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ABSTRACT

The thesis firstly examines the extent to which different sources of governance
activity have both changed the supply, processing and consumption of seafood
in Britain and achieved its sustainability, food safety and quality over the period
1950 to 2013 and secondly reflects on the implications for agri-food and
governance theories in which the UK seafood chain has not previously been
considered. Using documentary sources, the compilation of a database of
seafood companies and stakeholder interviews the research has reconstructed
development and change over this period. In doing so it demonstrates a range
of changes which can be related to different forms of governance: these
include transformation of supply, diverse activities to raise sustainability,
greatly improved quality and food hygiene systems and variations in consumer
attitudes and practices. The thesis underlines the significance of public forms
of regulation in changing the sources of supply as well as in the contested
movement towards the more sustainable exploitation of fisheries, in raising
food hygiene standards and in establishing the basis for nutritional advice to
consumers with regard to seafood. Complementarily, the account also shows
how private forms, particularly certification systems, have dominated
governance of domestic aquaculture and of quality generally and how they
have impacted on food safety. The thesis further examines how
implementation of public governance is delegated and shared, including by
analysis of various forms of mixed public and private governance, considers
the various ways seafood consumption has been governed with attention both
to both retailing and foodservice roles and assesses the contributions of civil
society organisations. Based on these findings, the thesis argues that agri-
food theories about internal supply chain functioning and the role of major
retailers needs to be modified; it shows the limitations of explaining standards
systems as the mode of control and the benefits of incorporating a power
model of chain relationships. Further, in relation to external supply chain
impacts the thesis demonstrates the need to emphasise the role of state
regulation in the overall governance of food systems to a much greater extent
than has usually been done hitherto. In relation to governance theory more
broadly, the thesis examines the way changes in the operation of the British
state have related to the seafood supply chain and the importance of
examining the interests served in different types of governance with particular
attention to the balance of public and private benefits resulting. The thesis
thus analyses change in an important food source, illustrates how delegated
state governance functions in a specific area and contributes to the theoretical
basis for understanding food chains in general.
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CHAPTER 1: SITUATING THE SEAFOOD SUPPLY CHAIN

1.1 Introduction: the Rationale for this Research

The subject of seafood, or more often fish, has in recent years received huge
attention both in the public media and in academic scholarship. Previously
when the production of fish did not seem to be a cause of difficulties it had
received limited consideration but two parallel developments in the late
twentieth century changed this situation. One was the increasing over-
exploitation of many of the world’s key fisheries, accompanied by a developing
awareness of the resulting problems which gradually reached political actors
and the public generally. The second was the rise of aquaculture and the
massive change from fish being primarily available wild by hunting to the
possibility of domestication on a major scale. These fundamental changes in
the production of seafood have taken place over a very short period of time

and it has been difficult for analysis to keep pace.

Some aspects, particularly the threat to stocks from overfishing and certain
problems connected with farmed seafood, have certainly been well-studied.
These issues have also received considerable political attention, both
campaigning and regulatory. This has inevitably been partial in two senses:
dealing with some aspects only of the situation and often with very specific
objectives. The partiality is reflected in much coverage of seafood issues,
whether it is media reporting, the product of passionate campaigns or scientific
work emphasising specific environmental concerns. At the same time the

seafood industry has its own, managerially oriented literature.

In relation to consumption, recent emphasis has been given to seafood in the
public discourse on nutrition and health. The connection between food and
health has become more important generally in British culture and within this
context there has been growing recognition of the benefits of fish in the diet.
Until recently, this discussion over consumption took place quite separately
from the previous debates concerned with major issues about production.

However, this has been challenged and the question of whether nutritional
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advice about fish eating should take sustainability issues into account has
become more prominent. There is also a body of work about consumer
attitudes to seafood, mostly from a viewpoint of understanding the market for
this food and how effectively it can be served and particular segments

targeted.

However, the field of agri-food scholarship has had fairly limited consideration
of seafood. Its very terminology is problematic and a more accurate descriptor
for the subject might be aqua-food studies. While the present research has
been proceeding, more academic work has appeared but has so far touched

only on certain elements of the global industry, not including the UK.

With most work dealing with seafood being about production and a relatively
small amount on consumption, what is lacking is an understanding of the entire
supply system, how it functions and has dealt with the major changes faced
over recent decades. That is a gap which the present study aims to reduce,
with a focus on Britain and processes that lead to domestic consumption.

The key concept adopted for exploring the dynamics of the seafood supply
system is that of governance. That means aiming to understand how the
system is controlled, regulated and influenced. Governance may come from
public regulation, significant to many elements of production, from private rules
whether for self-regulation or for relations between parties in the supply chain
or from influence exercised by others, covered broadly under the rubric of civil

society and from combinations of these sources.

For the purpose of investigation, the concept of governance needs to be
operationalised. This has been pursued through three aspects which are, or
might be expected to be, the chief goals of governance of seafood provision:
food safety, quality and sustainability, together with the linked factor of
traceability. Therefore these four attributes have been particularly highlighted
both in examining theories of governance and in the way interviews for this

project have been conducted.
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‘Supply chain’ has been used as the most straightforward way of denoting
systems and routes which bring food to the consumer, here from boat or farm
to plate. Various theoretical approaches have used a number of other
metaphors to describe such food systems including ‘commadity chain’, ‘global
commodity chain’ and ‘value chain’ and in some literatures ‘commodity
network’, ‘commaodity cellular network’ and ‘global production network’ as will
be indicated in the following chapter. The simpler concepts have been
criticised for theoretical deficiencies but can still be useful for study purposes.
Following this indication, the decision here has been taken to employ ‘supply
chain’ as the most inclusive and general term, not wedded in advance to any

specific school of analysis.

But while the supply chain may be a relatively clear-cut concept, fish and
shellfish constitute an immensely complex world. The huge number of edible
species, the existence of two modes of production, fishing and farming, and
diverse global sourcing make this subject far more complicated than dealing
with any other food group. Indeed the complexity begs the question of how far
it is appropriate to refer to ‘the supply chain’ and this is of course a
simplification. There are indeed some partial sub-chains which can be
distinguished as will be seen later. However, to a large extent the products of
different sourcing streams come together at the processing and distribution
stages prior to the pre-consumption stages of retail and foodservice. This
intermediate stage is a particular focus of the research.

The subject of this supply chain enquiry is British consumption so the topic
may be further clarified as the system which delivers seafood to retail or
foodservice points in the UK. Nevertheless, as British production systems for
fish and shellfish serve both domestic and export markets and governance
systems do not normally distinguish between them, the coverage is at times

wider than would be the case if focusing on consumption alone.

A well-established paradox about the current seafood position in Britain is that
‘The UK imports what we eat and exports what we catch’ (Rutherford J 2009).

But this state of affairs is relatively recent. In fact there have been striking
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changes affecting every stage of the supply chain for seafood which merit
exploration. And as the inclusion of ‘what we eat’ implies, the dimension of

consumer preference needs to be fully incorporated into the analysis.

The thesis makes the following contributions to this under-researched field:
First it descriptively presents a picture for the first time of the development of
the seafood chain in Britain over the period of sixty years from the mid-
twentieth century to the present. Secondly it provides an account of the series
of major changes in different parts of the chain over this considerable time-
frame, employing the concept of governance as an explanatory factor. Thirdly
it includes a particular focus, including new material, on the middle of the chain
covering processing and distribution, an aspect which has generally received
less attention in agri-food studies. Fourthly it incorporates issues around
consumption and how they relate to other aspects of the seafood supply chain.
Finally, from a theoretical point of view, it redresses imbalances in much of the
agri-food governance literature by detailing the regulatory role of the state in
relation to this food chain and providing a more even-handed account of how
public regulation relates to governance exercised by private interests and by
civil society.

Turning to an outline of the thesis, the second section of this chapter
introduces the seafood chain in Britain and the key actors and institutions
involved. Chapter 2 examines how the workings of food supply chains have
been theorised and empirically investigated with special attention to seafood
examples and covers uses of the concept of governance as it has developed in
several literatures to explain the changing role of both the state and private
sector; additionally, use of the concept in relation to the area of consumption is
developed. In chapter 3 the approach to methodology is set out and the
particular data sources generated for the research expounded. Each of the
following three chapters then examines in detail specific changes that have
taken place in each of the key stages of the seafood supply chain over the last
sixty years and the particular types of governance that have been material to
them. Chapter 4 focuses on transformations in the supply of seafood for the

UK and how sustainability has come to be a central preoccupation, chapter 5
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examines the changes in relation to food safety and quality and chapter 6 turns
to alterations at the end of the chain covering retailing and foodservice and
other influences on seafood consumption. In relation to governance, chapter 4
deals with external impacts on the supply chain, chapter 5 with both external
actors and internal governance arrangements within the supply chain and
chapter 6 both with external governance influences on consumption and the
relationship between changes in consumption and the rest of the supply chain.
The final chapter draws together conclusions about this chain’s functioning and
relationships and presents the implications for agri-food and governance

theory.

1.2 Outline of the Seafood Supply Chain in Britain and Key Actors

A simplified model of the present seafood supply chain is shown in Figure 1.1.

The chain starts with diverse sources of supply both domestically produced
and imported. A range of merchants and processors manipulate the raw
material to a greater or lesser extent which they then send as fresh or frozen
seafood or in various processed forms, including ready meals and other
convenience food, to either the foodservice or retail sectors, the latter
comprising supermarket chains plus a minor share sold by fishmongers, stalls

or mobile vans.

Within the overall framework as shown on Figure 1.1 various species-based
groups can be identified even though they do not always function separately
and some divisions between them can be blurred. Thirteen categories are
presented in Table 1.1 To a certain extent they can be regarded as sub-chains
which trace individual routes from different wild (capture) or farmed sources. In
some cases they may retain distinctive distribution paths such as frozen-at-sea
whitefish fillets produced for the fish and chip trade or special processing
formats like langoustines turned into scampi. But in others they become part of
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Figure 1.1 The Current Supply Chain for Seafood
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the broad offer supplied by merchants to retail or foodservice customers or
perhaps ending up in some combination such as Scottish farmed salmon, wild
haddock from Icelandic waters and farmed warm water prawns from South
Asia united in a ready meal. The ‘mixed’ and ‘other shellfish’ categories cover
strands that may or may not pass through the auction system prior to onward
distribution. The groupings therefore partly show the complexity of supply
routes, partly some specific features of British seafood consumption
preferences and partly the flexibility by which many species can be regarded

as alternative ingredients from the globally sourced cornucopia.

It has not always been like this and the supply chain for seafood at around
1950, the starting point for the analysis, differed from the picture presented in
Figure 1.1 and Table 1.1 in several key respects. The species involved were
very much more limited and fresh fish was mainly the product of the British
fishing fleet; there was no farmed seafood in the mix and neither was frozen
fish yet available. Landings were sold at auction to wholesalers and a
considerable proportion sent on to the (then) great urban inland markets. The
distribution system handled mainly whole fish and processing meant smoking
and other traditional types of preparation. The supply, whether obtained from
the inland markets or direct from port wholesalers, went on to fishmongers,
stalls and mobile vans or to caterers, restaurants and fish and chip shops.
Tinned fish, continuing to be imported and to be sold mainly through retalil
outlets seems to have been the least changing element but the species

involved, sourcing and presentation may all have altered.

Thus the change from the 1950 situation to the present has been massive.
The first broad area of change has been in supply. British fishing capacity
became restricted during the period and now provides only a small part of
whitefish requirements but the gap has been filled by various imports. At the
same time a large increase in supply has been provided by the development of
domestically farmed salmon and to a smaller extent trout and shellfish,
supplemented by further imports of these and other farmed species. But

accompanying these change which in many ways have marked an expansion
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Table 1.1 Main Seafood Groups Consumed in Britain
wild/ Species Based Producing Formats/ Consumer
Farmed Categories Country/ Processing Routes
Region
Whitefish (mainly Iceland, Frozen-at-sea; Fish & chips;
cod & haddock) Norway, twice frozen; chilled | other
Russia (may be previously | foodservice;
frozen); smoked; major retailers;
ready meals fishmongers
Mixed (includes Britain Chilled; frozen Fishmongers;
whitefish, brill, online; small
lemon/Dover sole, foodservice;
monkfish, plaice, some major
wild sea bass) retailers
Pelagics (herring, Britain, Chilled; smoked; Major retailers;
mackerel) Norway cured; paté fishmongers;
selected
foodservice
Preserved Global Canned Retall, all types
(anchovy, sourcing
mackerel, sardines,
salmon, tuna)
Cold water prawns | Norway, Chilled; frozen; Major retailers;
Greenland, cooked fishmongers;
Canada foodservice
Other shellfish Britain Live; chilled,; Small retailers;
(includes crabs, cooked; foodservice;
langoustines, langoustines as some major
lobster, scallops) scampi retailers
High value Global Chilled Major retailers;
(including tuna, sourcing selected
grouper, kingfish, foodservice
salmon)
Salmon Britain, Chilled; frozen; Small & large
Norway smoked; ready retailers;
meals; sandwiches | foodservice
Trout Britain Chilled; ready Small & large
meals retail, foodservice
Farmed | Mediterranean (sea | Greece, Chilled; ready Major retailers;
bass, sea bream) France, meals foodservice
Turkey
Warm water South East Chilled; cooked; Retailers;
prawns Asia and ready meals foodservice
elsewhere
Mussels & oysters Britain & EU Live; chilled; Major retailers;
cooked fishmongers;
foodservice
Tropical (pangasius | Global Chilled (may be Major retailers
& tilapia) sourcing previously frozen)

Source: Author

17




of supply has been a growing current of concern about its long-term
sustainability which has resulted in measures which have impacted on
production in various ways. Consumption has changed in concert with
changes in supply but also for other social reasons with overall volume
decreasing and increasing at various times but with decisive shifts to a wider
range of species and different formats, including an array of convenience
preparations. These have been facilitated through various technical
developments which have made fresh chilled and frozen seafood and ready
meals all easily available and with marked improvements in quality. This
availability reflects broad changes in food retailing which has also entailed
partial alteration of a particular distribution system for seafood, and there have
also been related impacts on the foodservice sector. Thus changes in
processing and in distribution, less public than those affecting production and
consumption, have been equally important. The detailed story of how and why

this set of transformations has taken place is told in chapters 4, 5 and 6.

The supply chain is made up of commercial enterprises whose activities and
inter-relationships are explored in later chapters. However, as well as
relationships with each other they are affected, and to varying degrees interact
with, other interests in both public systems of regulation and other forms of
governance; (the meanings and uses of the concept of governance are
discussed fully in chapter 2). Table 1.2 introduces the fields of governance
relevant to the seafood supply chain by listing the various levels of operation
and their associated key actors and areas of action: global governance; the
European Union (EU) an intergovernmental polity here referred to as a ‘supra-
state’; the British state and its various devolved and delegated arrangements;

the industry itself; and those elements of civil society particularly involved.

18



Table 1.2
Industry

Actors and Levels of Governance Affecting the Seafood

Level/ Group

Key Actors

Field of Action

Global

governance

UN & agencies especially
Food & Agriculture
Organisation (FAO)

Regional fisheries
management organisations
(RFMOs)

World Trade Organisation

United Nations Convention on the Law of
the Sea (UNCLOS); FAO guidelines on

fisheries, food safety and related issues.

Management of fishery resources in

international waters/straddling species

Facilitating/regulating global trade

Supra-state

European Union

Common market

Common Fisheries Policy (CFP):

governance Food hygiene regulation
Economic policy
State Influencing & implementing CFP; national
governance British Government fisheries & aquaculture regulation &
enforcement
Food safety policy & legislation
Devolved administrations Policy & implementation in devolved
areas
Inshore Fisheries and
Conservation Implementation and management of local
Authorities/Inshore fisheries & aquaculture regulation.
Governance ) :
Fisheries Groups
devolved/ Marine Management Implementation of fisheries licensing &

delegated to

Organisation

quota systems; enforcement of fisheries
regulation

public bodies | Food Standards Agency,
Local authority Food safety policy implementation
environmental health
departments & Port Health
Authorities
Local authority planning Agquaculture planning permissions
departments
Environmental agencies Implementing environmental legislation
Sea Fish Industry Authority | Seafood industry development.

