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Abstract. The paper addresses recent changes in the Norwagidood industry from the analytical perspectfequality
conventions. Storper and Salais’ “worlds of produet plus Boltanski and Thévenots’ “orders of wortlire used as a basis
for the empirical study. First, the paper discudses the largest Norwegian branders try to stratdlyi adapt to “novel”
quality attributes like health-enhancing food, omiterroir, environmental sustainability and ethi&econd, the paper
investigates the companies’ quality signalling teigg: How are these “novel” qualities communicatedconsumers?
Multiple options are available: Do they attempsystematically incorporate “novel qualities” inteetr private brand equity
(“conventionalizing qualities”)? Do they prefer a-labelling scheme with a third party control, ar they use any other
measures for quality signalling? The paper themisgusses how the largest Norwegian branders irfoih@ sector cope
with conflicting and competing quality conventions.
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1. Introduction

The background for this paper is the assumptiorthan scholarly literature on convention theory that
movement occurs from the “industrialized world” tkvits heavily standardized quality conventions &gic of
mass commodity production to the “domestic worldiere quality conventions embedded in trust, traditand
place support more differentiated, localized anddgical’ products and forms of economic organiaat
(Editorial, Journal of Rural Studies, 2003, 19,)1-To some extent, | endorse this interpretatiom, iiis
incompleteness must be recognized also. The “gqualin” (Goodman, 2003) is not only associated with
proliferation of alternative agro-food networks ogtéeng at the outskirt of the mainstream industvialrld. A
more complete interpretation must take into accelat the so-called standardized quality of theugtdalized
world is a flexible and adaptive phenomenon. S#féréntly, it's insufficient to depict the qualityirn as a shift
betweendifferent worlds of productions only, since whatigppeningwithin each world of production is
ignored. The large-scale branders (both processodsretailers) are currently exposed to multiplevel”
quality conceptions and attributes. Even the “stadtfood is expected to be health-enhancing amdiyed
according to high environmental and ethical statislafhe quality turn is thereby also a process hichvthe
term “standardized quality” is gradually adapted‘novel” conceptions of quality which are articiddt by
consumers as well as other stakeholders.

The article discusses strategies and experienaes five market-dominating agri-food processors e t
Norwegian food sector, plus the four retailer chaimat entirely control the Norwegian market. Hoavttey
strategically adapt to these “novel” challengesegitheir emphasis on utilizing economies of scgkneric
market approach and standardized production teogg@IMore specifically, these questions are address

- First, how do the largest Norwegian brandersH{fppbcessors and retailers) try to strategicalbpado “novel’
quality attributes and conceptions, associated wipics like health-enhancing food, origin (terjoir
environmental sustainability and ethics?

- Second, how (i.e. in what quality signalling fathare these “novel” qualities communicated tostwners?
Do they attempt to systematically incorporate “rowgualities” into their private brand equity
(“conventionalizing qualities”)? Do they prefer a-labelling scheme with 3.party control, and/orttley use
any other measures for quality signalling? The p#pereby explores how the largest Norwegian brenihethe
food sector cope with conflicting and competing lgyaconventions. Has a general movement occurredya
from the “industrialized world” with its inherentrghasis on standardized technology, generic mafietoach
and standard product quality, over to other woolfigroduction?



