will 

bring no financial consequences to producers and might even improve their productivity or market 

position. It is also based on pushing solutions and niche developments that L&F itself defines and 

controls through SEGES and Agro Food Park, and which again come at no cost for agriculture. As a 

result, change is slow, economic consequences to society of supporting these initiatives are high, and 

high impact climate mitigation options are neglected due to the costs. 

 



 

68 

 

Exceptions to the Seven Main Arguments 

Landbrug & Fødevarer is generally consistent on the seven main arguments but a few 

exceptions occur, although oftentimes quickly turned into arguments similar to the ones above. 

While interviewees communicate the current contribution of the organisation and its work 

towards sustainability in the future, several recognise that changes are not happening quickly, or at 

least as quickly as some would like (R3, R4, R6). This is something found in interviews and not in 

official statements from the organisation. A few interviewees recognise that changes need to happen 

faster: “We know that we of course have to up our game” – R6. However, this acknowledgement is 

followed by three sub-arguments described earlier, “transition must not move too quickly”, “Danish 

agriculture has lowered emissions”, and “agriculture is developing and pushing”, and is thus modified 

somewhat. 

L&F doesn’t lean exclusively on technological innovation and optimisation as a possible 

solution to industry emissions. A potential solution which is emphasized often by L&F is the 

suggestion of removing peaty tilling areas, which have very high GHG emissions (R3, R6, T53, T65). 

This would decrease emissions from the sector substantially, and L&F has engaged in a partnership 

with the Danish Society for Nature Conservation, resulting in a common plan for how these land 

areas could be removed from production (T22). This plan also takes the form of a plea to the 

government for funding, however, and thus draws on the “change must be financed” argument. In 

short, farmers are willing to cease production on certain land areas if compensated by the government. 

Another solution that L&F partially recognises is a higher focus on plant-based products. 

Interviewees generally agree that a more plant-based diet would contribute to both health and climate 

mitigation (R1, R3, R4, T25). Nonetheless, plant-based foodstuffs are not considered a solution which 

will have a sizeable impact compared to technological optimisation (R5, R6). This being said, the 

industry is ready to produce new products if there is demand for it: “We still have to produce the 

animal production, we still need plant-based production, then we need to develop new products all 

the time [...] but it needs to happen according to the demand in the market”– R1. With this, the 

industry once again falls back on their main argument of following demand.  

These things considered, L&F somewhat recognises the slowness of the current change 

processes, and is open to other ways of reducing emissions than through technological development. 

The determining factor for the implementation of these solutions remains the economic feasibility, 

however, whether through market demand or direct compensation.  
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Conclusion 3 

While attempting to identify the arguments for or against a sustainability transition, seven key 

arguments emerged, presented again in table 4 below. While these seven arguments initially appeared 

to primarily support a transition, albeit with moderation, further analysis supported by the CDD 

framework showed this not to be the case. Each of the seven arguments is founded on a number of 

underlying reasonings, justifications, and sub-arguments of which almost all can be classified as delay 

discourses. While L&F is calling for dialogue, nuance, and balance in the transition debate, their 

arguments are built on premises which all delay a sustainability transition. As a consequence, climate 

initiatives in Danish agriculture are restricted and delayed rather than pushed by the interest 

organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer.  

 This conclusion, although contrary to L&F’s own 

positioning and branding as a first-mover on sustainability, 

corroborates the conclusions made on the second guiding 

question. Member influence and the focus on demand and 

market share means that L&F is limited to presenting 

arguments which hold no threat to the current socio-technical 

regime. If possible, changes towards a sustainability transition 

should strengthen the competitive position of Danish 

agriculture, for example through increased technological 

efficiency, by retaining a large food cluster in Denmark, and by 

following demand. Taken as a whole, the arguments present an 

image of an organisation which through its discourse in politics, 

media, and public debate push viewpoints and arguments which have a hampering effect on concrete, 

actionable climate mitigation.  
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Discussion  -  Section 7 

The discussion section touches on four key aspects of this paper: Research quality, research 

limitations, the contributions to the literature, and suggestions for further research. Discussing these 

four aspects, allows for an easier assessment of the strengths and contributions of this paper, as well 

as its limitations. 