Mixed public (Seafish)

-private Producer Organisations Implementation of CFP: quota allocation

& market management
governance
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Seafood companies, Transactions which maintain seafood

Private-led foodservice companies & supply and ensure appropriate standards
governance retailers Corporate social responsibility (larger
companies)

Certification organisations Managing certification schemes

& companies
Representing interests of fishermen,

Trade organisations
farmers, processors

Civil society Environmental NGOs & Formulating and campaigning for

governance other civil movements environmental goals relating to the seas.

Source: Author

There are three threads within the Field of Action column. The first is
economic policy of which the liberalisation of global trade and the European
common and single market projects have both been important to the seafood
sector. The second is regulation of seafood production, with the greatest
impact on fishing but also including aquaculture, which has increasingly
focused on sustainability objectives. The third is food safety and quality which

is the subject of both public and private rulemaking.

Most of these actors are clearly either part of either the public sphere of the
state, in the private world of business or part of civil society. However, a brief
clarification is needed at this point on the two characterised as ‘mixed public-

private governance’ organisations.

First there is Seafish (the Sea Fish Industry Authority) established by
legislation as a ‘non-departmental public body’, that is a quango. It describes
itself on its website as supporting ‘all sectors of the seafood industry for a
sustainable, profitable future’ with the overall aim 'to support and improve the
environmental sustainability, efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the industry,
as well as promoting sustainably-sourced seafood’ and it is funded by the
industry through a levy. As will be seen in subsequent chapters the
organisation, while constituted as a public body with a publicly appointed

board, functions to represent the interests of the seafood industry.
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The members of Producer Organisations (POs) relevant to the study are
vessel-operating fishermen or companies so private enterprises. POs were
established as part of the European Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) to
undertake certain marketing and price control functions but in the UK they also
have the devolved role of allocating fishing quotas which is a governmental
responsibility. Hence, they too have been characterised as mixed public-

private governance organisations in Table 1.2.

Civil society involvement in the governance of seafood is mainly via what are
broadly termed ‘non-governmental organisations’ (NGOs). The significance of
the term NGO is linguistically broad and this has led to usage by a range of
organisations, sometimes more attached to the private sector than to civil
society.  Alternative terminology such as Environmental Civil Society
Organisation and Civil Society Organisation which has been employed
elsewhere provide more clarity and ‘the third sector’ has also been used (Gale
F & Haward M 2011;Hutter BM & O'Mahoney J 2004). However, there is no
one alternative which has gained general acceptance and NGO as the term
generally current has been adopted here and will be used throughout.

Certification bodies which are responsible for particular standards, some
specific to seafood, others relevant to food more generally, are a mixed group
with different origins and concepts of their roles. In general they are distinct
from certifying companies which operate commercially and are clearly private
interests.  Many certification bodies include environmental and/or social
objectives among their scheme aims and some allow for the participation of
civil society representatives but all the same they exist to provide a service to
business. This includes two seafood certification bodies which one NGO, the
World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), has been involved in establishing. It has
been suggested that the term ‘hybrid’ be used for such bodies (Gale F &
Haward M 2011) because of their mixed characteristics but the view taken here
is that it is preferable to ask what interests are chiefly served and define roles
accordingly because the hybridity concept can mask the significance of

relationships and hinder analysis. The assessment here is that these
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certification organisations should be classified as functioning for private

interests.

In contrast, environmental NGOs and other civil organisations that campaign
on issues to do with the seas take stances that are quite distinct from those of
the seafood industry. They may also take oppositional positions to state
policies or try to influence such policies in certain directions. The question of
sustainability of fish and other wildlife of the seas and indeed the long-term
viability of ocean ecology has aroused strong passions and some of the

organisations involved figure in the story told in later chapters.

State, private and civil society representatives, the roles played by all these
actors feature at various points of the story of change in the seafood supply
chain. The modes of governance which they exercise, singly and in various
combinations, and the resulting impacts on the British seafood system will be

fully explored and comprise the major focus of this study.
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CHAPTER 2: GOVERNANCE AND SUPPLY CHAINS

2.1 The Concept of Governance

This chapter examines the concept of governance and how it has been used to
understand key dynamics in the workings of food systems. It has already
been noted that governance is relevant to the seafood industry in three areas:
economic policy, management of supply and food safety plus quality.
Consumption has generally been omitted from discussions of governance but
is included in this review with the intention of incorporating into the analysis
both influences on seafood consumption and of consumption on the rest of the

supply chain.

Governance has become a central issue in food systems and food policy
discourses with all its considerable ambiguity, arguably because it is a broad
concept which can be used in various ways, indeed a 'capacious term' (Griffin
L 2012). This chapter aims to unpick uses of governance terminology in certain
literatures in order to establish what will be helpful for understanding drivers in
the seafood industry. Contrasting usage in political science to indicate a less
hierarchical form of state government and in economics to refer to supply chain
co-ordination has been noted but does not exhaust practice (Mayntz R 2003).
Other analysts have identified seven (Bevir M & Rhodes RAW 2003), nine
(Van Kersbergen K & Van Waarden F 2004) and ten (Pattberg PH 2007)
different types including global governance, intra-company corporate
governance, participatory governance and good governance in the public
sector. Many of these usages have little in common (Rhodes RAW 2007).
Some contrasting definitions of governance from different literatures are

reproduced in Appendix 1 to illustrate the range of meanings.

While governance in political science is a usage tending to emphasise the
sharing and devolution of control compared to (related) terms like ‘governing’
and ‘government’, in supply or value chain discourse it is more about control
being exerted by some parties on others. In this thesis both the political

science and economics usages will be seen to be relevant to understanding
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the seafood supply chain. This chapter discusses the governance concept in
more detail in relation to the role of the state in section 2.2 and as applied to

supply chains in sections 2.3 and 2.4.

The term ‘regulation’ may be used in ways that overlap ‘governance’.
References to ‘private regulation’ or ‘private interest regulation’ are not
uncommon (Marsden TK et al. 2010). For example in one study, with the
observation that regulation is not exclusively a state preserve and that other
actors are drawn into regulatory activities, this term is employed very broadly
and applied to such bodies as insurance companies, trade associations and
NGOs (Hutter BM 2011). A narrower and more traditional definition in an
official report is: ‘Regulation may widely be defined as any government
measure or intervention that seeks to change the behaviour of individuals or

groups’ (Better Regulation Task Force 2003) (page 1).

Here, ‘regulation’ is used throughout only for state activities, while the
expression ‘governance’ is used in broader ways and applied to both state and
non-state actors and endeavours. The only exception is in acceptance of the
term ‘self-regulation’, a known usage and comprehensible whereas the
equivalent ‘self-governance’ would be unfamiliar, possibly suggesting other
meanings, and therefore unclear. Maintaining a terminological separation
between uses of ‘regulation’ and ‘governance’ is an aid to understanding roles
and responsibilities. It is important for both analytic and policy reasons to
uphold clarity about the actions of the state and of others involved in
governance while recognising overlaps and interlinkages in practice. The state
mainly referred to is the British entity and the term supra-state has been used
for governmental activities undertaken at levels above it, that is by the
European Union (EU) and its predecessor bodies or by global institutions, the

latter also denoted as global governance, another common usage.

Governance and regulation both embody assumptions about power. Most
writings about the modern (liberal democratic) state are based on the
assumption that it exercises power, power that has a coercive element but

which for the most part means the deployment of rational authority in the
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Weberian formulation (Giddens A 2009). The way state power has been

changing is considered in the next section.

There has been some radical questioning of how to understand power in
general, emphasising its relational and contingent nature. Thus it has been
arguied that while based on access to relevant resources it requires these to
be mobilised for specific purposes rather than states and corporations being
considered as fixed sites of power (Allen J 2004). This provides a useful
reminder that whatever the conditions, the agency of human decision-making
is always a factor. However, it does not seem helpful to deny that those
controlling the resources to exercise power will usually aim to do so. Hence
much of the demonstration of governance and the exercise of power in the
thesis is about the actions of either the state or large private concerns,
separately or in conjunction. At the same time, as indicated in chapter 1,
governance is also exercised by civil society actors who need to make use of
different kinds of resources in order to exert influence. This relates to wider
conceptions of power, not just as 'domination’ but possibly in the form of
seduction, manipulation or threat (Allen J 2003). From the viewpoint of the
examination of food chains these wider types of power are particularly relevant
to consumption and are considered in section 2.5 of this chapter.

Three main strands of thinking about governance and power may be identified
as relevant to understanding changes in seafood supply chains. The first
deals with the role and functioning of the state and how it has been altering.
The second concentrates on relationships between firms in the private sphere.
These two paths can be said to combine in a third element of discussions
about how certain relationships between companies are calibrated to achieve
publicly as well as commercially valued objectives in which both public and
private  governance activity is involved, along with a third participant in the
form of civil society. Table 2.1 summarises the various approaches to
governance. The distinctions drawn here are for analytic purposes as the
literatures are not entirely distinct and over time cross-cutting influences have
developed. However, they encapsulate different ways of looking at

governance and hence the forces for change that can be considered in relation
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Table 2.1

Conceptual Approaches to Governance Relevant to Supply Chains

Public/Private
Decision-Making

Discipline/Field

Theoretical Focus

Main Issues

Relevance to Seafood

Public

Political science

Role of state

Types of governance

Regulation/deregulation/re-
regulation

Regulation of primary
production & food safety

Private

Economics Transaction cost Information asymmetry, asset Relationship between firms
economics specificity in supply chains
Types of co-ordination
including hierarchy, contracts
Marketing Transaction cost & Relationships/collaboration Relationship between firms
organisation theory Power in supply chains
Management Supply chain management | Relationships/collaboration Relationship between firms

Power

in supply chains

Agri-food studies/
Development studies/

Commodity systems
Commodity chains

Industrialisation of agriculture
& food production

Power

Industrialisation of capture
fishing/Aquaculture
development

Geography Global commodity chains .
Global value chain Transnational corporations Global sourcing
Industrialised/developing
country relationships
Private & public plus | Economics Governance through Relations between public & Impact of

civil society with
overlapping
objectives

Agri-food studies

standards & audit systems

private governance
Role of civil society

public/private/civil society

Relationship between firms
in supply chains

Source: Author
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to seafood. Influences on consumption have been analysed in different

literatures which are outlined separately in section 2.5.

2.2 Governance and the Role of the State

The first body of work examined is a mainly political science literature about
the state and the way its role has changed during the second half of the
twentieth century. During and in the years following the Second World War,
Britain like many other Western countries experienced the state taking a very
visible role in both the economy and for social provision. However, this
Keynesian welfare state started to come under strain with widespread
economic and financial problems that started in the 1970s. The last quarter of
the twentieth century saw the increasing divestment of direct government
activity in various spheres (Pierson C 1996). In addition, certain state powers
had transferred to the supra-state level, particularly to the EU and its
predecessor entities. At the same time economic forces became more
globalised and less amenable to control by individual states in isolation. These
developments are reflected in an academic debate about governance and the
role of the state. The fact of change is agreed but not necessarily its result,
whether indicating decline or alternatively a restructuring to deal with new

situations.

One influential strand of analysis with a focus on Britain has been described as
the 'hollowing out of the state'. With sharing or divestment of various functions
above to the EU and below to a range of of public and private organisations,
the extent of public authority is seen as significantly reduced and its functioning
now more reliant on semi-autonomous networks for both policy development
and service delivery in a 'differentiated polity' model (Bevir M & Rhodes RAW
2003;Rhodes R 1996). Changes within the UK, not least devolution, have
meant more power leaving the centre while also creating opportunities for local
partnerships, which may be described as multi-level governance (Bache | &
Flinders M 2004;Flynn A & Morgan K 2004;Peters BG & Pierre J 2001). In a
parallel thread, the functioning of the EU has also been described as multi-

level governance with certain agencies and cross-cutting relationships that
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operate independently of the member governments (Hooghe L & Marks G
2001). More generally, those employing the governance concept within
political science emphasise in addition to networks a more pluralist sharing of
power between different levels of government and with a range of interest
groups, together with a trend to horizontal over hierarchical relationships
(Griffin L 2012).

However, others take a different stance as suggested by the statement:
'Rumours of the demise of the state have been greatly exaggerated' (Plattner
M 2013) p22. The dominant view is rather that the state remains the key
channel for pursuing collective interests, that it still retains considerable power
and that far from being hollowed-out its capacity is being increased through
sharing with non-state actors. Nevertheless, its mode of operation in part at
least is described as shifting to a co-ordinating rather than direct management
role, emphasising consensual and participatory forms of decision-making
(Amin A & Thrift N 1997;Bartolini S 2011;Bell S & Hindmoor A 2009;Héritier A
& Lehmkuhl D 2011;Pierre J & Peters BG 2000). One important aspect of this
shift that has been particularly detailed for the UK is the delegation of state
functions away from direct political control to a large number of quasi-
autonomous bodies, sometimes termed agencification (Flinders M
2006;Flinders M 2008).

The changed mode has paradoxically led to increased regulation, resulting in
the ‘regulatory state’ characterisation. Rather than a situation of influence over
the economy simply being lost, new forms of regulation have been created to
deal with the changed economic playing field. Fresh rules and standards and
innovative regulatory agencies have replaced direct ownership and control or
have marked extensions which reflect changing policies and priorities; state
activity may be shared with or delegated to private interests (Grabosky P
1995). ‘Steering not rowing’ the ship of state is a popular metaphor for a
changed emphasis towards retaining strategic policy decisions while
reallocating implementation in various ways. However, the co-ordinating and
enforcement roles of the state are still needed to deal with complex issues.

Even the deregulation which has occurred in certain economic areas can be
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seen not as the removal of government controls but as a cheaper and more
effective substitution. The end-result is often labelled as re-regulation. (Clark
GL 1992;Gamble A 2000;Gunningham N 2009;Jordana J & Levi-Faur D
2004;Majone G 1996;Moran M 2001;0gus A 2004;Scott C 2004;Yeung K
2010). At supra-state level the international arena is also increasingly
regulated (Lang T, Barling D, & Caraher M 2009;Levi-Faur D & Jordana J
2005).

Starting earlier and evolving in parallel, a separate mainly American strand of
analysis has produced a critical account of state regulation in the form of
‘public choice’ (also as ‘rational choice’) theory. Applying an economics frame
of reference and assumptions about individual self-interest to political issues, it
argues that public regulation is typified by ‘command and control’ heavy-
handedness, reflects special interests and is inefficient, resulting in poor
policies that benefit particular groups (‘regulatory capture’) and involve
excessive spending; however, others have contended that genuine public
interest both exists and is supported by democratic politics and that public
regulation is necessary (Balleisen EJ & Moss DA 2010;Butler E
2012;Hindmoor A 2006;Wittman D 2010). The US state, strongly influenced by
the public choice analysis, did undertake a programme of deregulation in the
1980s and 1990s including elements such as the selective dismantling of legal
restrictions and systems of enforcement (Balleisen EJ 2010) but this was not
the case in Britain or Europe generally (Fligstein N 2010). Nevertheless, the

critigue of the state has affected both political discourse and policy in the UK.

Contrary to the public choice approach, others maintain that although the
beneficiaries of public regulatory activities may vary, only state action can
enhance public welfare, correct market failures and reduce social risk (Levi-
Faur D 2008), from a collectivist point of view acting on behalf of society as a
whole (Hall S 1984). Regulation can therefore be seen as justified by the
concept of a public interest (Fearne A et al. 2004;Feintuck M 2010). However,
state authority is a site of contestation; how it has been used or not used has

varied over time, in relation to different issues, in response to different
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pressures and representations and according to which groups and actors hold

the levers of power at any point and the interests they favour.