2. Theory and analytical framework

As argued by Harrison White (2004), markets carbeproperly understood as aggregates of individtas
understand the structure and dynamics of mark&tsyécessary to account feocial structuresn markets, like
institutions, networks and conventions. Instituticgerve as the external memory of the economy. Tteys
collective attention, and encode norms and ruleswiirks are “where knowledge resides and actiarspriaes”
(Powell, 1990). Both institutions and networks daatoordination in markets to take place. The shoids true
for quality conventions, although the processesvhich quality conventions work are less studied| parhaps
less obvious. Bessy (2002) underlines that the @oiss of conventions studies coordination rulesciwvhdefy
the binary opposition between rules designed tartza inter-individual interests and rules considéoebe pure
constraints. Interactions between agents — evéreif are simply exchanging goods — are impossilitleowt a
common framework — i.e. a constituent conventiomer& exists no rules or institutions without an enhgdng
convention. More specifically, Ponte (2002) deficesventions ashared templates for interpreting situations
and planning courses of action in mutually comprediee ways that involve social accountability, tisgtthey
provide a basis for judging the appropriatenesaatfon by self and others'Said differently, “conventions are
schemata or ways of thinking, evaluating and adtirg social situation” (Diaz-Bone, 2008). Thesbesnata are
neither incorporated automatically executed rulésaordination nor are they simple forms of ratilitya
grounded on some logical principles like the raglochoice and homo oeconomicus model suggest®altst
conventions are inventions of agents which are ldapt evaluate different logics of action for pies in
situations (Diaz-Bone, op.cit). The word “evaluatias of particular interest here. Convention theexplores
the way in which persons and things are evaluadetaal or political agents, and the way thingscaeght up
in such evaluations (Thevenot, 2002). In the votayuof Boltanski and Thevenot (1999), there arféedent
“orders of worth” (also referred to as “worlds”)h@y all contribute to coordinate individuals‘actsoand firm
behaviour, although in very different manners. Tiféerent “orders of worth” that Boltanski and Thenot
suggests, are “inspired”, “domestic”, “civic”, “apon”, “market” and “industrial”, respectively. Haof these
worlds is organized around different types of hunggmalification and subject to equally different rfar of
justification and challenges. Diaz-Bone (2002) swaripes that without conventions no market wouldsgxi
since conventions ground the rules of the marketeg@Convention-based actions construct the econobjécts
and quality definitions. Without conventions, eptises and markets would not be reproduced because
conventions form the collective evaluation abottife events as risks and expectable states (Diae;Bip.cit).
Furthermore, Bessy (2002) holds that a conventiomke® it possible to formally solve problems of
indeterminacy of interactions when several soliti@xist to achieve equilibrium. Its self-enforcingture
derives from the fact that it is in everybody’seirgst to comply when everyone is complying. (ctiigrium in
non-cooperative games).

Quality signals (interpersonal reputation, prodabelling etc.) are formatted in very different mars and tend
to be convention-specific (Diaz-Bone, op.cit). Té®y, conventions get a manifest cognitive infragtrce.
Actors in tasks of evaluation and coordination cely on them. In this way, a convention become®&os
cognitive reality. Conventions can also be seemasarching principles, which integrate chains airkets,
encompassing persons, companies, material and enadathings (Busch 2004). Typically, one quality
convention gains éhegemonial statusn a market, notwithstanding the fact that everarket can be
characterized by a plurality of existing qualityneentions. An intriguing theme for empirical stuglie specific
markets, is therefore which quality conventionsngai hegemonial position — how, why and with what
implications. This theme is subject to exploratiothe remaining part of this paper.

Conventions in the food sector: Storper and Salaisworld of production”

Storper and Salais (1997) have introduced the mnotiorlds of production”, understood as “coherent
combinations of technologies and markets, produatities and quantitative practices of resourcé.udence, a
“world of production” is a convention that repreteand reflects a logical interlinkage between vidlials,
organizations, objects and ideas. Following the eliod) of Storper and Salais, a world of producti@n
structured around two dimensions: (a) Applied tedbgy/organization of production (standardized tedbgy
vs. specialized technology) and (b) The firms’ nearrientation (generic market approach vs. deeécatarket
approach). The former refers to the supply sidthefeconomy, whereas the latter refers to the ddmame. A
standardized product is “made with a known, widdiffused production technology in which quality s
widely attainable that competition comes to be itadly centred on price” (op.cit.,, 1997:109). A sjadized
product is “made with technology and know-how thi restricted to a community of specialists. Thality of
the product is always an important ingredient ia dompetitive strategy of these firms, where, & ¢xtreme
case, price becomes a secondary element in comapett genericproduct can be sold directly on the market,



because its qualities are so well known, but thisket is predictable because “its appeal to a latgaber of
potential buyers at any given moment allows prodiite estimate fluctuations of the market and thlas their
investments and allocation of resourceglelicatedproduct has specifications or qualities adjustethé needs
of a particular client or type of client. This matkis characterized by interpersonal negotiatiatber than
supply and demand curves found in the generic ma8eadais and Storper suggest the following idead
worlds of production: (a) The industrial world ofasdardized generic products, (b) The market waoild
specialized, dedicated products, (c) The networkkeiavorld of standardized dedicated products ahdTfe
world of innovation of specialized generic producEach world of production has its specific mode of
evaluation of quality and flexibility which in turdefines patterns of competition and co-operatidence, all
four “worlds of production” are dependent on therelepment of appropriate methods of co-ordinatidriclv
deal respectively with the quality of the produntighe degree of flexibility in the organization refsources.
Straete (2004) has adjusted this framework to bidystf the Norwegian dairy sector. He has renarheddeal-
typical worlds of productions as follows:

» Mass productiopcharacterized by standard products of constaalityurelatively low price and large sales
volumes. The strong emphasize on productivity, hemvestments, and efficiency is related to their
emphasize on utilizing economies of scale. (Cfténms “Taylorism”, “Fordism” and “McDonalism”).