 

Research Quality 

As the major methodological choices of the inductive, qualitative, and interview-based 

approach have been elaborated in the methods section, this discussion will primarily focus on the 

quality and contribution of the research. 

 

Reliability and Validity of the Research 

 Reliability and validity in qualitative research pertains to the consistency, credibility, and 

accuracy of the research results (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2018). In addition to considerations of bias, 

this is particularly focused on the interview, transcription, and coding processes.  

 Reliability in qualitative research is best ensured throughout the process of interviewing, 

transcribing, and coding. Although the interviews were semi-structured and could develop in 

unexpected directions, the same overall themes and key questions were included in each interview. 

In addition, non-leading questions were essential to capture the true individual viewpoints of 

interviewees. To ensure consistency and reliability of the data, both the transcription and coding was 

done by the author alone. This negated the need for intercoder agreements between multiple 

individuals and thus strengthened the interpretative reliability (Creswell, 2013). In addition, interview 

sections with indistinguishable conversation due to poor network connection or other issues were left 

untranscribed, rather than guessed at. The transcription and coding processes were furthermore 

conducted within a narrow timeframe to ensure that the interpretation could not be influenced by 

external factors between working with each interview. A last reliability measure was the 

methodological transparency achieved through a thorough presentation of each step of the data 

collection and treatment process (Yin, 2003).  
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 To ensure both reliability and validity of the data and results, secondary data was included to 

allow for triangulation of data. Triangulation of data is the collection of multiple types of data aimed 

at corroborating the same topic or question (Yin, 2003). Although the inclusion of multiple data 

sources puts higher demands on the researcher, it also allows the research to reach conclusions with 

greater certainty and accuracy (Yin, 2003). Whereas triangulation increases reliability of the data and 

results, it also increases validity, in assessing whether the constructs under investigation are indeed 

the most suitable for answering the research question (Cho & Trent, 2006). By including multiple 

sources, the constructs of political position and typology of arguments can be argued with greater 

certainty to be valid reflections of how L&F attempts to influence a sustainability transition (Kvale 

& Brinkmann, 2018). Through these two data sources, the conclusions of the paper were reached 

from two different angles. This practice was thus another contributor to both reliability and validity 

of the research. 

 

Biases and Preconceptions 

Biases and preconceptions of the researcher plays an important role in the data collection and 

analysis of qualitative data. While actor-network theory as well as interview research believe that 

“science can never be value-free” (Egholm, 2018, p. 188), it is nevertheless important to attempt to 

limit the influence of unconscious bias in the research. 

Firstly, the biases of the author had to be clarified to avoid influence on the research. The 

initial standpoints of the author were somewhat negative towards the agricultural sector and its high 

share of Danish emissions. It was believed that a transition in agriculture was not difficult, and was 

only lacking because of a missing desire to achieve it. This meant that agriculture was expected to be 

a at greater “fault” than have been found in the research. In addition, throughout the research process 

the biases of the author were to a large extent overcome and changed because of a deeper 

understanding of the viewpoints of interviewees and the difficulties of a transition in agriculture. 

Secondly, steps were taken to limit the risk of impact of the biases of the author. This was 

done to avoid the risk of emphasizing certain findings while ignoring others, and to ethically and 

faithfully represent the viewpoints of interviewees (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). This was attempted 

by including a wide range of questions in the interview guide which covered each topic from multiple 

angles, through non-leading questions, and by posing questions “on behalf” of both proponents and 

opponents of a rapid transition in agriculture. As the interviews and data collection was not as focused 
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on lived experiences and personal feelings as on factual insights, there was believed to be less room 

for influencing the data creation in the interviews. In addition, triangulation of data was used, as 

described above. Lastly, the analysis included exceptions and multiple viewpoints, an aspect of the 

paper that is paramount to showing the high standard and methodological consistency employed in 

this research. 

In sum, the awareness and declaration of biases and the methodological actions to circumvent 

them is important to conduct reliable research. By realising these biases and consciously working to 

avoid them in the research process, it is believed that the reliability of the data, analysis, and 

presentation was maintained. 