In relation to food the British state has had varied roles at different periods,
with a tendency to serve producer more than consumer interests (Lang T
1999). It acted in a particularly powerful way during the Second World War
when under conditions of great difficulty the food system for Britain as a whole
was managed with considerable success through the Ministry of Food (Foster
R & Lunn J 2007).! Post-war, although the mechanisms of control reverted to
market forces, there was a strong state impetus to enhancement of supply.
British (similarly to European) policy was motivated by productionist objectives,
structures and funding arrangements being put in place to increase agricultural
output (Flynn A, Harrison M, & Marsden T 1998;Lang T, Barling D, & Caraher
M 2009). Action to enhance fisheries production took place in parallel. The
productionist ethos was still a strong feature of European strategy, including
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), when Britain joined the Community in
1973. Subsequently, when excessive surpluses had become a notorious
feature, support was moderated in various reforms and the production of
some commodities controlled by quota systems but policy has continued to be
oriented to farmers rather than consumers, these being assisted in various
ways (Foster R & Lunn J 2007). For rather different reasons which are
detailed in chapter 4, state policies in relation to fisheries also changed and
from the 1980s has been dominated by forms of regulation which aim to restrict
production. Other areas of regulation affecting food production include control
of pesticides and of veterinary inputs. Recently, policy debates about food
have shifted to questions of sustainability, food security and the impact of
climate change but without an integrated food policy being created (Barling D,
Lang T, & Sharp R 2010;Cabinet Office Strategy Unit 2008;Department for
Environment 2006;Feindt PH & Flynn AC 2009;Policy Commission on the
Future of Farming and Food 2002;Scottish Government 2009b;Welsh
Assembly Government 2010). Sustainability has also come to be a major

factor in the regulation of fisheries as chapter 4 shows.

1 However, this was not achieved in many parts of the British Empire, the worst failure
being the 1942-43 Bengal famine (Collingham L 2015).
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In parallel to these developments, food systems were being transformed by
supra-state trade agreements covering agricultural and fishery products in the
Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, subsequently
replaced by the World Trade Organisation (WTQO) in 1995. The international
trade agreements, key to economic globalisation, were part of a general policy
movement in the fourth quarter of the twentieth century to liberalisation of
markets and pro-corporate rules (Lawrence G & Burch D 2007). But while
national states gave up certain powers by agreeing these rules, they
nevertheless were necessary to the creation and legitimation of the new global
arrangements (Marsden TK, Lee R, Flynn AC, & Thankappan S 2010). As with
other foods, the new arrangements facilitated the global expansion of trade in
fish.

Returning to Britain, while state activity in some areas was reduced, most
notably with the series of privatisations of nationalised enterprises during the
1980s and 1990s, one significant economic regulatory role has continued
albeit with some organisational change since inception in the 1970s, that of
competition regulation which can provide a measure of restraint against the
potentially most powerful corporations. In the food sector it has been applied
particularly to the retail part of the food chain. A series of investigations has
been carried out, one into a major supermarket takeover, others on the general
impact of the multiples (Competition Commission 2000b;Competition
Commission 2003;Competition Commission 2008;Howe WS 1990;Monopolies
and Mergers Commission 1981;0Office of Fair Trading 1985). Thus far it
cannot be said that the result has borne very heavily on the major retailers so
this has not been an example of strong regulation. The takeover was allowed,
albeit with various required divestments. A Code of Practice for supermarket
behaviour was established in 2001 which many felt had not resulted in the
desired changes so following complaints and a further investigation an
extended Grocery Supply Code of Practice was promulgated in 2008 but the
establishment of the recommended special ombudsman to support it was the
subject of hostile lobbying by retail interests and has been considerably

delayed, the necessary legislation only passing much later. While the modest
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Groceries Code Adjudicator Act 2013 has limited provision, it is significant that
the state has eventually responded to continuing public pressure with such
regulatory action even though assessed as falling far short of what would be
necessary for fair producer-retailer relations (Burch D, Lawrence G, &
Hattersley L 2013;Seely A 2013). The (limited) activity of competition
authorities in relation to UK seafood companies is discussed in chapters 4 and
5.

Another set of general provisions which affect food concerns in the same way
as other businesses came in the Companies Act 2006. Although mainly a
piece of consolidating legislation it introduced corporate social responsibility
(CSR) for the first time, requiring directors to have regard to the company’'s
impact on both community and the environment and generally to the long-term
consequences of its decisions (in paragraph 417). Although it cannot be
disentangled from other motivations which food businesses have for
developing ethical policies, particularly in the case of retailers with their direct
contact with the public, such regulation must have contributed to their thinking;
the growth of CSR policies relevant to the sector is covered in section 2.4 of

this chapter.

An area of broad regulation which had a specific impact on the supermarkets
has been the use of planning law. While a major period of expansion
producing out of town stores took place during a particularly deregulatory
phase of government in the second half of the 1980s, the reaction to some of
the adverse social consequences for certain groups eventually resulted in a re-
tightening of the rules. This in turn was one reason for some major retailers to
return to town centres and smaller towns with new format stores (Wrigley N
1998). This has been an example of the state being withdrawn to a certain
extent from an area of control but its authority being exerted again when those

in power judged this to be necessary.

Over food there has been regulation dealing with various topics in the second
half of the twentieth century including general legislation with the Food and
Drugs Act 1955, the Food Act 1984 (for England and Wales), Food Act
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(Scotland) 1985 and the Food and Environment Protection Act 1985. Food
labelling regulation effectively started in 1946 and after revisions in 1953 and
1970 became more extensive in the 1980s and 1990s when European
directives were incorporated (Turner A 2007). Much state activity over food
has been concerned with safety, an absolute public requirement (Gray P
1991;Marsden TK, Lee R, Flynn AC, & Thankappan S 2010). Specific food
hygiene legislation in the postwar period included The Food Hygiene
Regulations 1955, The Food Hygiene (Scotland) Regulations 1959, The Food
Hygiene (Markets, Stalls and Delivery Vehicles) Regulations 1966 and The
Food Hygiene (General) Regulations 1970 and of course these applied to the
seafood industry. There seemed to be considerable regulation in place but
food scares in the late 1980s and the consequent public reaction showed it to
be inadequate, resulting in major new legislation, the 1990 Food Safety Act
(Lang T 1997); this also implemented the European Official Control of
Foodstuffs Directive 1989, part of the project of harmonising food law
preparatory to the establishment of the European single market.

The 1990 Act has sometimes been described as marking a devolution of state
responsibility with its introduction of the criterion of ‘due diligence’. This
product liability defence for the first time spread responsibility from a given
company to other parts of its supply chains. Effectively private companies,
with the major supermarket chains playing a dominant role, were required to
take responsibility for food safety and quality assurance being implemented
upstream. Several accounts produced when the legislation was in prospect or
recently passed make it clear that the Act was seen at the time to be
strengthening not weakening regulation. It reinforced controls, added new
enforcement capabilities, removed Crown immunity from various state-
managed premises and bestowed much greater power on the executive to
issue codes of practice as well as new regulations in the future; an additional
£30 million was added to the funding of local authorities in recognition of the
extra workload required (Anderson KG 1990;Audit Commission 1990;Flynn A,
Harrison M, & Marsden T 1998;Hobbs JE & Kerr WA 1992;Jacobs M &
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Fletcher Cooke G 1991;Jukes D 1993;Spears K 2000).? New powers to
require licensing and registration of food premises were welcomed by the
Richmond Committee (Committee on the Microbiological Safety of Food 1990).
Though one view was that enforcement weaknesses had not been addressed,
others argued that the legislation was over-controlling and resulted in too much
prescription from enforcement personnel (Harrison M, Flynn A, & Marsden T
1997;Howard MT 2004;Jukes D 1991). Harrison et al (1997) report that local
Environmental Health Departments were initially encouraged by the then
Ministry to use the new enforcement powers in the Food Safety Act
energetically but subsequently after complaints and media criticism the
government adjusted its policy with the result that large corporations such as
the major retailers were expected to self-regulate while local enforcement
personnel concentrated on smaller businesses. Thus while the Act itself was
not deregulatory, the government’s subsequent partial backtracking could be
interpreted as such to some extent, which was in keeping with its general
stance. Further, the Act did show the state sharing governance functions
regarding food safety with other actors and the de facto acceptance of more
self-governance was in keeping with a deregulatory position, with legislation
still providing backstop safeguards. However, it could be argued that far from
being a deregulatory move, the requirement that retailers and others in supply
chains ensure safe food for the public is akin to the ‘polluter pay’ principle, that
IS ensuring that businesses absorbs what would otherwise be cost externalities
(cf (Howard MT 2004) in relation to health and safety regulation).

The debate around implementation of the 1990 Act draws attention to the
enforcement aspects of regulation. This has been the focus of a ‘responsive
regulation’ literature which has generally taken its starting point from the
avowedly normative text which introduced the ‘enforcement pyramid’; it
indicated the range of measures that can be taken by state personnel from
advice, persuasion and education at the bottom, moving up through to
inspections and a range of penalties further up, based on the idea that the
most severe will only be relevant to a minority of recalcitrant businesses and

individuals at the narrow top (Ayres | & Braithwaite J 1992). In fact British

2 Crown immunity had already been removed from hospitals in 1987.
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Environmental Health Officers (EHOs) who have the role of implementing food
safety rules at local level, have long had a culture of using support and
negotiation, with prosecutions pursued only as a last resort; moreover research
has shown that an educational approach by EHOs is more effective than an
emphasis on deterrence and penalties (Fairman R & Yapp C 2005;Hutter BM
2011). Thus while state regulation has often been characterised as the
‘command and control” approach, this is a misleading expression. As seen in
relation to food safety and in chapter 4 over fisheries management, the
enactment of rules has never simply led to their fulflment and various
methods, with varying levels of commitment and negotiation, have been used

over time by different state actors to achieve policy objectives.

Indeed, the 1990 Food Safety Act notwithstanding, continuing food scares in
Britain through the 1990s drew dramatic attention to the shortcomings of a
system which had not secured food safety, whether because of failures of
enforcement or for other reasons (Knowles T, Moody R, & McEachern MG
2007;Loader R & Hobbs 1999). As summarised in a specific reaction to the
BSE (Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy) crisis, there had been ‘a failure of
food governance’ (Lobstein T et al. 2001) (p1). One analysis did attribute the
malfunction at least in part to what was characterised as deregulatory 1990
legislation but its description of the meat chain pointed to financial pressures
on abattoirs, squeezed between rendering companies and supermarket
buyers, combined with a reduction in enforcement resources connected to the
establishment of the Meat Hygiene Service, cumulatively allowing poor
standards to continue unchecked (Schofield R & Shaoul J 2000). Itis hard to
see how the pre-1990 legal situation would have better dealt with the problems
of poor hygiene standards in abattoirs but the account certainly indicates
inadequacies in the regulatory system. This was to be remedied for Britain in

two directions.

The first was dealing with public loss of confidence in the existing institutions
with their perceived conflicts of interest as a result of the succession of food
crises. The Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) in particular

was seen as too tied to the agriculture industry to be able to serve consumers
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adequately (Lang T, Millstone E, & Rayner M 1996); the existence of conflicts
of interests in the department between farmers and consumers was in fact a
long-standing phenomenon (Foreman S 1989). There had been earlier calls
for an independent agency at the time when the 1990 Food Safety Bill was
progressing through the legislative process but this had not been accepted by
the government of the day (Jukes D 1991).® However, a new government did
respond to the perceived problems with a reorganisation: the Food Standards
Agency (FSA) was established by the Food Standards Act 1999, as a ‘non-
ministerial government department’ its role being to put consumers and the
general public interest first, separate from MAFF which was subsequently
replaced by the new Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
(DEFRA) (Barling D 2004;Flynn A, Marsden T, & Smith E 2003). Thus while
the private responsibilities encompassed in ‘due diligence’ were unchanged,
the establishment of the FSA which began functioning in 2000 reasserted the
importance of public oversight of food safety. Put another way and using the
concepts in the differentiated polity model (Bevir M & Rhodes RAW 2003), the
food crises posed dilemmas which the Thatcher and Blair governments on the
basis of their different beliefs and traditions solved in different ways.
Subsequently, although some aspects of the agency’s decision-making were
criticised, it was acknowledged that the FSA did achieve greater public
confidence in the food system (Rothstein HF 2006).

The second shift was change of policy in the EU, galvanised by the BSE and
other food crises. Hitherto, safety issues had mainly been dealt with as
potential trade barriers. Reforms now included a comprehensive food law,
Regulation (EC) No 178/2002, The General Food Regulation, establishing the
European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and laying down procedures in
matters of food safety, plus the restructuring of the Commission to create a
focus on consumer health. EU food law then became a further motivator for

British companies, especially over requirements for traceability, labelling and

3 See also the memoranda by the Consumers’ Association in the Minutes of Evidence
to (House of Commons Agriculture Committee 1998) which states that it had proposed
a food agency in 1990 and (Young M 1991b) which called on behalf of the (retailer
financed) Food Safety Advisory Centre for an independent government agency to be
responsible for food hygiene at the beginning of the decade.
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the use of the Hazard Analysis of Critical Control Points (HACCP) system for
managing risk. The new rules were based on the precautionary principle and
on distinguishing the three separate functions of risk assessment, risk
management and risk communication (following documentation produced by
the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations and the World
Health Organisation - FAO and WHO) and these distinctions carried the
implication that political decision-making would be needed independently from
scientific appraisal. See (Alemanno A 2006;European Commission
2002b;Flynn A, Marsden T, & Smith E 2003;Food and Agriculture Organisation
of the UN/World Health Organisation 1997;Houghton JR et al. 2008;Knowles
T, Moody R, & McEachern MG 2007;Millstone E et al. 2000;Vincent K
2004;Vos E 2000). Food safety remains a 'contested governance’ issue within
the EU and its multi-level governance structure, indicating amongst other
things that the differing views of member states remain important (Ansell C &
Vogel D 2006;Caduff L & Bernauer T 2006). More broadly, the EU, like all
authority, is the site of political manoeuvring by many interests, a process
which has been regarded as ‘regulatory capture’ in describing the food safety
situation pre-reform (Millstone E & van Zwanenberg P 2002). An alternative
view that the struggle for advantage should be seen as a ‘regulatory space’
which realistically is bound to be dominated by large organisations whether
private or public in origin (Hancher L & Moran M 1989).

European food law, duly translated into British regulations, has required food
producers to make significant changes, indicating a strengthening of regulation
(Cumbers A, Leigh R, & Smallbone D 1995). Whether such food risk
management has been successful is contested (Houghton JR, Rose G, Frewer
LJ, Van Kleef E, Chryssochoidis G, Kehagis O, Korzen-Bohr S, Lassen J,
Pfenning U, & Strada A 2008). Certainly European-originating food safety
regulation has had a big impact on the seafood industry as will be seen in

chapter 5.

More distantly, British companies are affected by global regulation of food
safety taking place in the Codex Alimentarius Commission (CAC) with its

subsidiary bodies and expert committees (Food and Agriculture Organisation
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of the UN/World Health Organisation 1997). Its standards, embodied in the
Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures and the Technical Barriers to Trade
Agreements, are accepted within WTO law. However there is tension between
neo-liberal trade objectives and public health goals related to food, and the
WTO system has been accused of ignoring consumer demands (Barling D &
Lang T 2005;Hobbs JE & Kerr WA 2006). The EU has been active within the
CAC and has achieved some success which can be related to public health
objectives both on the precautionary principle and on traceability and labelling

of foods derived from biotechnology (Poli S 2004), in turn impacting on British

policy.

Although safety has been the major area of recent food regulation, it is not the
only one. European regulation of organic production started in 1991 with
Regulation (EEC) No 2092/91 On organic production of agricultural products
and indications referring thereto on agricultural products and foodstuffs and
was revised by Regulation (EU) No 834/2007 On organic production and
labelling of organic products with complementary rules relating to imports.
Regulation in the UK was established from the time when the earlier of these
regulations took effect in 1993, undertaken by quangos, initially the United
Kingdom Register of Organic Food Standards, replaced in 2003 by the
Advisory Committee on Organic Standards, on behalf of the competent
authority, DEFRA. Subsidising organic production started with the UK Organic
Aid Scheme in 1994; the form at 2013 is the Organic Entry Level Stewardship
element of Environmental Stewardship (the general support programme for
environmental management in farming) with top-up available for conversion.
This sphere of regulation is relevant to seafood in relation to organic

aguaculture.
Health claims for foods have been legislated more recently with the European

harmonisation regulation (EC) No 1924/2006 On nutrition and health claims

made on food which came into force in 2007, its purpose being both to protect
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consumers and to facilitate the single market. A companion regulation (EC)
No 1925/2006 On the addition of vitamins and minerals and of certain other
substances to foods provides for the positive side of what manufacturers can
do. Business claims have to be submitted via member states to EFSA which
assesses whether or not they can be accepted on the basis of both scientific
validity and whether the benefits claimed are comprehensible to the average
consumer; those approved are listed on a register maintained by the
Commission. A large proportion of claims submitted in the initial period of
operation has been rejected (Gilsenan MB 2011). The trend of change from
non-regulation of health claims to legislative action is one which Europe shares

with other developed countries (Nocella G & Kennedy O 2012).