* Industrialized niche productigrwhich differs from mass production in its emplasin developing flexible
production capacities, so that dedicated markets loa approached and utilized (cf. also the terms
“neofordism” and “flexible specialization” as usky Piore and Sabel, 1984)

» High-tech productioncharacterized by specialized technology and @remarket approach. Some large-
scale functional foods may exemplify.

» Specialitieswhere products are designed and produced inc@aspeaft-based way based on local traditions
and local embeddedness. The production technoldjynited to a community of specialists. The market
and distribution is targeted to certain groups, salds are often based on interpersonal relatiothgrast.

This basic framework shall be used to structurerémeaining discussion of this paper. It's illumingtto use
this type of theory because quality conventionsnoba actors™ choices through impacting their overal
opportunity- and incentive structures. (Streete dadobsen, 2002). Quality conventions do determine
individual actions; conventions are not fiat-stiwes. Conventions are occasionally under publiatsgr and
sometimes broken. The important point is that dqualbnventions have a boundary-setting functiospkcifies
which ideas, persons, objects and practice thatqamsdified as being “inside” (accepted as relevant
appropriate within the world of the convention inegtion), and what's considered irrelevant andideitsA
quality convention creates lock-in and lock-outet§ in the market.

The data is drawn from 5 market leading food preeesin the Norwegian market. They are known as the
strongest agrifood branders in Norway: Orkla, TiNestura, Rieber and Mills. They are all under ptes to
incorporate new quality topics and attributes, ang@osition to form and implement new quality stards. In
addition, | draw on data from the four retailer icisathat have succeeded in sharing the domestikeanar
between them (Coop, Norgesgruppen, ICA, Rimi). ipgldt secondary and primary data sources are combine
(annual reports, brochures, strategic reports}k jpiterviews with key persons from the companieguestion as
well as other observers of the sector.

3. Findings and discussion

In a brief stocktaking of quality signalling devicat the Norwegian food market, Borgen (2009) fothnat
quality labels and brands that signal “standardityidnave a remarkably strong market position ampared to
“non-standard”-products (encompassing premium guahd economy quality). In the public debate imay,
substantial attention has been paid to the advastafjorganics, ethics, eco-labelling and origionstheless,
the market leading labels and brand continue teesas formats for standard quality — no more, s (ef. table
1). This study reflects that a strong “standarddpod quality”-convention has gradually developedtlie
Norwegian food market through the last decades.



Category of quality
label/brand

Extension as per June 2009

1. Producer-owned brands

*Umbrella/family brands (Tine, Gilde, Prior, Orkla, Mills) dominate within their
respective categorie/segments at the Norwegian market. Market shares of 50-
100%.

eIncreasing degree of category-brands that target life-styles and age.
convenience etc..

2. Private Labels, owned
by retailer chains

Marketshares of 10-15 % within most categories. Strong indications of growth,
particularly for "me too, but cheaper”-produkter.

3. Origin « "Nyt Norge” (Norwegian origin) under implementation as per summer 2009.
Expected to be widely used by Norwegian producers.
*Specialities and PDI marginal in terms of market shares. Other examples:
Géardsmat. @verland Gard (CSA=Community supported Agriculture).

4. Organic Marginal extension as measured in market shares (1-2%), but increasing.

5. Fair trade (working
conditions)

Used on selectec imports (coffee, bananas etc.) Marginal in terms of market
shares (less than 1 %).

6. Health, nutrition

"Keyhole” implemented. To be used on all eligible products (Fat,sugar,salt)
GDA (Guided Daily Amount) implemented by two companies (Orkla, Rieber).

7.Eco-labelling

Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) (eks, Sei/Domstein). Svanen/Blomsten not

used on foodstuffs so far.

Table 1 Various categories of quality labels/brands i orwegian food market

Why and how has the “standard product quality”-aartion gained such a hegemonial position? The atand
product quality-convention seems to representithaltaneous and equi-final solution to multiplefsaterests,
objectives and means (Borgen, op.cit.). More sjuzdiy;

» Retailers’ objective to maximize turnover per squaeter in shops, and their optimal position in the
market as not onlghain captains but alsquality conventiorcaptains.