 

Generalisability 

 According to actor-network theory, generalisability is not a necessary contribution of 

research, as long as it contributes to the understanding of the specific situation being studied (Egholm, 

2018). Nevertheless, the question of generalisability is one that must be discussed, since a lack of 

generalisability is often used as a critique against case-based research and an argument for it’s lack 

of scientific contribution. 

 The case study as a methodological approach can contribute with more than an initial curiosity 

to kick-start research. While case study research can indeed be used for inductive theory building 

(Siggelkow, 2007), focusing on this alone limits its many potential contributions (Welch et al., 2011). 

A primary function of case studies is the contextualised use of established theories, something that 

has been neglected in favour of generalisability (Welch et al., 2011). This serves as both an 

elaboration of existing theories, as a falsification test, and as an illustration of theories (Siggelkow, 

2007). Moreover, despite the many criticisms of case studies for lack of generalisability due to low 

statistical significance, case studies can be used for explanatory purposes due to their focus on 

analytic generalisation rather than statistical generalisation (Welch et al., 2011; Yin, 2003). This use 

takes it starting point in the view that “social science has not succeeded in producing general, context-

independent theory and, thus, has in the final instance nothing else to offer than concrete, context-

dependent knowledge” (Flyvbjerg, 2006, p. 223). The case study thus provide deeper, contextualised, 

and specific research knowledge and uses the “force of example” as a source of scientific 

development, something that should not be undervalued in comparison with statistical generalisations 

(Flyvbjerg, 2006).  
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 Using this array of contributions, the case study of L&F in this paper is not intended for all-

encompassing, universal generalisation. Instead, and as proposed in ANT, this case study provides 

insights into the specific case of L&F and the context of Danish agriculture. While also contributing 

to the literature, the specific case and context aims to live up to the ideal that “a paper should allow a 

reader to see the world, and not just the literature, in a new way” (Siggelkow, 2007, p. 23). This 

research thus primarily provides context, exploration, and explanation about the work of L&F and 

the influence this work has on the specific issue of a Danish agricultural sustainability transition. 

Although this paper may provide some generalisable findings, generalisability is a secondary concern. 

 

Limitations of the Research 

 While thoroughly investigating the role of Landbrug & Fødevarer in the sustainability 

transition of Danish agriculture, this paper has a number of limitations which must be acknowledged.  

 While qualitative research methods were deemed most suitable for this study, these also 

provide certain limitations to the results of the research. Firstly, while somewhat mitigated by 

triangulation (Creswell, 2013; Yin, 2003), the interview data can only give insights into the 

organisation as perceived by interviewees. If other data types or other interviewees from outside the 

organisation had been included, these might have represented a different perspective or perception of 

L&F. Secondly, this research cannot conclude on the effects of L&F’s work on specific policies. 

Instead, it explores the influences on, and work of, L&F on sustainability transitions in more general 

terms. For an investigation of the “success rate” of L&F’s influence, a quantitative research on policy 

proposals and subsequent consultation responses might have provided greater insights. 

 Thirdly, this research cannot give an overview of the entire socio-technical system 

surrounding L&F. While attempting to uncover the main influencing factors which might stabilise or 

destabilise the current agricultural socio-technical regime in Denmark, the factors mentioned in this 

paper can undoubtedly be added to through further research. The complexity of such a system and 

the interactions within it provide a formidable challenge, however, and it is argued to be “impossible 

to obtain a complete analytical understanding of socio-technical systems” (Hansen et al., 2010, p. 

99). For this reason, this paper limits itself to the investigation of the system from the perspective of 

a single actor. 
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 Lastly, this research is not designed to make claims on the direct intention of L&F’s strategy 

in sustainability transitions in Danish agriculture. It finds that L&F is influenced by some factors over 

others and how the arguments of L&F can be classified as delay discourses, thus hindering a 

sustainability transition now. From the data it cannot be claimed, however, that L&F does not want a 

sustainable agricultural industry. It can only be claimed that the organisation is not willing to risk the 

welfare of its members over considerations for sustainability which leads them to pursue a delaying 

tactic focused stability and slow transitions. While this has consequences for Denmark’s sustainability 

efforts, this paper is not in a position to claim to have proof of direct ill intent. 