There are a number of other areas of government activity with food
implications. At the broadest level it is only at state and supra-state levels that
policy can be determined to tackle climate change and sustainability issues in
food production. Another major area is public health where nutrition because
of problems such as obesity is increasingly recognised as needing state
leadership (discussed in section 2.5). A further important state role, connected
to these issues is that of public procurement, exercised at different state levels
where provisions are purchased for a range of public sector services such as
hospitals, prisons and schools. Apart from its economic importance, this
buying power has the potential to have policy effects in relation both to
sustainability and public health if deployed purposefully with such goals. All of

these subjects have implications for seafood.

One further relevant area of state action is in relation to the environment where
regulatory activity has been chequered and change often hindered or blocked
by various interest groups, meaning that governance has always been shared.
Nevertheless, regulation is considered to be the necessary bedrock of

environmental policy (Garner R 2000;Jordan A et al. 2003). General

4 Implementing Nutrition and Health Claims Regulations 2007 have been passed for
each of the four administrations and again separate Nutrition and Health Claims
(England) (Amendment) Regulations 2010 and equivalents for each administration.
The responsible UK agency was initially the FSA and has remained for Northern
Ireland and Scotland but in late 2010 responsibility passed to the Department of
Health for England and to the Welsh Government.
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conservation legislation applies to the marine environment while the European
Habitats and Birds Directives and the Water Framework with their
corresponding UK regulations are particularly relevant here in addition to the
Marine Strategy Framework Directive itself.> The marine environment was one
focus of the UK Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009.

Quangos exercising governance with a role in some seafood-related matters
are the Environment Agency, Natural Resources Wales and the Scottish
Environment Protection Agency; the Northern Ireland Environment Agency is
an agency within the province’s Department of the Environment.® Certain
environmental policies have an impact on the seafood industry as will be seen

in chapters 4 and 5.

While the preceding account has largely been about increased regulation,
British governments since the mid-1980s have also had policies aiming at
measures of deregulation, generally conceived in terms of better regulation
and often formulated as a need to decrease burdens on business. A series of
government bodies have been established to improve regulation, indicating

that this has been a priority for successive administrations over the period, and

5 The Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC On the conservation of natural habitats and of wild
fauna and flora and the Birds Directive, 2009/147/EC On the conservation of wild birds
(which codified the earlier 79/409/EEC with the same title) have been transposed into
Sl 2716 The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 and SR(NI) No
380, Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 1995; for
England and Wales now superseded by SI 490, Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010. The Water Framework Directive, 2000/60/EC Establishing a
framework for Community action in the field of water policy, was transposed into The
Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations
2003, the Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003 and The Water
Environment (Water Framework Directive) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2003. The
Marine Strategy Framework 2008/56/EC Establishing a framework for community
action in the field of marine environmental policy is reflected in the Marine and Coastal
Access Act 20089.

6 The Environment Agency covered England and Wales when established in 1995 but
since April 2013 when Natural Resources Wales began operation, it has been
responsible for the former entity only.
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various items of legislation for this objective have been passed.” A policy of
undertaking Regulatory Impact Assessments upon prospective new legislation
has been introduced (National Audit Office 2001). The Hampton Report
established principles aiming at simpler systems of inspection and
enforcement, recommending particularly that such activity should be based on
risk assessment rather than carried out routinely (Hampton P 2005).
Ostensibly a rational approach, analysis of one area where this has been put
into practice early on and indeed argued to have influenced the Hampton
review, namely the operation of the Health and Safety Executive, has
concluded that light-touch, risk-based regulation has led to ‘an emasculation of
the regulatory system of social protection’ (Tombs S & Whyte D 2013) (p74).
Thus there has been contestation between pressures for stronger regulation to
deal with new or newly-recognised problems and demands for reduction in the
impact and costs of regulation, with different outcomes in different areas. Food
safety in this context has experienced less deregulatory pressures compared
to other fields such as the health and safety of workers because much greater
public concern has been expressed, not least because it is of universal and not
sectional relevance to the population at large, but reductions in funding for
local authorities carries the risk of reduced EHO enforcement effectiveness.

This section has considered the role of the British state in certain policy areas
related to food and shown that although its authority has come to be shared

7 Formal organisation for better regulation in government began with the establishment
of the Enterprise and Deregulation Unit in 1986, subsequently renamed the
Deregulation Unit, relaunched as The Deregulation Task Force in 1994 and with a new
government replaced by the Better Regulation Task Force and Better Regulation Unit
in 1997, later renamed the Regulatory Impact Unit and subsequently the Better
Regulation Executive while the Better Regulation Task Force became the Better
Regulation Commission. In 2007 the Better Regulation Executive became part of the
restructured Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, thus
emphasising a pro-business approach. In 2008 the Local Better Regulation Office was
set up and the Better Regulation Commission was replaced by the Risk and
Regulatory Advisory Council which then ended in 2009 but the Regulatory Policy
Committee was established that year. The new government from 2010 with various
policies to end excessive regulation introduced the Reducing Regulation Committee
and in 2012 the Better Regulation Delivery Office replaced the Local Better Regulation
Office. In addition, there has been legislation to improve regulation: the Deregulation
and Contracting Out Act 1994, the Regulatory Reform Act 2001, the Legislative and
Regulatory Reform Act 2006 and the Regulatory Enforcement and Sanctions Act 2008.
See Stanley M, www.policy.manchester.ac.uk for details (accessed 24 April 2014).
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with European and global institutions and that there is much greater
involvement of private actors, its regulatory activities remain very significant.
This demonstrates how state power can be exerted when those who command
it decide to do so. The field of food safety has been particularly highlighted
and here public governance was considerably strengthened during the later
part of the period reviewed during which organic certification and health claims
have also become regulated. Later chapters detail the impact of public
regulation on seafood in relation to production and sustainability, to food safety

and to nutrition.

2.3  Private Governance: Theorising Change in the Food System

Moving from governance in the political sphere to private sector governance,
the focus in the second group of writings is on firms linked in supply chains.
Studies within economics, marketing and management theory have explored
different avenues, often with normative as much as analytic intent. Other
strands have developed around the concepts of commodity systems and

commodity chains, convention theory and filiere analysis.

2.3.1 Transaction Cost Economics and Vertical Integration

Transaction cost economics (TCE), the branch of neo-institutional economics
particularly associated with the work of Oliver Williamson which developed
from the mid-1970s aims to complement classical theory by explaining
mechanisms which supplement and rectify inadequacies in the workings of the
market. The supply chain in this approach appears almost indirectly as an
aspect of governance arrangements. There is a starting assumption that in a
perfect market of many buyers and many sellers there would simply be
individual transactions governed by price. The supply chain would then consist
of a number of successive spot transactions through which goods and services
would pass from producers to final consumers. However, because of the costs
of transactions and various aspects of buyer and seller behaviour more formal

arrangements are needed resulting in various forms of contract and vertical

42



integration, considered as modes of governance. With its motivating principle
of minimising costs, the theory proposes that a firm will vertically integrate if the
costs of internal administration are less than the costs of using the open
market but that intermediate forms of governance, termed hybrids, might be
selected under appropriate circumstances. The TCE concepts of bounded
rationality and information asymmetry, both relating to differential knowledge
between the two parties, the resulting scope for one party’s potential
opportunism or moral hazard risk-taking and the asset specificity of financial or
human investment continue to have traction extending into other theoretical
lines and have greatly influenced certain subsequent work as will be seen later
in this section. (Wiliamson OE 1985;Williamson OE 1987;Williamson OE
1995). The three forms of governance in transaction cost theory, market,
hybrid and hierarchy have different responses, the first reacting more strongly
to market incentives the last to bureaucratic controls, the hybrid with an
intermediate position; it was further argued that autonomy of decision-making
in market transactions and the command mode in a hierarchy are each more
efficient at responding to change than the hybrid form on the grounds that the
latter requires consent. Further, different types of transaction are considered
as suited to different governance arrangements (Willamson OE
1979;Williamson OE 1991). With these concepts the approach has provided a
toolkit for analysing inter-firm relations and governance issues between them
(Chabaud D & Saussier S 2002).

Transaction cost theory has been used in several food chain studies (dealing
with pork, beef, lamb, fruit and potatoes and also food safety in various
countries) and considered to be a useful tool of analysis. It provides concepts
and a vocabulary which have been found helpful in elucidating commercial
decision-making and arrangements (Cavalho JM, Loader R, & Hallam D
2000;Farina EMMQ & Machado EL 2000;Hobbs JE 1996;Hobbs JE, Kerr WA,
& Klein KK 1998;Loader R 1997;Martino G & Perugini C 2006;Stanford K et al.
1999). Several of these studies focus on reasons for vertical co-ordination but
only one (Loader R 1997) considers power as a dimension in some
relationships, specifically showing this was exercised by exporters in relation to

producers and by supermarkets over consumers.
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Vertical co-ordination has been a strong theme in United States (US) food
system studies and transaction cost analysis found to be relevant in
considering factors conducive to vertical co-ordination in its food industry as a
whole (Henderson DH 1994;Hennessy D 1996). One account in this literature
recognises that as co-ordination increases, one party is generally in the
dominant position (Frank SD & Henderson DH 1992). The interest in exploring
the use of contracts and vertical co-ordination of supply chains was clearly
linked to changes in the organisation of some branches of American
agriculture. The intensified industrialisation of agriculture in the second half of
the twentieth century went hand in hand with a change from undifferentiated
commodities to specialised products and with decreasing sales on the open
market. Industrialised rearing along with tight vertical control exercised by
operators in the middle of the chain (the terminology indicates packers,
contractors and integrators in different studies) progressed first in the poultry
industry followed by similar trends with pigs and cattle (Barkema A &
Drabenstott M 1995;Hennessy D 1996;Lawrence JD et al. 1997;Martinez S
2001;Sporleder TA 1992;Vukina T 2001).

Similar integration has also been documented in other American studies not
specifically employing a transaction costs framework (Welsh R 1997;Welsh R,
Hubbell B, & Carpenter CL 2003). The picture from many accounts shows
power over the chain shifting to certain operators downstream of farmers.
Nevertheless a contrasting study of fruit and vegetable chains in California,
also not using TCE, concluded that contractors in contractual relationships with
growers were not managing them in a vertical co-ordination sense, and
suggested that powerful companies upstream of producers were more likely to
become dominant in farm-level decisions (Wolf S, Hueth B, & Ligon E 2001) so
there has not been a single trend of development. In Britain there were similar
developments and by the early 1980s some poultry and egg production was
already on the basis that buyers supplied the major inputs and specified the
production process while for pigs and vegetables there were contracts in which

buyers had partial control, supplying some inputs and having a share in
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production issues, with peas the subject of particular integration between

growers and freezer/processors (Malcolm J 1983).

Four seafood studies using TCE, all in US settings, have been found. Two
examined the workings of the market in different New England fisheries. In
neither case do transaction costs themselves seem to be significant; the
emphasis is on the discussion of what are characterised as hybrid forms of
governance where in both instances long-term relationships between individual
fishermen and buyers were found to be the key, in one case study not without
opportunism on either side, but apparently in both examples with roughly equal
power relations between them. However, in each study the markets were
assessed as flawed in relation to both supply and quality (Acheson JA
1985;Wilson JA 1980). The third case dealt with exclusive dealing
arrangements between tuna boats and tuna processors which after the
technological change from pole-and-line to purse-seine methods in the mid-
1960s involved a degree of vertical integration by processors financially
investing in the now more expensive vessels, explained as an efficient
lowering of distribution costs, apparently without the relative financial benefits
to the two parties involved being investigated. This and other vertical
arrangements are defended on the basis of transaction cost efficiencies
against a possible judgement that they constitute uncompetitive practices
(Gallick EC 1984;Shelanski H & Klein P 1995). A fourth study concentrated on
possible relationships between vertical integration and property rights in three
fisheries; it found none because factors specific to each situation were more
significant but it did conclude that asset specificity was the most important

overall factor relevant to vertical arrangements (Dawson R 2003).

Several food studies employing TCE have required additional factors to explain
individual supply chains such as the strength of co-operatives in the Danish
pork industry (Hobbs JE, Kerr WA, & Klein KK 1998), post-Soviet restructuring
in Poland (Boger S, Hobbs JE, & Kerr WA 2001) and in some inter-country
comparisons a range of local and specific influences (Gellynck X & Molnar A
2009;Zuurbier PJP 1999). An ambitious attempt to produce an explanatory

model based on TCE to explain changes in the US grains industry modestly
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concluded that transaction costs constitute just one component of an
explanation for the development of greater vertical co-ordination (Hobbs JE &
Young ML 2000). In a British study of retailer developments, TCE was seen as
relevant to the growth of own label products using manufacturer surplus
capacity but not able to explain the new chain needed for the creation of
innovative chilled foods, characterised by small and medium-sized firms (Doel
C 1996;Wrigley N 1998).

In addition to such explanatory limitations there is a methodological issue.
Researchers using the transaction cost approach for agri-food studies have
operationalised it in very different ways. Frank and Henderson (1992) used
official and commercial statistics for their set of proxy measures; Loader (1997)
analysed all dyads in his selected supply chain; Hobbs (1996) developed
conjoint analysis to compare the subjective views of stakeholders about
identified cost variables. Thus there is no agreed method of translating the
transaction cost approach into a usable form (Bowlby S & Foord J 1995).

There have also been theoretical critiques of TCE from various directions for:
ahistoric assumptions about market and hierarchy institutions, lack of
understanding of organisational functioning and failure to analyse governance
structures from the viewpoint of both parties (Ankarloo D & Palermo G
2004;Dow G 1987;Gummesson E 1999;Zajac EG & Olsen CP 1993). Further,
the treatment of economic factors in isolation ignores the embeddedness of
transactions in social relations and hence the approach underestimates the
importance of long-term trust-based associations in business but
overestimates the effectiveness of organisational fiat (Granovetter M
1985;Johanson J & Mattson L-G 1987). An alternative conception of business
relationships has been particularly well described by (Hutton W 2007) (p204-

205) in terms which are very relevant to consideration of supply chains:

‘A firm, like other institutions, can never be conceptualised merely as a bundle
of transactions ... Rather, adaptation and responsiveness in the marketplace
depend on the mutual trust among those delivering information, those
processing it and those who will later act differently because of it. Firms are
sites of social acts and social exchanges which depend on reciprocity and
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mutual respect, operating within processes that are understood to embody
those values.’

To summarise the TCE work on food chains and commodities, it was found
relevant by many researchers because the highlighting of organisational issues
and patrticularly the concepts of vertical co-ordination and vertical integration
provided a structure in which to grapple with significant changes happening in
the organisation of agriculture and of food chains generally while the hybrid
governance idea helped to explain why markets did not function perfectly. But
as already noted, the transaction cost approach on its own has only been able
to go part-way in providing explanations. Further, though the approach is
based on assumptions about efficiency-seeking forces, analyses sometimes,
as with the seafood selling arrangement studies, showed that other factors

reflected in long term personal relationships might be equally important.

2.3.2 Power or Partnership?

In the academic traditions more closely intertwined with business practice,
alternative paradigms emerged to explain how supply chains worked, with the
contrasting themes of power and collaboration as modes of governance
(though not necessarily employing governance terminology). Both of these
might well be relevant to a given situation and some have considered that
conflict and co-operation will always be simultaneously present in supply chain
relationships (Hingley MK 2001).

The concept of power tends to be absent from transaction cost analysis as
Williamson specifically denied its appropriateness except in certain defined
circumstances (Williamson OE 1995). Discussions of vertical integration in this
tradition seem to be curiously vague about how its benefits will be spread as if
they will be equally distributed along every part of the supply chain. In reality
the changes in US commodity chains have resulted in ever more powerful
companies upstream, whether poultry or hog integrators or giant grain and
seed conglomerates, while producer profits have declined (Hendrickson M et
al. 2008). The European picture is more varied with local and historic factors
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resulting in diverse situations in different countries and supply chains (Schulze
B, Spiller A, & Theuvsen L 2006).