» The leading cooperatively owned producers’ empleasizutilizing economies of scale and provide
their owners with maximum product prices, on arefage of all members”-basis.

e The emphasis in agricultural regulatory measurdsvelling out natural variation among farmers, in
order to secure their overall income level. Thestaners — often tacitly — endorse the “standard
product quality”-convention. Their taste has bemmied by the domestic provisioning system
(producers, processors, retailers) over a long pered. As formulated by one observer of this reairk
“The clue is to make products that have so broadéwaste that nobody can dislike them”
(Selfors,2002)

For large-scale producers and retailers, as wek@slators and consumers, the gains from confaytarthis
“standard product quality”’-convention — which thegve themselves formed more or less deliberatalypears
to be considerable. Thereby, the “standard quatityivention seems to serve as an effective, low-cos
coordination mechanism for several categories tafra¢hat have diverse and conflicting interestsedpcers,
retailers, regulators and consumers).

Given these situational characteristics, the mesef this paper is devoted to the following questidow flexible

and “stretchy” is the notion of standard quality@r#l precisely, how do the largest Norwegian brastigrto

strategically adapt to “novel” quality attributélsd more health-enhancing food, origin/terroir, ironmental
sustainability and ethics? Thereafter, some shmwringents are devoted to these two derived questions:

- How are these “novel” qualities communicated tostoners? What quality signalling format is used?
Multiple options are available: Do they attempsystematically incorporate “novel qualities” inteetr
private brand equity (“conventionalizing qualiti¥g’'Do they prefer a co-labelling scheme with adtipiarty
control, or do they use any other measures fortguagnalling?

- Inthe subsequent conclusive remark, | end up @gthmenting on the starting question of this paplas a
general movement occurred away from the “industedl world” with its inherent emphasis on
standardized technology, generic market approadtstamdard product quality, over to other worlds of
production?



3.1 How “stretchy” is the notion of standard produd quality?

The big branders under scrutiny here struggle t@ld@ and modernize their quality profiles. Theg akpected
to be “good in everything”: environmental sustaitigh healthiness, ethical production, origin efthey are
exposed to increasingly demanding normative presoris. An intriguing question is how they meet the
challenges from “non-standard” values and qualifiesh as organic (pressure from agricultural aitibey,
origin (pressure from specific customer segmeiigian healthiness/obesity (pressure from healtmoaities),
animal welfare (pressure from NGOSs). In short, lumthe largest Norwegian branders try to stratélgieaapt

to “novel”, non-standard values and quality atttés?

Before addressing this question, a remark on ttengified competition between producer-owned arailes-
owned brands is relevant. My investigation shoved the retailer chains in the Norwegian food mara@t try
to challenge the hegemony of the producer brandsi¢in a "me too, but cheaper” rivalry (Borgen, dp.d he
current financial crisis is likely to reinforce shprice-oriented rivalry between producer-owned eetdiler-
owned brands. The situation in Norway is very défg from what can be observed in among other8thish
food market, where Sainsbury and Tesco have inddstavily in their own private labels. There agnsinow
that the Norwegian retailers want to breach thigepa. They are in the process of gearing up tpeirate
labelling-strategy. The important point here, hogrevs that this intensified rivalry seems to aitlitel new and
“exciting” when it comes to quality. This rivalrys icentred around, and probably reinforces, thentisted
quality”-convention. What the retailer-owned, ptivdabels add to the market, is essentially ina@dkexibility
to different needs of customer groups (as integgrand channelled by the retailers). Subsequeht#yefforts to
penetrate the market with private, retailer-owragdaels seems to fold out not only within the “massdpction”
regime, but also in the field of industrialized mécproduction (cf. figure 1 below).

From standard to “more healthy food"?

“Standard product quality” is not equivalent witbrhogenous and completely equal products. The natfon
“standard quality” can be stretched and adaptedprding to changing normative prescriptions in the
institutional framework into which the Big Brandeage embedded. The emphasis on making standardgisod
healthier illustrates the point. The debate abeatthy and non-healthy food, and the subsequergecprences
for obesity and various illnesses has increasimmgiyrinted the public agenda. Not surprisingly, #wecalled
“Top of the mind”-survey (2009) among European picets and retailers found that “consumer health and
nutrition” was ranked as the number 1 issue byntlagrity of the respondents. This pattern seentold true in
Norway as well. Food that fight obesity — throughd/healthier fat acids, less sugar, less saltallisd for, and