 

Contributions to the Literature 

 This paper contributes to the literature on agency in the MLP and the research area of interest 

organisations in Denmark. As described in the literature review, the MLP could benefit from research 

with a focus on agency. This paper contributes to the understanding of agency in the MLP by 

providing a case study of the activities and agency of an organisation in the incumbent regime. These 

activities primarily take the form of lobbying and thus presents another theoretical field of study 

which might be fruitfully paired with the MLP. The research also contributes to the limited field of 

research on IOs in Denmark. This area is also lacking of study and the few studies on this, such as 

Binderkrantz et al. (2014), focus on the political and societal structures surrounding IOs and their 

influence, rather than IOs’ motivations and arguments on key topics. This paper thus contributes to 

existing fields of research with new insights into the agency and motivations of a major interest 

organisation and suggests a potential for further research in the meeting between the MLP and 

lobbying theory.  

 Furthermore, the paper contributes with a potentially new CDD typology. Through the 

analysis of the arguments of L&F a type of sub-argument emerged which has not yet been included 

in the framework of CDD as developed by Lamb et al. (2020). This type of discourse emphasises the 

difficulty of taking action and the consequent need for restraint, thus delaying climate change 

mitigation. This type of argument needs further research to allow for its rejection or inclusion as a 

CDD typology but the paper provides an example of this argument and thus a starting point for further 

research in this academic area.  
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 Lastly, this paper contributes to the understanding of large societal challenges and the barriers 

to solving these. By analysing and presenting the motivations and arguments of a very well positioned 

and influential agricultural actor this paper may help decision makers understand the role of L&F in 

the sustainability agenda. This thus contributes to the transparency and clarity of the political battles 

surrounding sustainability and the contribution of agriculture to this goal. By better understanding the 

interests, roles, and arguments of key actors involved in the issue, better and more informed decisions 

can be made. In this way, this paper is a small contribution to solving the grand challenge of achieving 

sustainable agriculture, both in Denmark and abroad.  

 

Further Research 

 A wide range of further research could hold merit in contributing to further develop the 

understanding of the role of L&F in sustainability transitions in Danish agriculture. 

 Firstly, the connections and interactions of L&F could be examined for a deeper 

understanding of their position in Danish politics and business. This could take the form of a study 

of the economic role of the organisation, investigating e.g. funding of activities, research, and 

lobbying. As an example, political access to high-ranking members of almost all political parties is 

available for small, and anonymous, financial contributions (Lund-Hansen, 2021; Ritzau, 2018). 

These types of monetary connections may be an effective way of engaging with the contact points of 

the media, the state administration, and the parliament (Binderkrantz et al., 2014). Connections and 

interactions could also be investigated through a network-analysis approach, investigating the number 

and strength of connections and relations which L&F holds. While this has been done for the most 

prominent individuals working in L&F (Ellersgaard et al., 2015; A. G. Larsen et al., 2016), the 

organisation itself has not been the unit of analysis for this type of research. This could also be 

investigated through outsider perspectives from other actors, such as members, politicians, and 

opponents. By exploring the perceptions of L&F from an outsider perspective, the influence of L&F 

may be investigated from new angles. Investigating the economic actions, connections, and outsider 

perspectives of L&F might thus shed further light on the work and position of the organisation. 

 Secondly, a true longitudinal study would give provide better insights into the position and 

actions of L&F as well as the stability of the socio-technical regime. With a longitudinal study and 

interviews conducted at different points in time it would be possible to better ascertain any changes 
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or developments in the agricultural socio-technical regime. This could help analyse if the agricultural 

sector is indeed experiencing a sustainability transition. It may be, that the agricultural sector is 

increasing its focus on sustainability, implementing real change initiatives, or coming under 

increasing pressures from landscape, regime, and niche factors. This is a development which can best 

be followed over longer time periods, for which the MLP is particularly suitable (Geels, 2004). 