The concept of power has, however, been used in other literatures. American
marketing studies had raised power play issues for supply chains (termed
‘marketing channels’ in this body of work) from the 1970s, that is beginning
even earlier than the development of transaction cost theory. Studies in this
tradition aimed to understand power and to measure it empirically in supply
chain relationships in various industries, though not generally with a food
interest (EI-Ansary Al & Stern LW 1972;Hunt SD & Nevin JR 1974;Lusch RF &
Brown JR 1982). They contain descriptive observations on such issues as
exercised versus non-exercised and coercive versus non-coercive types of
power and on factors conducive to conflict or its avoidance. But power seems
curiously intangible in these studies because it is abstracted from the details of
how particular supply chains or industries operate. In addition, some of the
reviews set out a number of inadequacies, both conceptual and
methodological in this work (Frazier GL 1990;Gaski JF 1984;Gattorna J 1978).

But in the 1990s the American ‘power in marketing channels’ literature was
picked up by British researchers from a range of disciplines, economics and
geography as well as business and marketing, who were responding to the
overwhelming fact of power resulting from the retailer multiples’ then recent
concentration and extending reach. Their rise in Britain and elsewhere has
been extensively documented (Burt SL & Sparks L 2003;Collins A
2001;Dawson J 2004b;Dobson P, Waterson M, & Davies SW 2003;Dries L,
Reardon T, & Swinnen JFM 2004;Howe WS 1998;Wrigley N 1987). In the UK
it has led to an oligopoly with a small number of supermarket chains sourcing
from a large base of producers and a fairly extensive range of suppliers and
serving a large proportion of the population, raising competition and welfare
issues (Burt SL & Sparks L 2003;Dobson P & Waterson M 1996;Dobson P,
Waterson M, & Chu A 1998). An investigation found that due to market power
retailers’ returns were significantly higher than those of their suppliers and it

was concluded that at times they take monopoly rents (profits) (Moir C 1990).
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As the supermarket chains have continued to develop, their impact has been
further analysed with recent emphasis on domination through own brands
which, particularly in the UK, have had an increasingly significant impact on the
entire food system from production to consumption (Burch D, Dixon J, &
Lawrence G 2013). Some argue that supermarkets through their own-label
ranges have become the main drivers of innovation, more responsive to
consumers, constantly seeking change, with an ability to provide automatic
shelf space that contrasts with manufacturer brands working on a small
number of items for which retailer stocking agreement is needed (Burch D &
Lawrence G 2007;Harvey M, Quilley S, & Beynon H 2002). An alternative
analysis is that manufacturer brands drive innovation and that there is a
plateau at which own-label growth stops though the actual level differs in each
country (Chimhundu R, Hamlin RP, & McNeill L 2011), one advantage being
greater investment in research and development (Omar OE 1995). It is an
issue that probably needs to be considered separately for individual categories

in specific national situations and may well differ for each retailer.

With the transformation of retailing, much research on food chains has focused
on the role of the leading supermarkets and their relationships in supply
chains. In an early phase of examining these power dynamics, three sets of
researchers using different frameworks examined grocery retailer-supplier
relationships in Britain and came to fairly similar conclusions although with
different emphases. They agreed that the extent of power exercised depended
on the relative bargaining strength of each party in specific relationships. One
formulation sees a ‘strategic game’ in which various factors specific both to the
product range (bread was the food item examined) and to the two companies
concerned will affect the nature of their arrangements (Bowlby S & Foord J
1995;Foord J, Bowlby S, & Tillsley C 1996). Another draws distinctions
between four types of relationship: mutual dependence between the big brand
manufacturers and the top supermarkets; potential partnerships between those
same manufacturers and other large retailers who use mainly branded goods;
strategic alliances between some large retailers and smaller manufacturers
which may be used to counter the brand giants; and finally the dominance of

retailers over own-label suppliers (Ogbonna E & Wilkinson B 1998). Similarly
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and more formally, another study presents a four category model based on
whether there are few or many suppliers and few or many retailers, resulting in
four types of relationship: interdependence, supplier dependence, retailer
dependence and unstable dependence; the balance of power and other
characteristics of the each type of relationship are then identified (Hogarth-
Scott S 1999;Hogarth-Scott S & Parkinson ST 1993). Similarly a study using
data from France found that the retailer’'s power over manufacturers could be
limited by consumer preferences (Krishnan TV & Soni H 1997). These
analyses are based on branded goods where manufacturers have the greatest
strength. However, retailer power has been identified in relation to a
perishable commodity in work on the Netherlands pork chain; the second of
these references also notes slaughterhouses as secondary sources of power
and this contribution further categorises the types of power exerted which for
retailers has the following elements: information, expert, referent (image) and
persuasion (Lindgreen A, Palmer R, & Trienekens J 2005;Visser JJ, Vlaar
PWL, & Fava Neves M 2000).

A particularly extensive and ambitious construction of a power based theory of
supply chains has come from a range of British studies by Andrew Cox and his
collaborators. They pay tribute to the transaction cost approach for its
exploration of ideas such as bounded rationality and uncertainty but point out
that cases of market dominance are far from being the rarity Williamson
suggests and argue that business success comes not simply from efficiency
but from having the power to appropriate monopoly rents. With an emphasis
on the uniqueness of each supply chain their model is based on the utility and
scarcity of the resource each party has for the other which produces four
possible power structures: dominant buyer, dominant supplier, independence
and interdependence; it is stressed that a given company may be in different
situations for upstream compared to downstream relationships. A series of
case studies, two involving food (forecourt retailing and the industrial sugar
chain) broadly showed that the categories defined as more powerful are likely
to be much more successful financially, assessed in terms of gross profit
margins, in other words taking a relatively large share of the gains produced by
the supply chains in which they function (Cox A 1999;Cox A et al. 2002;Cox A,
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Sanderson J, & Watson G 2000). Further work on red meat chains showed
different power relations in those for beef, lamb and pork respectively, with
supermarkets taking the highest proportion of value from the last of these, so
the conclusion was that collaboration is not necessarily the best strategy for
companies to follow depending on specific relationships and circumstances
(Cox A & Chicksand D 2007;Cox A, Chicksand D, & Palmer M 2007).

Others have pointed to the various dimensions of corporate power in agri-food
chains. Major food companies including retailers have not only huge
purchasing power but influencing power over other parties, on consumers and
in the political realm which they may use to maintain unbalanced structures
and externalised costs (Clapp J & Fuchs D 2009;Sodano V 2006). Directly
and through lobbying groups they influence national and European regulation
(Marsden T & Wrigley N 1995).

Although not explicitly addressing the issue of power, there have been some
studies of seafood value chains which by presenting information about
differentials in gains can indicate asymmetries in relationships. An FAO report
comparison of two white fillet chains found that retail obtained 61% of the value
of Nile perch from Tanzania but only a 37% share of Icelandic cod while in
contrasting pelagic chains, retail achieved 75% for Moroccan anchovy but only
38% for Danish herring; it is pointed out that these differentials partly reflect the
fact that developing countries undertake less processing and therefore keep a
lower share (Gudmundsson E, Asche F, & Nielsen M 2006). An analysis of the
British chain covering three key species found a complicated picture: for chilled
cod, supermarkets took 67% of added value, processors only a third but in
foodservice nearly all the value could be taken by upmarket restaurants with
little going to processors or distributors while the added value of fish fingers
was shared equally between processors and supermarkets; fish and chip
shops took two-thirds of the value of fresh or frozen haddock, the processor
the next largest share and the vessel least but if fresh haddock was added to a
fish pie the added value went mainly to the supermarket and primary
processor, the boat getting the next share and the secondary processor least;

finally there was a contrast between frozen coated scampi where two-fifths
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went to the secondary processor, most of the rest being shared between retalil
and vessel and the same animal as live langoustines sent abroad, for which
nearly half was taken by the restaurant and a quarter by the boat, the rest
being shared between exporters and importers (Sandberg MG et al. 2004). In
an analysis of the chain for frozen cod from Norway into the UK, there was a
more straightforward finding that processors were squeezed between supply
difficulties on the one hand and the purchasing power of retailers and food
service companies on the other so that a high proportion had been failing to
make a profit; the study also noted stable relationships between processors
and retail/catering with higher levels of trust compared to those between
processor and fishermen and in the latter some trend to vertical integration,
albeit limited by legal restrictions on the ownership of vessels (Grunert KG et
al. 2004). A Europe-wide seafood chain analysis with particular attention paid
to the impact of salmon farming found that while the market was mainly
competitive and European consumers had received some benefits,
redistribution had occurred in favour of large processors, retailers and

exporters into the Community (Guillotreau P 2004).

While power aspects of supply chains were being emphasised in some work,
on the other side of the spectrum collaboration was being reported and
promoted. A key focus has been on the integrative role played by the major
retailers in food chains with a shift from market type transactions to longer term
relations and preferred suppliers, sometimes termed an administered system
or relational contracting (Bowlby S & Foord J 1995;Dawson J & Shaw SA
1989;Mazé A 200;McCluskey JJ & O'Rourke D 2000). One included fish
processing firms in the analysis (Dawson J & Shaw SA 1989). In transaction
cost theory terms the change has been towards the hierarchical end of the

continuum towards vertical co-ordination.

The foodservice sector has also seen an increase in vertical integration in
Britain but this has taken different and more varied forms than in retailing. The
cost market of institutional catering has become more concentrated particularly
following hospital and school services privatisation in the 1980s. Fast food and

other restaurant and pub chains have become more significant in the profit
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market and there is a trend to outsource and rationalise the purchasing
function but there are still a large number of small and independent enterprises
(Bamford C 2001;Dawson J 2004a;Eastham J, Sharples L, & Ball S 2001).
Non-collaborative relationships in the foodservice sector have also been
identified (Mawson E & Fearne A 1996).

Recognition of the more powerful position of the supermarkets does not
preclude co-operation. The power of the retailers it has been argued should be
seen as nuanced and varying with different commaodities and companies rather
than monolithic (Harvey M 2007). Differences in the quality of relationships
between different chains and their suppliers have been identified, some
emerging with much better ratings than their competitors (Fearne A, Duffy R, &
Hornibrook S 2005). While using their huge buying power for ruthless price
bargaining may be appropriate for certain volume goods, the retailers need
more of a partnership for new product development or to achieve particular
levels of quality and consistency, especially for own label items. Some
suppliers are themselves large and powerful companies, having dealings with
more than one retailer and anyway power differential between the parties is not
a bar to successful collaboration (Doel C 1999;Hingley MK 2001;Knox SD &
White HFM 1991;White H 2000). However, participants may feel that even
where collaboration is experienced, the main financial benefits accrue to the
retailers (Hogarth-Scott S & Dapiran GP 1997). Governance was becoming
integration by the most powerful in food chains to maximise both overall
benefits and their share of the total. Other participants may also gain but to a

lesser extent.

There are a large number of positive accounts describing the benefits of food
supply chain collaborative management and active chain governance (Folkerts
H & Koenhorst H 1998). Some stress efficiencies and the gains to be made
by applying the ‘lean thinking’ which has been so successful in the Japanese
motor industry, including reports from the Food Chain Centre, a British
government-supported initiative connected to a strategy of improving the
farming industry. (Bouma J 2000;Bourlakis MA & Weightman PWH 2004;Duffy
R 2002;Duffy R & Fearne A 2004;Fearne A 1998;Fearne A & Dedman S
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2000;Fearne A & Hughes D 1999;Fearne A, Hughes D, & Duffy R 2001;Food
Chain Centre 2007;Leat P & Revoredo-Giha C 2013;Ricks D, Woods T, &
Sterns J 1999;Simons D et al. 2004;Simons D & Zokaei K 2005;Taylor DH &
Fearne A 2006;Van Roeckel J et al. 2002;Wilson N 1996). There is one
seafood study, describing the production-led Icelandic fishing supply chain,
which recommends organisational collaboration to deal with various
inefficiencies (Hameri A-P & Palsson J 2003). Several of the accounts argue
that competition between supply chains is replacing competition between
individual companies. Put another way, the whole supply chain is deployed to

improve horizontal competitiveness against rival supermarkets.

A later development has encompassed more wide-ranging relationships
extending supply chain management to networks and in one formulation the
combination term ‘netchains’, both generally (Lambert DM & Cooper MC
2000;Lazzarini SG, Chaddad FR, & Cook MI 2001) and in relation to food
(Bijman J et al. 2006;Janzen R & de Vlieger JJ 2000;0mta O, Trienekens J, &
Beers G 2001). This stream is part of a normatively-oriented management

literature.

In parallel with the trend to stressing collaboration in supply chain
management, marketing literature also developed a strong strand of thinking
about relationships. Relational marketing, contrasting with (but not always
replacing) transaction marketing rooted in adversarial confrontation,
emphasised longer-term bonds and cooperation (Buttle F 2012;Christopher M,
Payne A, & Ballantyne D 1991). Relational marketing has also been seen as
associated with the evolution from mass volume production which could be
managed by the traditional 4Ps marketing mix (product/place/price/promotion)
approach, to a new emphasis on building loyalty by generating trust and
commitment to meet more individualised customer requirements (Gronroos C
1994;:Gummesson E 1999;Lindgreen A et al. 2000). A specific application to
food in this framework focuses on building trust in a pork chain (Lindgreen A
2003).
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Despite so much agreement about the benefits of partnership working there
have been some dissenting views (not specifically relating to food) arguing that
collaborative supply chain management is difficult and not much apparent in
reality (Emiliani ML 2003;Fawcett SE & Magnan GM 2003;Quayle M
2003;Ramsay J 2004;Sabath RE & Fontanella J 2002) and giving advice about
how to stand up to supermarket power (Fiddis C 1997;Segal-Horn S & McGee
J 1989). Even supporters of chain collaboration may acknowledge that it does
not necessarily benefit all parties (Boys J 2007). In any case the dissenters
are emphasising the power inequalities usually at play in supply chains
(Hogarth-Scott S & Dapiran GP 1997;Kearney AT 1994), particularly for small
and medium size businesses (SMEs) (Morrissey B & Pittaway L 2004).

In the very diverse studies outlined in this sub-section governance is not a
concept generally used but two models have emerged, based respectively and
contrastingly on collaborative relationships and on power inequalities.
Partnership working has been emphasised and indeed strongly recommended
in some work on food supply chains. But more often than not supermarket
leadership is the driver for such collaboration addressed to improving the
efficiency and deliverables of supply chains in forms of vertical co-ordination
and implicit in it is the exercise of retailer power. There have been varying
emphases on power in other studies discussed which have highlighted the
often superior position of the major retailers, in some cases along with other
large food companies. It would seem that collaboration and power inequalities

may often be combined in supply chains.

2.3.3  Commodity Systems and Commodity Chains

In parallel to the work discussed so far, alternative approaches were being
developed from different disciplinary backgrounds including political economy
and rural sociology. Compared to the previously discussed approaches,
commodity studies are more consistently comprehensive in examining the
whole chain from production onwards, with the term agri-food chains coming
into play, and also in explaining change further back in time, registering

significant historic developments. Although two branches of commodity chain
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analysis have been identified in one source (Jackson P, Ward N, & Russell P
2006), a more complete picture emerges by considering three broad
approaches with some shared assumptions: commodity regimes, commodity
systems and global commaodity chains (GCCs). Commodity studies, like much
of the supply chain analysis already discussed had a starting point with
production in a developed country (mainly the US) which in some cases
expanded internationally. GCC and more recently global value chain (GVC)
studies focus on scenarios where production from a less developed country is
exported to richer ones. What these traditions share is an understanding of

the global links in food production systems.