are given increasing attention in marketing. Butramk healthy from less-healthy food in a credibled
systematic manner is not a trivial task. To amalerthe problem, an independent 3-party-contraljedlity
scheme (“Ngkkelhullet”, translated to “Keyhole”)usder implementation. Ngkkelhullet was initiallgvéloped
and implemented by the retailer chain ICA in Swederd is now (June 2009) jointly implemented iregaised
form in Denmark, Sweden and Norway. The diffusiaterof Ngkkelhull-approved products is expectetbeo
high in the years to come. The large producergetailers have confirmed their intention to use keghullet as
their preferred co-label when it comes to signgllirealthy food. This may be true for the qualithesme GDA
(Guided Daily Amount) also, although the designtbis scheme seems to be contested as per yet (cf.
www.stopgda.el The rationality of Ngkkelhullet and GDA is nob snuch related to company-specific
differentiation as to quality assurance. Their mpimpose is to ameliorate information symmetry e
producers/distributors and consumers. The labetghtmibe used on both premium, standard and economy-
products. Roos (2007) and Roos et.al. (2009) donticensumers’ high interest for healthy nutritiat¢lling.
This collective scheme is obviously in tune withjonaconsumer trends, and in line with the policyhefalth-
authorities. It's natural to interpret the big bdars’ interest in these “healthy food -labels aseffiort to adapt

to, incorporate and benefit from the strong “healftiod-trend” in society. It also represents somteriesting
business opportunities for some producers/disiitsut and imposes much trouble for others. My stsliyws
that the “Keyhole”-approval will be challenging forany of the big branders (Borgen, op.cit). Fotanse, only

a handful of the dairy producer Tine's product gowill be qualified as Keyhole-approved produ@tse most-
selling dairy products will not be Keyhole-apprové@the same hold true for the large conglomeratdaOdaly

a marginal portion of their products will be appedvaccording to the Keyhole-scheme. Consequentkta®as
decided to also implement the GDA-scheme.

“Healthy food” has a double meaning, referring btathhe immediate well-being of eating healthy fpadd to
the effects of eating healthy food in order to prgvdiseases. The latter is related to terms “fanat food” and
“novel food”. This type of foodstuffs is subject $trict public regulation in EU, and thereby in Mary also



through the EEA-agreement. To be eligible for @ntga novel food on the market, it must be apprdwe&U"s
Novel Food-regulation. Some of the Norwegian bigrglers have launched R&D-programmes in order to
develop functional food-products. Most products eeatered on probiotics, healthier fat acids (Omegal
antioxidants. These R&D-efforts are demanding maficial terms, and characterized by a high risldrdw
profile. This implies that the companies carefidblect their investments in this field. Most atientis paid to
functional foods that have the highest potentialldeing large-sellers, so that the unit costs carab low as
possible. With respect to labelling and brandinduofctional and novel foodstuffs, producers are enemger to
“brand the ingredients” to the maximum possibleeakt despite the generic nature of these ingreslighn
increasing number of “Omega-brands” can be expedtkd “Superba Krill Oil” owned by the company Aker
Biomarine illustrates the point.

From “placeless” standard quality to geographical aigin and terroir?

Is there a movement from “placeless standard gtidabt geographical origin and terroir in the Noniey food
market? Based on my data, the general answer isubdhere are some modifications to take into antoSome
of the market-leading big branders seem to pay mattdmtion to “origin” in terms ohational origin and
thereby also traceability and food safety. Thi®iest is manifested in their intentional agreententise the
upcoming quality scheme “Nyt Norge” (“Enjoy Norwagi food”). This voluntary quality scheme guarantees
that a product consists of raw commodities andedignts from Norway. “Nyt Norge” is administrateg KSL
Matmerk (The Norwegian Agricultural Quality Systemd Food Branding Foundation), the mission of wiich
to develop quality and competitiveness in Norwediaod production. The upcoming label “Nyt Norge” is
designed as a large-scale quality scheme, and otaytmally be much more widespread than the latitlsin
the “local origin” and “terroir”. The ambition ishat 8000 products shall be included in this quaditheme
within the next five years KSL Matmerk has alsorbeelegated the right to administer the “Spesigiabel
(“Speciality”) as well as the Norwegian equivalerits Protected Designation of Origin PDO, Protected
Geographical Indication (PGI), and Traditional Spkty Guaranteed (TSG). The greater majority oé th
approved users of these origin-labels are smatl-raedium sized businesses (SMBs). They are smalk-snd
sell their products at dedicated market segmentschwis not the different world of production thete
“economies of scale”-driven producers and retaieefer. Most SMB’s are based on a very differantdpction
logic than the big branders. Nonetheless, sométaigders use this labelling also, but in that eessa co-label
for their niche-oriented products. Examples aretitas Eldhus (Vossakorv) and Thulefjord-producthe T
control regime here is independent 3-party con&tdministered by Matmerk. The greater part of {hecalities
and products with protected designation are ofeanprm nature, reflecting that producers attemgtpropriate

a quasi-rent that justifies the extra costs relategroduction. Measured in terms of market shatlesse
products so far play a minor role in the Norwedaod market. Much emphasis is paid to these quatihemes
by the Norwegian agricultural authorities. But thigler public does not uniformly endorse the badieai that
“origin” is a preferred quality attribute. As fortated by the chef Geir Skeie, winner of the 200& & d Or
Europe and 2009 world final:

"I don't actually think Norwegians are very concechabout the geographical origin of foodstuffsythe
are probably more concerned about price”(my tratisia).