 Thirdly, the work of L&F on an international scale could merit investigation. The organisation 

is very active in the EU and in international relations, something which has been excluded from the 

scope of this paper. Given L&F’s focus on global solutions and contributions, investigating the 

position and work of L&F internationally would provide important insights into both the actual 

climate mitigation contributions as well as their international political impact. 
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Conclusion  -  Section 8 

This paper has researched the question of How does the work of the Danish agricultural 

interest organisation, Landbrug & Fødevarer, seek to influence the sustainability transition of Danish 

agriculture? and has included three guiding questions to direct the research. The data collection and 

analysis of semi-structured interviews and secondary data was structured by a methodological 

framework based on actor-network theory, case-based research, and inductive qualitative methods. 

The analysis was in addition supported by two theoretical frameworks, the multi-level perspective, 

and typologies of climate delay discourses. In the following, the conclusions to each of the three 

guiding questions will be summarised, leading to the conclusion to the research question. 

The first guiding question aimed at investigating What are the “landscape”, “regime”, and 

“niche” factors with a potential to influence the organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer? It explored 

and described the many influences surrounding L&F in the debate about a sustainability transition. It 

showed that 12 landscape, regime and niche factors were considered by L&F to have the potential to 

influence the organisation and the stability of the socio-technical regime. The factors varied in their 

focus on a sustainability transition, from those most focused on climate mitigation, to others focused 

on demand and market share. All these factors held the potential to influence L&F. 

 The second guiding question was How does Landbrug & Fødevarer cope with these factors 

and which factors influence the organisation? The work showed that L&F uses four coping strategies 

to manage the potential influence of almost all factors identified and through this has put itself in a 

strong, central position in Danish political decision-making. The four factors were 1) Presence, both 

politically and publicly, 2) Collaboration with almost all actors, 3) “Factual” dialogue and 

contributions, and 4) Niche management. This allows L&F to maintain great influence politically and 

secure a high stability of the current socio-technical regime. As a consequence, only the factors 

inherent in the current regime, “Supply & Demand”, “Global Market”, and “Members of L&F”, have 

a strong influence on L&F. This means that through the four coping strategies L&F is able to hold 

great political influence and mitigate potentially disrupting or destabilising factors pushing for 

sustainability, thereby working in favour of the short-term welfare of their members, rather than for 

political or ideological changes leading to a sustainability transition of Danish agriculture. 

 The last guiding question What are the organisation’s arguments for or against the 

sustainability transition of Danish agriculture? led to the analysis of the arguments of L&F and their 
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foundation in the factors influencing the organisation. The research found that L&F utilises seven 

main arguments when discussing a sustainability transition, each of which is based on multiple 

rationales and sub-arguments. The majority of these sub-arguments, and thus the foundation for 

L&F’s arguments on sustainability transition, can be characterised as climate delay discourses. 

Pushing only for initiatives which increase the profitability or competitiveness of the agricultural 

sector short term, the arguments of L&F are based on delaying and limiting a sustainability transition, 

rather than furthering it. 

In conclusion, the work of the organisation Landbrug & Fødevarer seeks to delay and limit a 

sustainability transition in agriculture to avoid costs for its members and does so through four coping 

strategies providing power and influence and seven main arguments founded on delay discourse. 

Firstly, the four coping strategies serve to mitigate pressures pushing for a sustainability transition, 

stabilise the current socio-technical regime, and place L&F in a central and influential political 

position. Secondly, the seven main arguments of the organisation can be dissipated because of L&F’s 

position, and seek to limit a sustainability transition to those initiatives which will benefit, or not 

harm, the members of L&F. As a consequence, while L&F is fundamentally interested in finding 

solutions to sustainability in agriculture they have not changed their priorities or strategy of member 

welfare but only their communication regarding this. In addition, because of L&Fs central and 

influential position, it has a large potential to have real impact on policy making in Denmark and the 

path to a sustainable agricultural sector. As a result, without additional pressure on the existing socio-

technical regime it is expected that L&F will continue their work to delay and limit, rather than 

further, a significant sustainability transition of Danish agriculture. 
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Overview of Appendices 

Appendices are included in four separate documents. The first contains an overview of expert 

interviews, the second containts the interview guide used for later interviews, the third contains the 

interview transcripts, and the fourth contains an overview of the secondary data. 
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