The regimes analysis provides historic periodisation to the development of the
modern food system: large scale exports of grains and meat from the US and
Australasia from the late nineteenth century in the first regime as well as of
tropical commodities, continuing on and with further intensification in the
second regime post-World War Il with extended export of wheat from the US to
many developing countries and the development of an intensive meat complex
involving huge increases in soy bean and maize production, together with
developments in a range of other commodities such as sugar, fats and poultry
(Friedmann H 1995;Friedmann H & McMichael P 1989). At the same time key
commodities were being increasingly industrialised through chemical inputs,
mechanical substitutes for labour and processing developments such as
canning in what have been termed appropriation and substitution processes
(Goodman D, Sorj B, & Wilkinson J 1987) although this did not apply to
perishables where the shift was to geographically diversified supply, large
scale production, standardisation and minimisation of seasonal fluctuations
(Goodman D & Redclift M 1991). There is an ongoing debate about whether a
third regime has begun and how it is to be characterised or indeed if to be
regarded as manner of analysis rather than chronological episode (Campbell H
& Dixon J 2009;McMichael P 2009). In these accounts the specificities of
particular commodities are much less important than the overall economic

changes in the world capitalist and geopolitical systems.
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Commodity systems, the second approach, has provided an umbrella for a
stream of empirically detailed studies of specific food production systems
aiming for a comprehensive analysis, covering all inputs and processes which
could capture the changes occurring in the industrialisation of agriculture
(Buttel F & Goodman D 1989). They have a greater range than the
concentration on buyer-seller interactions of much supply chain analysis to
include production inputs and systems, labour, producer organisation,
distribution and consumption, aiming for holistic understanding of commodity
systems as set out in (Le Heron R 1993), (Dixon J 1999) and (Friedland W
2001). The range of work produced has included accounts of increasing
vertical integration in certain US food industries particularly chicken and pork
which overlap with studies previously mentioned produced using transaction
cost theory. However, there are significant differences of approach, some to
do with the wider remit of the commodity systems approach and the inclusion
of factors like the contribution of publicly funded research to the technologies
of industrialised poultry production and differing labour arrangements. More
different still is the emphasis placed on power aspects of the newly dominant
companies upstream of primary production which undertake chain vertical
integration such as poultry and pork integrators, meatpackers and the major
grain and seed companies. As with the analyses discussed earlier, the
terminology of governance was not in use but it is quite clear in each account
which parties are dominant and determine the supply chain rules, using
various mechanisms such as contracts or the ownership and control of inputs
like genetics and feed (Boyd W & Watts M 1997;Heffernan W & Constance DH
1994:Page B 1997;Watts M 2004). Retailing being slower to concentrate in
the US and assume the level of power achieved in Britain and other parts of
Europe, that aspect received much less attention. However, the
comprehensive commodity systems analysis of the Australian supply chain for
chicken did document retailer power, unusually emphasising its cultural
dimensions (Dixon J 2002;Dixon J 2003). There has not been a similar range
of commodity studies relevant to Britain but one with different theoretical
foundations taken from the work of Polanyi has analysed changes in the
production, distribution, exchange and consumption of tomatoes (Harvey M,
Quilley S, & Beynon H 2002).
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There are two seafood studies using forms of commodity systems analysis
each dealing with the prawn chain.® One presents a world-wide overview of
the development of its aquaculture from the 1980s; the other describes the role
of a powerful Thailand-based conglomerate in a number of Asian countries
with various vertically integrated arrangements including feed production,
farming and processing (Goss J, Burch D, & Rickson RE 2000;Skladany M &
Harris CK 1995).

The third strand is the commadity chain work which had its origin in the 1970s
world system theory of Hopkins and Wallerstein. Initial conceptualisation of the
simple commodity chain, with its focus on the world capitalist economy and
influenced by dependency theory and structuralist development economics
was succeeded by the global commodity chain (GCC) and global value chain
(GVC) formulations (Bair J 2005;Raikes P, Jensen MF, & Ponte S 2000).
Much of the focus of this stream of thought is on how supply chain
management affects the development of the less industrialised and poorer

countries of the world.

A significant impetus to GCC analysis came from Gereffi's distinction between
producer-driven and buyer-driven chains and his demonstration of how buyer
leadership and co-ordination of globally organised industries takes place
(Gereffi G 1994;Gereffi G & Korzeniewicz M (Eds) 1994). Control was shown
to be effective without the hierarchical integration posited by the transaction
cost model but the latter provided the concept of governance. This kind of
relationship also shows how power may be exercised at a distance (Allen J
2011). Following Gereffi's usage of the term to characterise this type of sway,
the notion of governance became widely adopted to refer to the mechanisms
of supply chain domination. While Gereffi's initial research dealt with the
clothing industry, the idea of food chain power being exercised by retailers was

clearly apposite to the position of leading supermarkets in many countries

8 There is overlapping usage of the terms ‘prawn’ and ‘shrimp’ in different sources and
different preferences in different countries. As most commonly accepted in Britain,
‘prawn’ is employed throughout the thesis but note that these two references both refer
to ‘shrimp’.
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including the UK and could be readily adopted. Power was now at the centre

of the problematic.

The food area where buyer control over a commodity has been most
thoroughly explored has been fresh vegetables grown in East and Southern
Africa for the UK market. The domination of leading British supermarkets over
these chains means that their standards have to be implemented at all levels;
by making demands that are difficult for smallholders to meet, they affect the
mode of production which increasingly comes from large farms and exporter-
owned plantations and is characterised by insecure forms of employment
(Dolan C 2004;Dolan C & Humphrey J 2000). Horizontally extended and
network analysis (the ‘commodity cellular network’ concept) has added
complexity with the differential impacts of various actors but the dominance of
the key buyers remains (Barrett HR, Browne AW, & llbery B 2004;Tallontire A
et al. 2011). Thus the ethical standards of UK supermarkets are paid for by
suppliers and growers (Friedberg S 2003). Over time, lesser levels of overt co-
ordination have been needed because standards and systems are so well
established while the relationship between the large exporters and their
growers remains closely controlled (Dolan C & Humphrey J 2004;Gibbon P &
Ponte S 2005). But just as in the domestic chains, certain enterprises
prepared to meet the retailers’ requirements can prosper as some research
has shown (Bain C 2010;Jaffee & Masakure 2005).

Work on seafood along commodity chain lines has produced a much more
varied picture. The salmon farming chain in Chile is described as conforming
to the buyer-driven model because production fulfils the requirements of
distributors and retailers in the countries to which the product is exported but
rather than the hands-off basis seen in other chains, ownership lies with large
overseas companies which are in some cases vertically integrated upstream
with feed production (Phyne J & Mansilla J 2003). From a different perspective
based on political ecology, a later analysis of Chilean salmon aquaculture,
including the impact of devastating disease in the late 2000s, emphasises
change to a sustainability-oriented and broader-based governance regime

influenced by global buyers and environmental NGOs and with more state
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involvement (Barton JR & Flgysand A 2010). Bangladesh prawn aquaculture
has buyer-driven characteristics but its production systems have also been
heavily influenced by both international environmental NGOs and government
requirements (Islam MS 2008). In marked contrast, two Tanzanian fisheries
(one on Lake Victoria) with extensive exports to the EU and elsewhere have
been analysed as not buyer-controlled but functioning largely on the basis of
market forces without other governance arrangements (Gibbon P
1997a;Gibbon P 1997b). An account of the Lake Victoria fishery from a
Kenyan perspective (not in any specific theoretical framework) notes that the
growth of exports saw traders, generally tied to particular processors,
becoming sources of power in the supply chain at least in relation to the fishers
(Henson S, Brouder A-M, & Mitullah W 2000). Another contribution using a
chain management rather than commodity chain model and generalising over
all the fisheries based on Lake Victoria concludes that it is a hybrid, neither
production not market-driven (Thorpe A & Bennett E 2004).° An analytical
variant emphasising networks in its commodity chain approach shows the way
traders’ relationships with prawn farmers in Vietnam are socially embedded to

explain why these arrangements continue (Bush SR & Oosterveer P 2007).

Turning to developed country seafood production, the activities of the French
and Spanish industrialised tuna fleets have been analysed as a political
economy variant of commodity chain analysis, much of the fish being canned
for various European markets; there are varying degrees of vertical co-
ordination in the different companies involved in the sector, including
processing firms integrating upstream and a fishing enterprise integrating
downstream with a manufacturer, and considerable rationalisation has taken
place, associated with the development of ever-larger vessels chasing

depleted resources in the successive ‘commodity frontiers’ of new fishing

° The chain management model on which this analysis is based comes from (Folkerts
H & Koenhorst H 1998). Note that in generalising about the whole Lake Victoria
fishery, Thorpe and Bennett's analysis overlaps with the account of one of the
Tanzanian fisheries previously mentioned (Gibbon P 1997a) but comes to a somewhat
different conclusion; this could be because the Tanzanian fishery has different
characteristics from others on the lake, because the two studies were done at different
times and there had been changes in the interim or because different judgements have
been made.
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grounds (Campling L 2012). A commodity chain account of a US prawn fishery
describes it as based on socially embedded market relationships, the fishers
selling to a small number of buyers with whom they have long-term personal
connections and who may provide them with fuel, ice and credit; however,
many of these relationships were breaking down under the strain of a drastic
fall in prices due to imports of farmed seafood, with household labour power
being deployed to make ends meet (Marks B 2012); (the way the chain
operated before the pressures set in seems very similar to the functioning of
the New England fisheries analysed using TCE as outlined in section 2.3 but
the emphasis of the explanation differs in each case). Finally a brief overview
of certain Australian seafood supply chains undertaken in order to improve
management rather than for analytic purposes indicates that three chains
mainly serving export markets (wild prawns, wild abalone and farmed prawns),
two with some degree of vertical integration, all had exporter leadership while a
general fishery mainly consisting of individually-owned boats selling through a
co-operative was judged to be led by major wholesalers; these four were
unfavourably compared to a yellowfin tuna chain exporting to the premium
Japanese market which was (very unusually) controlled by the fishers
themselves (Peterson J, Cornwell F, & Pearson CJ 2000).

The diversity of structures shown by these brief descriptions indicates that
seafood chains do not fall into any particular pattern and that whether based
on capture or farming, in the developing or developed world, local and

contingent factors dominate.

Returning to the theoretical story, in a further development of the commodity
chain, researchers choosing the GVC approach have put governance and the
production and distribution of returns at the centre of their enterprise. Chain
co-ordination has become more essential in response to global diversification
and, in some industries, fragmentation of production. The attendant risks
require governance mechanisms to ensure both product and process
standards are met as well as volume and delivery targets achieved (Gereffi G
2005;Humphrey J & Schmitz H 2001;Kaplinsky R & Morris M 2002).

(Standards are discussed fully in the next section.) In a development of the
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framework, a range of governance types has been proposed based on certain
key variables: complexity, ability to codify transactions and the capability of the
supply base. Market and hierarchy modes are the two extremes, as with TCE,
and the intermediate levels of (increasing) co-ordination are termed modular,
relational and captive types of governance. Here further concepts from
transaction cost economics have been absorbed into the GVC formulation
including opportunism, information asymmetry and asset specificity. The focus
is very different, with chain power asymmetry at the heart of analysis, but this
formulation has been criticised for reducing clarity on power drivers in chains
and the role of lead firms (Gereffi G, Humphrey J, & Sturgeon T 2005;Gibbon
P, Bair J, & Ponte S 2008).

In relation to food generally, value chain analysis has been used to
demonstrate the nutritional impacts of the way chains are organised (Gereffi G,
Lee J, & Christian M 2009).1° A study focusing on governance of the fresh
pineapple chain for Europe with production mainly in Cote d’lvoire in earlier
years, more recently concentrated in Costa Rica, shows the important role of
the respective states in the establishment of the industry, vertical integration
strengthening from the mid-1990s with chain leadership from fruit transnational
corporations, subsequently shared from the 2000s onwards with retailers; it
suggests state measures that could be taken to support domestic small

producers (Vagneron |, Faure G, & Loeillet D 2013).

Two seafood studies using the GVC approach have been found. One argues
that ‘the global fish chain’ rather than being simply buyer or supplier-driven
demonstrates the influences of powerful companies in fishing and aquaculture
as well as in retail and foodservice (Wilkinson J 2006). The other one about
prawn aquaculture in Vietnam, while noting the importance of government

regulation both locally and in the importing countries, categorises it as a

10 Terminology here is a potential cause of confusion. The expression ‘value chain’
was initiated by Michael Porter within conventional economics to cover certain
activities, referring to the more complete chain as a ‘value stream’. He and others
undertaking value chain analysis do not have the globalisation focus of the GVC
theorists. The confusion is increased when those working in the GVC tradition also use
the simpler term ‘value chain’, dropping the ‘global’ part of it (Kaplinsky R & Morris M
2002;Porter ME 1985).
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buyer-driven GVC at the level of relationships between processor/exporters
and importers where decisions to purchase are made and where standards,
increasingly requiring third party certification, are set but it also describes how
below processor level the chain is split between very large numbers of small
producers and traders and is not governed at all; the development of vertical
integration to give processors control over quality is predicted (Tran N et al.
2013).

Critiques of GCC and GVC approaches from a geography perspective have
variously sought to incorporate spatial aspects, symbolic and cultural meanings
of commodities, horizontal relationships and active agents within commodity
networks and/or to focus on labour processes (Hughes A & Reimer S
2004;Leslie D & Reimer S 1999;Smith A et al. 2002). Such thinking has
produced the ‘global production network’ (GPN) concept which as well as
replacing the chain as the unit of analysis, aims to situate firms in their wider
social and economic contexts. Gaps identified in GCC/GVC analysis for GPN
attention include logistics, intra-firm relationships, the relationship between
companies and both the natural and the national environment, the impact of
global governance systems, labour and civil society (Coe N, Dicken P, & Hess
M 2008;Henderson J et al. 2002). The GPN framework seems not to have
been applied to detailed study of any part of the food system but the
pinpointing of both environmental issues and the nation state as key elements
will be seen as highly relevant to seafood chains. However, there may be a
risk that with such a comprehensive agenda, the usefulness of the key concept
of governance in understanding drivers for change could be lost by adopting

this framework.

2.3.4 Convention Theory and the Filiere Approach

Certain other analytic traditions which could be relevant to supply chains have
also been briefly considered within the limits of English language publication to
see if additional approaches to governance can be obtained. Convention

theory and the filiere approach have both been found useful by some analysts
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working with the GCC and GVC methodology. The ‘economy of qualities’ is

examined in the next section.

Convention theory emphasise social horms and rules which enable actors to
deal with uncertainty and risk, thus providing another way to think about
economic co-ordination and to step beyond the individualist thinking of
conventional economics. In the economics of conventions governance is not
specified but would be the outcome of the shared values held and rules
observed by supply chain participants within particular structural arrangements
(Bessy C 2002;Biggart NW & Beamish TD 2003;Cidell JL & Alberts HC
2006;Lazega E & Favereau O 2002). Quality and trust have been highlighted
as key concepts in convention theory (Raynolds LT 2004;Wilkinson J 1997).
The approach has been used in case studies of eggs and organic meat
production in ltaly, contrasting industrialised and localised production when
each chain changed over time to take on alternative features (Murdoch J &
Miele M 1999). Convention theory has proved attractive to some GVC
theorists because of the shared importance given to quality standards,
considered as rules which are central to chain governance (Ponte S & Gibbon
P 2005). However, the emphasis on rules being constructed through
interactions rather than being pre-given militates against a governance
problematic. The theory does not seem to have a place for the kind of power
in supply chains already identified, power in fact to make or change rules and
impose them on others.

The much older French tradition of filiere chain analysis is fundamentally about
commodities and empirically based but does not have a single theoretical
framework. Its field has been mainly tropical commodities and in its origins
had a public policy link to centralised state management of certain crops in
post-colonial countries. More recent studies have extended to such subjects
as the low-cost French wine chain and international markets for certain
commodities and have included some work on quantifying the distribution of
profit along chains, which it has been argued provides greater potential
analytic usefulness (Raikes P, Jensen MF, & Ponte S 2000). A seafood study

stating use of the filiere approach describes a chain for the production of a
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locally-eaten fish in Tanzania, finding it to be controlled by a wholesalers’ cartel
in a particular location (Gibbon P 1997c). However, it is unclear how in
general this framework provides any advantages compared to commodity

systems analysis.

2.3.5 Summarising Approaches to Private Governance

This section on private governance in the food system has reviewed various
ways of understanding relationships between firms in supply chains. There has
been both a chronological development of theory and to some extent the
choice of theoretical approaches that seem particularly apposite to the
developments that have attracted research scrutiny. Just as TCE and
commodity systems analysis were found useful to those analysing trends to
vertical co-ordination in some sectors of agriculture and power theories to
those looking at relationships between retailers and their suppliers, the GCC
and GVC approaches have been fruitful for analysing chains with global
dimensions producing in the South for consumption in the North. However, the
studies related to seafood often show differences from other developments in
food systems such as the continuation of long-term bilateral selling
arrangements or export production which is market-led rather than retailer

controlled while others conform to theoretical models at least in part.