There are strong indications that his assessmeldls ltoue. It's contestable whether regional origgna
competitive quality attribute of particular interdésr the Big Branders. To the extent this nonetkglholds true,
it's rational is probably more related to amelieréformation asymmetry (quality assurance) thanaening
company-specific differentiation. More genuinelyréér-based products and sales concepts (cf. theesdions
“interpersonal world” and “domestic” world) are eqted to grow in the Norwegian food market the ryesrs.
But this “market window” is probably out of reacbr fthe majority of the big branders. Why? One tHatng
case is the experiences made by the market-dominateat producer. Through the last decade, thigpaag
has strived to translate and implement the phenarfregional origin” into their own economies of ksdriven
logic. One early attempt was a quality label calledmb from Mountain XYZ”". Shortly, however, thisitned
out to be problematic, since there were insufficimmmbers of suppliers available. Farmers locaéedrdém the
mountain in question were gradually allowed to jtia label. (“Lam | farekleer”, Aftenposten 8.9.0But this
practice was clearly risky, and the quality labelsvaltered to the less demanding “Gourmet lambbrder to
avoid an unawkward adverse selection-debate ini@ubhe underlying substantial contents and adwms#af
this label are still somewhat unclear and subjeamntich debate among the company’s stakeholdersyéBor
et.al., 2008). In short, the genuine terroir-pradymany of which are highly valued premium progdyetre most
likely to be the arena controlled by niche-oriengMBs rather than the big branders. The numberefpm
products where “terroir’ is a constituting componeés steadily increasing, (cf. “Asparges from Va3se



“Gardsmat” and “Farmers Market”). However, theilatve market share in the Norwegian food marketaigs
marginal.

From standard to organic?

The Norwegian agricultural authority is determimeds ambition to increase the relative significarof organic
products in Norway. The ambition is substantiatedugh the objective that in 2015, 15% of all praduthat
are produced and consumed in the Norwegian fookehahall be organic. However, a look at the realiz
market shares for organic products is the momeirutti that calls for some sobriety. In 2008, tharket share
for organically produced was 0.34% for meat, 2.1%% dairy products, and 2.21 % for fruit/vegetables
(Norwegian Agricultural Authority, 2009). Notwitletding the nice qualities and many advantages gdric
products, the 15%-target seems to be unrealissplle some growth in absolute terms, organic misdare
not in position to challenge standard product dqualiow come? Many of the organic products arerehpum
quality, somewhat more expensive, but probably iwitkach for the majority of consumers at the Najap
market. One reason is that organics might conflith the idea that conventional/standard qualitiNiorway is
“good enough”, so that organics represent littleeedrms of value added. The saying is that “conwoeatily
produce in Norway resemble organic light”. Moreguée very notion organic appears to be subjeatutiple
interpretations, which ends up with a somewhat esinfy picture. Is organic related to more healthirition?
Superior animal welfare? More environmental-frigngfoduction process? Given the current climatsessi are
organic values actually more important than vallowgered carbon footprints? Is one good value aupeting
another good value? Does organic encompass a gfitelmndling of values (“2+2+2= 7”), or is it jush
unclear concept? All the good values fight for lihgted attention of consumers. To win this batitesupposes
a capacity to momentarily capturing the somewhesdtihg, fickle attention of consumers. Strictly akieg, the
organic quality scheme Debio only guarantees aicerspecified agronomic practice, according terimationally
harmonized and controlled standards. Nonethelesse £onsumers seem to add quality attributes atedaivith
human health and taste to the label. At leastypatils might be explained by consumers™ need ftwsteoct an
identity as responsible consumers.

From standard to eco-labelling and environmental sstainability?

Thevenot (2002) has asked whether “greening” magrgenas a separate quality convention, in addttaite
ones referred to in chapter 2 above. My data gbrdg minor support for this idea. The interest fgreening”

of the food provisioning system is clearly in plabet there’'s a long way to go. One factor is tiat widely
spread “best-in-class” eco-labelling schemes “Thardi¢ Swan” and the EU’s “Flower” do not apply to
foodstuffs as per yet. This may be changed, anckliyetriggering a more disciplined approach to egre
values, but the process will take time. The regbtatens klimaspor” (2008) recommended that a carbon
footprint-scheme should be established and impléadewithin the Norwegian food sector. But exper&nc
from Sweden and England tell us that this effohighly complex, not the least due to substantiehsurement
problems. And here too, the relation between thee/dowered climate impact” and other importantues like

the wider environment-friendliness and organic niigstlarified.

Another factor is that “green” products has not {east not so far — been a winner in the choiégngdprocess
that all retailers try to implement in order toaetheir own economic interest. This situationitely captured
by one, somewhat frustrated, observer who thougheeh” and “fair” products should be the standaaof,
something “alternative for particularly interestgebple” (Grgnn Hverdag, 2008) (my translation):

To walk along the “main street” in the retailer gh@an be revealing. Take the coffee-shelves as an
example. You find 4 meters of yellow (standardfeeoflosest to the “main street”. Then follows 2
meters red coffee, 1 meter of blue and 30 centénetf white coffee. At the most distant point is 30
centimetres available for the organic green coffdge message is clear enough: Yellow (standard)
coffee is the type of coffee that “everybody” waifitsis coffee is the main variant and the market
leader. If you want something more exclusive, youselect between red and blue. The green one is
just for particularly interested people — a minagsnent of “strange-thinking” people Thereby the
retailers educate their customers. The retailerineaannot claim value neutrality. The supplies of
goods build on evaluations of what type of quaitieat the customers “want”, but also reflect
deliberate strategies to lead customers to selagiqular goods. Both supplies in shops and the
customers’ choices are choices of value.



From standard to fair-trade and ethics?

The non-standard schemes and labels that drawttemtian to issues of fairness, is in an embryasitége in the
Norwegian food sector. The most widely known ethipaality label in the Norwegian food sector is Iifi@ade”,

which is used on imports of tea, juice, coffee, dvams, rice, chocolates etc., plus non-foods likevdrs. The
Fairtrade scheme is owned and administered by @pgnb NGOs. The current extension of Fairtrade-rapgd

labels are modest in terms of market share (lems 1%), but appears to be growing. In a relatigbigrt time,
the Fairtrade-scheme has gained substantial gdodwitticularly in selected market segments in ldrger
cities. As per yet, however, it's not in positiam geriously challenge the “standard quality”-pradua their
respective categories. One important obstaclesisaitk of marketing resources that is needed tettsades.

Another interesting discussion with respect toasthis the role and emphasis of animal welfare indgy. High

(preferably superior) animal welfare is a prestigi@roject for the Norwegian agricultural authestas well as
the national meat and dairy industry. There’s & tawderstanding that animal welfare shall be corezbof as a
basic and common undertaking for the entire natiomsat industry, and problems should be solvedoat |
efforts by all involved parties. The implicationtisat animal welfare is not considered an apprepdamain for
company-specific differentiation in order to bogates for the specific companies in question. heotvords,
the ethics of superior animal welfare is highlyued, but should be included as an integral pafstaindard
quality” rather than singled out, separated antedihtiated as something “better than standardé pioblem
associated with the latter strategy is obviousht ttsuperior animal welfare”-schemes would oversivaar

even obscure the animal welfare standard assoamdthdconventional products. This is not allowedh&ppen
in Norway.

4.2 What quality signalling format?

As remarked by Diaz-Bone, the quality signals iadurction areas of different conventions tend todiferent
and convention-based ways of formatting qualityhalg and thereby different logics of signalling. \Weuld
therefore expect different formatting of qualitgrsals in various "worlds of production”. But it folvs from the
above discussion that the format is somewhat lanitéth respect to the Norwegian food sector. Tammd
extent, the lack of variety with respect to qualdignalling-formats is caused by the hegemoniaiustaf
“standard product’-quality. Nonetheless, a seriequality signalling formats are in play, as is suarized in
table 2 below:

Type of quality (Vertical | Extension in Quality signalling format
conception, ordinal level) | the
Norwegian
food market
Company-specific labels and Collective schemes
brands labels
Premium Small, bu PDI, PGO, TSG.
increasing Functional food
Organics
Ecolabelling (Skrei)
Standard Hegemonial | Dominated by strong producer-Upcoming collective,
status - owned brands. voluntary schemes:
dominating in - Health (“Keyhole”)
most Increasingly intense rivalry with - National origin
categories cheaper “me-too”-brands owned“Nyt Norge”)
by retailer chains
Economy Small market Unbranded, generic No collective schemes
shares, bu Placeless products
increasing No healthiness claims