The main change identified for food provisioning generally has been the
increasing co-ordination of agriculture and supply chains by powerful
corporations which in different circumstances come from different chain
positions. Often but not always the lead has been taken by major retailers.
What has yet to be detailed are the mechanisms of governance and this is the
subject of the next section.
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2.4 Governance and Standards: Public, Private and Civil Society
Roles

The key governance mechanism in supply chains identified in numerous
studies consists of standards plus audit. A major feature of GCC and GVC
analysis, these also have obvious links with convention theory. But the
burgeoning phenomenon has been examined from many other viewpoints as
well, starting with transaction cost theorists. There has been increasing
overlap of views in work produced from different traditions. Importance has
been given more recently to the relationship between private and public forms

of governance.

In regard to the outputs of food chains there is always a potential public
interest as the population must be adequately fed. As previously described,
the British state has at times been actively involved in promoting the volume of
food produced but from the late 1980s has had to be more concerned with
food safety. Whether in relation to quantity or quality, government action (in a
non-authoritarian political system) has always and could only be taken in
conjunction with food providers, or put another way by considered intervention

in relation to the market forces which constitute the food provisioning system.

Private companies have clear interests in securing quality of both inputs and
their own products, and in the case of food particularly its safety, if they want to
keep in business. Quality delineation, having both objective and subjective
aspects, not based purely on physical characteristics and related to marketing,
is intrinsic to business activity (Bowbrick P 1992). Ensuring quality and food
safety incurs a number of transaction costs such as supplier identification and
product verification (Holleran E, Bredahl ME, & Zaibet L 1999). But failures
may result in greater expenditure such as for recalls and compensation and
even worse loss of reputation leading to reduced market share (Henson S &
Northen J 1998).

From a conventional economics viewpoint, public regulation should only be

needed where market incentives are insufficient. Market imperfections in

66



relation to food include information asymmetries (such as consumers being
unable to detect safety characteristics), differential risk perceptions and
externalities such as health service costs that do not fall on food providers
(Henson S & Traill B 1993;Segerson K 1999;Swinbank A 1993). The public
health importance of the issue is a further fundamental reason for public
intervention (Fearne A, Garcia M, Bourlakis M, Brennan M, Caswell J, Hooker
N, & Henson S 2004). Regardless of the exact market causes, food safety
failures have certainly occurred and as detailed in an earlier section led to
public expectation of remedial action which was met by strengthened UK and

EU regulation.

The market traditionally offers a number of ways to overcome buyers’
information asymmetry and to signal quality: by brands, warranties, insurance
and the experience of repeat purchasing. But these may not be sufficient to
deal with upstream asymmetries and uncertainties or high monitoring costs
(Buhr BL 2003;Sporleder TL & Goldsmith PD 2001). Hence the introduction of
traceability and quality assurance schemes which have various benefits for
companies. Traceability can reduce transaction costs by simplifying the
process of dealing with a safety problem, by clarifying liability and by reducing
information costs for purchasers (Hobbs JE 2004). Both types of programme
are credited with the ability to improve operational efficiency, prevent costly
failures, strengthen supply chain relations, support integration and provide
marketing appeal while food safety is essential to brand value and can be used
to satisfy both customers and regulators. (Fearne A 1998;Holleran E, Bredahl
ME, & Zaibet L 1999;Leat P, Marr P, & Ritchie C 1998;Loader R & Hobbs
1999;Manning L 2007;Manning L, Baines RN, & Chadd SA 2006;Ménard &
Valceschini 2005;Zaibet L & Bredahl ME 1997). More broadly, the complexity
of modern globalised supply chains require modes of ordering at a distance

which standards have developed to provide (Higgins V & Larner W 2010).

The need to take some responsibility for what takes place in other parts of
supply chains to satisfy the ‘due diligence’ requirement of the 1990 Food
Safety Act gave a huge impetus to the use of formal schemes in Britain.

Responsibilities fell to all parties in food chains but as leaders, the retail
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multiples responded with particular energy, especially as in addition to the food
scandals they had to deal with the subsequent legislative obligations of the
following decade, notably EU food law with its requirements for traceability,
labelling and the use of the Hazard Analysis of Critical Control Points (HACCP)
system. Food and quality assurance intertwined with the supermarkets’
integrative objectives and became a key mechanism for ensuring control of
their supply chains. At the same time broader objectives embodied in
standards have become a key means of differentiation in economic

competition.

Some analysts suggest that retailers pursue different strategies for different
products, depending on whether they can achieve a premium price for more
rigorous quality standards and on specific relationships with producers. When
they link an own brand product to a specific assurance scheme they are likely
to become tied to particular suppliers. In economic terms, public regulation
which imposes certain standards on all suppliers gives more scope for cheaper
spot market purchasing and therefore benefits retailers and consumers
through lower prices. Conversely, producers may benefit more from
implementing a quality scheme which attracts a specific reward. These issues
may reflect varying retail strategies in different countries depending on diversity
in regulated standards and market conditions. (Codron, Giraud-Heraud, &
Soler 2005;Giraud-Heraud E., Rouached L, & Soler LG. 2006). In any case
the use of assurance schemes has become very widespread in Britain
especially as EU food law embodied similar principles of food business

responsibility for safety.

While suppliers’ own quality assurance and first party monitoring lacks
objectivity, efficiency motivations led major food companies including retailers
to move from their own direct, second party, auditing to the increasing use of
independent third party agencies in formal certification schemes. Among their
advantages for retailers are the shifting of liabilities to the certifiers while
passing costs to suppliers and generally limiting the transaction costs of
monitoring and enforcement (Fearne A, Garcia M, Bourlakis M, Brennan M,
Caswell J, Hooker N, & Henson S 2004:Hatanaka, Bain, & Busch
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2005;Henson S & Northen J 1998). Third party certifiers may also be seen as
more objective and so reassure consumers about the veracity of quality claims
(Deaton BJ et al. 2010). However, certification has become a significant
business activity in its own right and may give rise to conflicts of interest in the
usual situation where the subjects of such audits employ the auditing company

so that there is a mutual advantage in a positive judgement (Busch L 2011).

A number of private quality systems applying to food have developed. Types
include broad international systems like 1SO 9000 (from the International
Organisation for Standardisation), national farm led schemes such as those in
Britain covering beef, lamb and pigs as well as proprietary supermarket
systems.  Subsequently, major food companies supported overarching
schemes with third party auditing, the two dominant ones in the UK being the
British Retail Consortium (BRC) and GLOBALGAP (initially EUREPGAP)
although certain retailers have maintained their own systems; the former is a
retailer initiative but GLOBALGAP represents an alliance of retailers and
producers (Fulponi 2006;Global Food Safety Initiative 2011;GLOBALGAP
2012;Holleran E, Bredahl ME, & Zaibet L 1999;Konefal J, Mascarenhas M, &
Hatanaka M 2005).! Both the BRC (in relation to food safety) and
GLOBALGAP (as applied to aquaculture) programmes are relevant to the

seafood chain.

Standards are the mechanism most reported but may be complemented by
other formal governance instruments including contracts (Martinez SW 2010)
though these seem to be less used in Britain. It has been suggested that there
is continuum of relationships embodying different strategies, from partnership
working at one end to the simple impaosition of standards at the other (Busch L
2011). Informal modes of governance such as sharing of information, values
and culture are more likely in the former type, and the stronger the relationship

with partners, the more likely it is that informal, collaborative methods will be

11 Information about the BRC standards are on www.brcglobalstandards.com and
about GLOBAL GAP on www.globalgap.org/uk. The overseeing governance
committee for the BRC standards has predominant retailer (not only food
supermarkets) representation. GLOBALGAP is a membership organisation open to
retail, foodservice, producing and trading companies but its board represents a
partnership between major retailers and agriculture producers.
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used to achieve desired outcomes (Gimenez C & Tachizawa EM 2012;Pilbeam
C, Alvarez G, & Wilson H 2012) or in other words cognitive and discursive

influences are important in addition to standards (Pattberg PH 2007).

Although as private arrangements the schemes are voluntary, the purchasing
power of the major chains is such that compliance is often forced on suppliers
(Burch D, Dixon J, & Lawrence G 2013;Havinga T 2006;Henson S 2006).
Privately imposed standards have been described as so dominant that they
drive the global food system, harmonising across borders especially those of
developing nation producers which export food to richer countries, the
controllers being the large supermarket chains for whom quality criteria are
tools of differentiation and thus fundamental to their marketing strategies
(Busch L & Bain C 2004;Fuchs D et al. 2011;Fulponi 2006;Henson S &
Reardon T 2005;Konefal J, Mascarenhas M, & Hatanaka M 2005). Thus
‘governing through standards’ is seen as replacing market mechanisms (Ponte
S, Gibbon P, & Vestergaard J 2011a) while standards have even been
considered as a fundamental underpinning of capitalist economies, serving

both practical and ideological purposes (Busch L 2000).

The pervasiveness of standards and assurance schemes in food industries
has led some researchers to describe the current situation as the ‘economy of
qualities’ (EQ), identifying with the approach of the third French tradition
employed in agri-food studies (the others being convention theory and filiere
analysis, already discussed) (Deaton BJ, Busch L, Samuels WJ, & Thompson
PB 2010;Magnan A 2011). Another social perspective for understanding
markets, EQ focuses on the relationship between products and consumers;
competition between firms is then calibrated in terms of their activities in
engaging users round their products and disengaging them from what is
offered by their rivals. In a food example, a marketing campaign presented
children with free gifts to attract them to a newly revamped brand of orange
juice (Callon M, Méadel C, & Rabeharisoa V 2002). EQ may be useful in
relation to mechanisms for connecting consumers with the schematisation of
quality but like convention theory its phenomenological basis is antithetical to

engaging with more structural issues. Indeed the reality is less an economy of
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qualities than an economy of powerful companies who use the standards and
audit technology as part of their armoury for competition and control. The idea
of an ‘economy of qualities’ does not seem to adequately deal with such

governance impacts.

These dominant companies have ensured that private governance of food has
developed well beyond the safety agenda and specific traceability
requirements to more extensive quality policies. However, the programmes
used are not always well developed in relation to broader criteria. Among
general schemes only GLOBALGAP has been noted as including
environmental protection standards (Vorley B 2007) though as will be seen in
chapter 5, aquaculture programmes do incorporate other ethical issues such
as animal welfare and labour conditions. Certain other schemes have included
environmental benefits although their effectiveness may have been variable as
a study of several British quality assurance schemes for livestock concluded
that they did not contain sufficiently specific standards to achieve stated
environmental goals although they might improve baseline practice (Morris C
2000). A review of private food safety schemes has concluded that they vary
greatly in purpose, some serving a public interest, others private interests
which may be compatible with public policy or in some cases have the potential
to undermine it (Clarke R 2010).

Nevertheless, retailers are able to stock products with the cachet of ethically-
based standards arising from civil society action and the previous
establishment of organic agriculture. The Fair Trade movement and various
food-focused schemes with environmental objectives provide a range of
certificated goods which can help companies to improve their credentials.
Ethical purchasing of such products has been credited with the potential to
transform current economic arrangements or at least to pressurise companies
into better social or environmental policies but may also provide a means for a
corporation to improve its image without making really significant changes
(Barham E 2002;Littler J 2011).
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Although having similar arrangements to other certification schemes run on a
private basis, organic production is state regulated (UK and EU) as outlined in
section 2.2 and the approval of certifying bodies is required for each set of
standards. The environmental philosophy of organic agriculture makes it a
potentially ethical choice though consumers may not be deciding on such a
basis or at best have mixed motives. Analysis of the organic sector in the US
has argued that it has become increasingly penetrated by agribusiness, using
similar production processes such as monocultures and with similar poor
labour conditions, thus making consumer motivation of opposition to
industrialised food questionable (Buck D, Getz C, & Guthman J 1997;Guthman
J 2003) but no such description has been produced (as yet) of British organic
production nor of that in countries from which organic foods are usually
imported into the UK. The mainstreaming of distribution is also relevant and in
Britain supermarkets have become the main channel with consequent impacts
on production processes although alternative distribution networks continue to
operate (Banks J & Marsden T 2001;Raynolds LT 2004).

A step change occurred during the 1990s when some NGOs, dissatisfied with
perceived lack of change by governments in response to their campaigning,
began to take issues more directly to companies. While some types of action
were hostile campaigns, publicising what were seen as failures or abuses,
others involved involvement with business to persuade and incentivize change,
including by means of fair trade and other certification initiatives. Such
schemes with their environmental and ethical objectives have been considered
to be an effective tool for achieving social objectives (Arts B 2002;Bartley T,
Balboa CM, & Auld G 2007;Cashore B 2002) but with the inclusion of civil
society actors still constitute private governance (Pattberg PH 2007).
Certification schemes for seafood are described in chapters 4 and 5 and other

impacts of NGOs on the chain examined in chapter 6.

It has been argued that food companies increasingly accommodate
themselves to the demands made by NGOs (Vogel D 2008) and one view is
that the environmental NGOs are so successful that they are making adoption

of their preferred standards compulsory (Wilson T 2011). As NGOs became
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involved in certification schemes they have been described as acting under
new forms of legitimacy (Cashore B 2002) and even been credited with
emulating state legitimising roles (Constance D & Bonanno A 1999) which is
certainly an exaggeration. A recent analysis shows that while NGOs have
generally succeeded in holding public trust and are credited with genuine
commitment to publicly valued aims, there are limits to what they can achieve
and when engaged in efforts to influence governments they have often had to
make compromises (Hilton M et al. 2013); while the referenced tudy does not
cover NGO engagement with private companies which is the focus here,
similar limitations apply which will be seen again in later discussion of

certification and seafood.

The reasons for companies to adopt ethical principles are various, both
responses to external pressures and perceptions of consumer views and as an
aspect of the internal governance expressed in their corporate social
responsibility (CSR) policies. Action has been needed as the food system has
been judged to lack a moral culture, failing in a range of ethical issues, retailers
in particular noted as not dealing fairly with their suppliers (Robson | &
Rawnsley V 2001;Stainer L, Gully A, & Stainer A 1998). Developing first in the
US, CSR became an institutionalised expectation in Britain through the 2006
Companies Act, that is through public regulation as previously noted. It has
been argued that required social and ethical polices were a return for the neo-
liberal approaches adopted by both American and British governments and
that they provide useful opportunities for companies to self-legitimise (Banerjee
SB 2008;Brammer S, Jackson G, & Matten D 2012;Kinderman D 2012).
Standards and audits can be seen as achieving public trust and legitimacy for
these corporations, especially when connected to ethical objectives (Levi-Faur
D 2005). As a senior manager of a leading retailer has put it: ‘We’re brand

owners and brand value is about all of what you bring to society’.*?

12 The full quote attributed to Matt Simister, Group Food Commercial Director, Tesco,
was: ‘Organisations these days aren’t just here to make money; we’re brand owners
and brand value is about all of what you bring to society’, in Van Vark C, ‘Stopping the
rot in the food supply-chain’, 7 November 2013, The Guardian.
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The British supermarket chains which have come under periodic public attacks
alleging inequitable treatment of suppliers and unfair competition with small
retailers have good reason to develop a positive and ethical image for which
CSR policies are helpful. Positive engagement in CSR policies has been
argued to raise trust in companies bringing them a number of potential benefits
(Pivato S, Misani N, & Tencati A 2008). One is enabling businesses to self-
present as the guardian of values while in fact the activity is an aspect of
marketing strategy and positioning in quality-based competition (Dixon J
2007;Hatanaka M, Bain C, & Busch L 2006). Food companies can gain by
association with NGO values when using the schemes they sponsor or
support. Whether policies such as supermarket-imposed environmental or
ethical standards have real beneficial effects has been questioned (Challies E
2013;Fuchs D & Kalfaggianni A 2010) and it has been noted that sustainability
messages in supermarkets are undercut by the dominance of messages to

consume more (Jones P, Hillier D, & Comfort D 2011).