Table 2 Summarized stocktaking of quality signalling forsnatthe Norwegian food sector per June 2009 —
structured according to product quality (Ordinalkd: Premium, Standard, Economy)



The table shows that “standard quality” — which amed a hegemonial position in the Norwegian fowaket
— is predominantly signalled through the formatsttbng producer-owned brands. Selected sub-catsgofi
these products are expected to be co-branded hyptteming collective, voluntary schemésyhole(signalling
“healthy food”) and\yt Norge(signalling “Norwegian origin”). Then, how doessistocktaking relate to quality
conventions in general, and the “worlds of produttiin particular? Based on my investigation héne, pattern
is visualized in figure 1:

Voluntary, collective
differentiation labels:

Dedicated Own labels (retailer chains) Regional origin, tradition,
market ethics, organic
approach Industrialized niche production Specialities

Mass production "Hi-tech”

Producer-owned brands
Functional food

Novel food
Voluntary "volume”-labels/schemes under Branding of ingredients
implementation: -Omega, probiotics,

Generic market - Healthiness (Keyhole) antioxidants
approach

- National origin (Nyt Norge)

Specialized

Standardized technology technology

Figure 1. Main categories of quality signalling formats (ldbérands) positioned according to different
“worlds of production” (Storper and Salais, modifidy Straete)

Of course, this overview does not capture the nmadigect, and sometimes “hidden” quality signalliftgmats
that are also in play, such as shelf-positioninghiops etc.. But these supplementary quality diggaformats
do no seem to change the basic pattern presentieglia 1.

5. Conclusive remark: A move away from the “standad quality”-
convention?

The starting point for this paper was the thougltvpking statement thata“movement occurs from the
“industrialized world”, with its heavily standardéd quality conventions and logic of mass commodity
production to the “domestic world” where quality meentions embedded in trust, tradition and placepsut
more differentiated, localized and “ecological” piacts and forms of economic organizat{&ditorial, Journal

of Rural Studies, 2003). So, what's the validitytlif statement as applied to the Norwegian footketaDoes

it capture the basic dynamics and structures &f plairticular market? Given the discussion here,dtisy to
answer negatively. In fact, my study finds no stramdications of a any systematic move away froenwhorld

of mass production and over to other worlds of pohidn, encompassing a heterogeneous pool of raodatd
values and qualities. The hegemony of the stanpgarduct quality-convention appears to be very girarhe
current financial crisis seems to imply that thisality convention gets some extra wind in its back.
Subsequently, it's a tough job for products basedan-standard qualities — whatever that may lepebetrate
the market. Another driver in the same directionthat the international trade with foodstuffs beesm
increasingly liberalized. Subsequently, the cajitgbilf the large producers and retailers in Norviayutilize
economies of scale is even more important thanreeféot surprisingly, the market leading meat pemithas
just announced that a dramatic turn-around wiletplace in the period 2009-2012, as a responseetanbre
intensified, price-oriented competition at the dstieeand international markets.

“Healthier food” is a potential, future candidate Eompeting with the standard product quality-cartion (the
latter characterized by no particular claims tolthé@ess). The good outlook for more healthy foolliofwvs from
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the strong normative pressure from many actorsh wie Norwegian health authorities in front. As thig
branders get some more time, and invest in thessacg resources, it's clearly within their reachptovide
increasingly healthier food to the market. The ogais that it's possible for them to make such ¢farmations
within their economies of scale-driven logic.

To make this story short: All non-standard quatnventions must probably fight increasingly hdrdhey
want to really challenge the hegemonial statuhiefstandard-quality convention in the Norwegiardfotarket.
My study further concludes that the strong hegenufrthe standard-quality convention does not ingtgbility
or even rigidity and inaction. As emphasized byagter more than a decade ago (1993), market Satucf
standard products tends to moderate the theolgticldssical importance of the productivity of faug,
compared with the costs and benefits linked withdpcts‘quality. He claimed that the progress of sneable
quality standards (e.g. hygiene), the product aadket diversification, the control of quality castee quality
oriented management and the flexibility of orgatima has become new conditions for competitiventsise
had added — “and it's all essentially related t@roving products within the standard quality cortia, his
observation would have nicely summarized my stdfymore theoretical interest is that the paper hdpe
illustrates the merit of using convention theorgnd economics of convention in particular — asaenffwork for
analyzing structures and dynamics of markets.
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