Various seafood studies illustrate the impact of private and publicly regulated
standards and their interplay. A comparison of farmed pangasius (catfish) in
Bangladesh and Vietnam concluded that while the former had smaller-scale,
more extensive and hence environmentally preferable systems, the products of
the latter country are more likely to be chosen for export because production
methods there have been the basis of the standards used while traceability
requirements are more easily met by larger operations (Belton B et al. 2011).
Similar issues were at stake in the debate over standards for cultivated tilapia
in Thailand where the way sustainability was defined, including the
involvement of environmental organisations, was judged to undervalue broad
social and environmental benefits in favour of methods used by large export-
oriented companies (Belton B, Little D, & Grady K 2009). In the Bangladesh
prawn farming study already mentioned as an example of commodity chain
analysis, in which the influence of environmental NGOs was emphasised, it
seemed likely that a third party certifier would be taking over hitherto
government-managed responsibilities for standards (it is not explained what
these had been) but that the government was expected to retain some

influence over the industry (Islam MS 2008). Research on organic prawn
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farming in Indonesia showed the asymmetries of power between the
developed country NGOs, buyer co-operative and consumers compared to the
producers especially over the formulation of standards and the failure of one
particular supply chain (Hatanaka M 2009). However, an account of the
development of prawn aquaculture in Thailand shows that it has motivated
increased government regulation and surveillance, albeit very unevenly,
spatially varying with both physical and political factors (Vandergeest P,
Flaherty M, & Miller P 1999). Another analysis dealing with prawn farming in
the same country selects the impact of the banned substance nitrofuran being
found in EU tests; following a big drop in exports the Thai government
enforced a Code of Conduct for sustainable production (Bush SR & Oosterveer
P 2007). The East African Lake Victoria fisheries similarly provide examples of
legislative and other measures by governments to ensure that standards were
met when exports were hit by an EU ban in the late 1990s due to food safety
fears, the industry itself also taking remedial action (Henson S, Brouder A-M, &
Mitullah W 2000;Kambewa E et al. 2006;Ponte S 2007;Thorpe A & Bennett E
2004); again it was the EU, representing the interests of European buyers
collectively, that exercised power over these supply chains. With a different
emphasis, an account of the Nile perch chain as fished in Kenya, pointing to
various power imbalances, describes the government’s inability to enforce its
own regulations to improve sustainability (Schuurhuizen R, Van Tilburg A, &
Kambewa E 2006). All these studies are of developing countries. Turning to
the developed world, the US provides an example of public regulation of an
environmental standard through legislation to protect dolphins in tuna
fisheries.®* The subsequent search for ‘dolphin-safe’ tuna as well as for lower
costs resulted in a complete reorganisation of the industry, an about-turn away
from the vertically-integrated arrangements approved in the study discussed in
the TCE section above to processors sourcing on the international market,
previously declared to be less efficient (Bonanno A & Constance D 1996).

Finally, a demonstration of the construction of quality in three commodity

13 US legislation to protect dolphins in tuna fisheries goes back to 1972, though
subsequently watered down to requiring fewer instead of zero mortalities, and after
industry contestation and environmentalist campaigning it eventually led to embargoes
of imports judged not to meet the criteria, starting a still ongoing trade dispute. In 1990
further legislation stipulated the conditions which would allow a ‘dolphin-safe’ label to
be used on canned tuna (Brown J 2005).
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chains producing surimi (fish paste) showing how different standards are in
place for diverse markets in Japan and the US, illustrates purely private criteria
(Mansfield B 2003).

The lessons that can be drawn from these very diverse situations and studies
are that patterns of governance vary greatly with different seafood production
systems in different parts of the world and that governments may well, but do
not always, play important roles alongside private interests and sometimes
NGOs.

While much of the literature has emphasised buyer power in food chains
through standards schemes, some modifying views have been put forward. It
seems to be contradicted by the apparent limitations of what purchasing or
supply chain managers seem able to accomplish as indicated by their
professional literature in the US (Gibbon P & Ponte S 2008) although this
seems at odds with accounts of how British retailers have exerted their
purchasing power. Some studies have shown that standards are not always
followed in practice by producers (Bain C & Hatanaka M 2010;Havinga T
2006;0uma S 2010;Ponte S 2007). Indeed while private governance systems
can be successful, gross failures of private auditing to safeguard food safety
standards have occurred in the US with severe public health results (Lytton T
2013). The 2013 British horsemeat scandal in which horse and pork DNA was
found in a large number of purportedly beef products demonstrated that some
major UK supermarkets, for all the schemes in operation, did not have full
knowledge of or control over their supply chains. In addition to such problems
there are accountability and legitimacy issues with private governance regimes
and problematic impacts on global suppliers (Busch L & Bain C 2004;Fuchs D,
Kalfagianni A, & Havinga T 2011) though it is recognised that accountability in

relation to state regulation may also be imperfect.

As well as contributing to the inclusion of ethical criteria much private
governance has developed to deal with supply chains in countries where
government ability to impose rules is weak or where under neoliberal influence
there is reluctance to act (Blair MM, Williams CA, & Lin L-W 2011;Newell P
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2000;Ponte S, Gibbon P, & Vestergaard J 2011b). Nevertheless, some
commentators point out that public regulation would be more effective (Mayer
F & Gereffi G 2010;Vogel D 2008). In fact a recent seafood contribution
suggests that some developing countries are now capable of managing their
own effective regulation so private governance arrangements in them should

be more closely linked to state action (Bush SR et al. 2013a).

Thus while the importance of private schemes is undeniable, it would be
incorrect to see them as replacing state-based governance; both are needed
and they should be seen as complementary (Fearne A, Garcia M, Bourlakis M,
Brennan M, Caswell J, Hooker N, & Henson S 2004;Smith G 2009). Schemes
dealing with food safety rest on statutory regulation in the developed countries
and the obligations that companies importing from elsewhere must fulfil. The
schemes always incorporate requirements that local national laws should be
followed and one example notes specific deference (by GLOBALGAP) to state
legislation (Lockie S et al. 2013). Private systems ideally need legal back-up
and enforcement that depend on state control (Busch L 2011) though in fact
they may be used in countries where the rule of law is not fully established. It
has also been argued that government action is needed to complement
privately set ethical standards for these to function equitably (Giovannucci D &
Ponte S 2005). Conversely, private standards may be accepted by state
agencies and may indeed fill a gap where public regulation is weak (Lockie S,
McNaughton A, Thompson L-J, & Tennent R 2013). A seafood example is the
announcement by the government of Vietnam that from 2016 all its pangasius
farms and related supply chain companies will have to be certified in a

recognised aquaculture scheme.*

Such factors have led to growing emphasis in scholarly work on considering
interdependencies between public and private systems. Private and public

standards may be inter-related or mutually self-reinforcing (Ponte S, Gibbon P,

14 See ‘National allegiance pledged to ASC’ (Aquaculture Stewardship Council) in
www.fishnewseu.com, 8 April 2014 (unlike the headline the text states that certification
will be required to the ASC scheme or equivalent). Pangasius is a major Viethamese
export product. The move may have been decided as a counter to unjustified attacks
on the quality of Vietnamese pangasius which have been attributed to supporters of
European fishery interests as explained in (Bush S & Duijf M 2011).
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& Vestergaard J 2011b). An example is HACCP, originating in publicly funded
(space) research, then picked up as a voluntary private standard and
subsequently becoming mandatory in EU food law. Industry codes of good
practice can acquire legal standing if accepted by the courts as defining
acceptable standards (Busch L & Bain C 2004) while public systems of
accreditation underlie the third party auditing system (Henson S 2006). Private
standards reinforce public ones and business control systems are needed in
tandem with state regulation for an effective food safety system to be achieved
(Fearne A, Garcia M, Bourlakis M, Brennan M, Caswell J, Hooker N, & Henson
S 2004). Indeed markets generally require institutions and policies that are
mandated by states (Eisner MA 2010).

It is also notable that, as with the last-mentioned citation, the analysis of
private governance in business relations which developed from theories of
supply chain functioning now has growing input from both political science
(including international relations) and law perspectives as the broader
implications of these systems are explored (Abbott KW & Snidal D
2009;Bernstein S & Cashore B 2007;Pattberg PH 2007;Vogel D 2008). Thus
the distinction made early in this chapter (Table 2.1) between the discipline
dealing with the public realm and the state as against study areas concerned
with private economic relations has recently become blurred, just as public and

private forms of governance have become more interwoven.

One approach to dealing with the developing complexity of arrangements is to
characterise many as hybrids. This term has already been met twice in these
pages: the first example was in chapter 1 where it was noted that certain
certifying organisations had been termed hybrids in one source because they
incorporate both private and civil society interests; the second, in a previous
section of this chapter, was the usage specific to transaction cost economics
where ‘hybrid’ refers to inter-firm relationships considered to fall between pure
market and hierarchy types of arrangement. The broader usage by those
analysing systems of regulation and governance covers various combinations
of public, private and civil society actors and/or different approaches and

mechanisms (Havinga T & Verbruggen P 2014).
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These varying meanings reflect considerable imprecision in the use of hybrid
terminology, imprecision which is at odds with the most common meaning of
the word in general usage derived from the context of biology where hybrids
are physically discrete and often able to reproduce themselves. For this
reason, the preference here is to use language less loaded with false
impressions of definiteness; instead ‘mixtures’ seems a better solution:
mixtures are more obviously liable to changes of composition. Hence two
types of organisation relevant to the seafood industry have been described in
chapter 1 as providing ‘mixed public-private governance’; as will be seen in
chapter 4 they do this in very different ways and are quite different mixtures of
the two elements. The seafood example above of Vietham stating that its
pangasius farmers will have to meet the standards of an NGO/private scheme
is another kind of mixture again; what will be important to understand is how
directive the government will be, whether there will be resulting changes in the
programme and whose interests will be served compared to the usual situation
where the state stands aside from such forms of governance. Put another way
there may be a question about whether this will be a step towards public
regulation of a private standards scheme but referring to the arrangement as a
hybrid will not throw any light on these questions.

In a domestic policy example of a possible mixed public-private approach to
food safety enforcement, the FSA has been considering the use of third party
assurance schemes to replace local environmental health inspections,
although various limitations of these programmes in relation to such a prospect
have been noted (Wright M et al. 2013).®> A comparable arrangement is in
place in the Netherlands (Havinga T & Verbruggen P 2014). In tune with such

thinking, some have advocated formal systems of public-private co-regulation

15 Issues include: questioning about how far third party schemes have actually
contributed to food safety; the schemes do not monitor general levels of standards;
they often do not provide advice on dealing with problems; many do not have
arrangements to communicate common problems to others in the industry; they do not
necessarily report serious public health problems which may require enforcement
action; there is no process to ensure updating for example with new legislation; some
standard setting and approval bodies are profit-making, carrying a risk of competitive
pressures; schemes have low coverage of retail and foodservice businesses.
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for food safety (Garcia Martinez M et al. 2007). However, as presented, this is
in good part simply a way of describing the fact that public regulation in Britain
(and comparable countries) has always taken varied forms, including enforced
self-regulation and incentives for better practice, in addition to becoming
accompanied in recent years by a growing number of private schemes while its
formulation has always involved various degrees of consultation with economic
interests.  Further, the concept of co-regulation suggests an equality of
function between participants but whether this is correct needs to be
considered for each case individually. The report on the FSA and third party
schemes just cited (Wright M, Palmer G, Shahriyer A, Williams R, & Smith R
2013) suggests various requirements that might be made of the latter to deal
with their identified limitations for ‘earned recognition’ from the Agency to be
achieved and their incorporation into the state regulation system; this could be
seen as a potential delegation of public functions and co-regulation but it could
equally well be argued that if put into operation it would mark a stage towards
state regulation of private schemes, that is setting conditions to be fulfilled for
public recognition to be given. How such a development can be understood
(were it to proceed) would be important but simply using the ‘hybrid’ label

would be uninformative.

The overall characterisation of food chain governance that emerges from the
wide range of studies considered in this section is that it is a multi-level
phenomenon, sometimes described by researchers as a hybrid, with roles for
the state, private interests and civil society. There is much private governance
but overall state control at least in developed countries and increasingly in
developing ones. The systems are dynamic and continually changing and the
relative strength of participation of each sector has adjusted to developments,
as seen in responses to food scares. The multiple food retailers have become
the pivots of the structure, the crucial agents who combine legislative and civil
society demands with their own requirements and hold the most power relative
to other private interests. (Barling D 2008;Flynn A, Marsden T, & Smith E
2003;Hutter BM 2011;Lang T, Barling D, & Caraher M 2009). Many of the

studies reviewed have tended to give greater emphasis to and provide more
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detailed analysis of private compared to state regulation making it difficult to

derive a balanced picture from their accounts.

There is overlap between the work discussed in this and in the previous
section which has been examined separately to allow the importance of
standards and audit systems in food chains to be highlighted. It has also
shown how consideration of private governance from different starting points
has converged with GCC and GVC analysis in which standards are analysed
as the means for lead companies to control supply chains, as outlined in the
preceding section. In the process, while the previous section concentrated on
analyses of relationships within supply chains, in this one the interrelationship
between private standards and state-defined systems of regulation has been
much more apparent as has a certain input from civil society. Both these
factors will be seen to be very important in the operation of the UK seafood

chain.

2.5 Governing Food Consumption

The previous sections have examined public and private influences on the
operation of food supply chains but different literatures are needed to examine
the final stage of consumption. Consumption has too often been omitted from
the analyses of supply chains though as well as being an endpoint for specific

products it is an essential element feeding back into the other stages.

Governance is not a concept usually applied to consumers as the latter term
foregrounds a market frame of reference, an arena of choice and competition.
But governance can mean affecting attitudes and behaviour as well as
straightforward direction, something essential to new forms of rule (Majone G
1996). Governance in relation to consumption is not the same as the exercise
of power apparent in state authority or between asymmetrically placed parties
in supply chains; rather it is about many forms of influence, some explicit,
others such as manipulation and seduction as indicated earlier (Allen J 2003)

more hidden. Consumption is indeed governed in various ways, partly
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inherent in the structures which deliver food, partly in overt attempts to change
what is purchased and eaten. However, there has been only limited
investigation of the impact of food chains on consumption and health (Hawkes
C 2009).

Both the state and the food industry govern consumption through decisions
that influence what is available. State and supra-state policies have affected
what is produced, prices (for example Retail Price Maintenance and its
cessation and the general impact of the CAP and earlier subsidies in keeping
food costs low), competition and what is available through trade (Corrigan P
1997;Davies S 2005;Dawson J 1995;Foster R & Lunn J 2007;Hawkes C et al.
2012;Tierney RK & Ohnuki-Tierney E 2012). The state role in relation to
research and to information, both provided directly and required in labelling
laws, is also relevant (Ippolito PM 1999). Food composition can be affected by
requirements for certain foods to be fortified, in operation since the Second
World War (Foster R & Lunn J 2007). In summary, by establishing rules about
food production and standards, public regulation structures choices (Flynn A,
Harrison M, & Marsden T 1998).

The food industry, with a greater or lesser impact from state policies,
determines availability and pricing. Agricultural decisions have led to leaner
meat and different varieties of fruit and vegetables being offered. Changes in
prices related to earnings affect consumption; an increase in fish purchase
(along with meat, fruit and vegetables) at the expense of staple items has
accompanied rising incomes while supply itself can produce increased
consumption as with farmed salmon production and cheap chicken and pork,
each of which created a corresponding demand (Ritson C & Hutchins R
1995a;Ritson C & Hutchins R 1995b;Rivera-Ferre MG 2009). Processing
developments and refrigeration have increased the range of foods and the
general availability of nutritional benefits but with more processed foods there
has been a deleterious impact on some intakes such as levels of salt and
sugar (Duff J 1999). The major retailers have a huge influence on
consumption through decisions on what to stock, promotions, the location of

stores and their targeted offers and more subtly through the use made of
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loyalty cards (Davies S 2005;Dawson J 1995;Loader R 1997;Wrigley N 1998).
Retailers are responsive to consumers but also shape demand (Dawson J
2013;lppolito PM 1999). For example the food industry has greatly developed
convenience foods which meet needs related to changes in the role of women
and in household composition but has also altered patterns of consumption
(Goodman D & Redclift M 1991). Advertising is part of supermarket display
and extensively used by brand manufacturers and retailers to influence

purchasing.

Apart from advertising there are two particular desirable attributes of food
which are the subject of explicit messages designed to influence action. In one
case it is about doing good to the consumer by improving the individual's
health. The other is potentially about doing good in the world by making
ethical choices. Health messages about individual benefits are a province of
public pronouncements but also a field of action for industry. Messages about
doing good in the world such as by choosing on the basis of better
environmental outcomes, animal welfare or labour conditions, generally
originate from civil society but then involve private delivery arrangements
although some claims may be publicly regulated. Both health and ethics in
food consumption are areas of contestation between formulations by public
authorities and/or civil society on the one hand, and potential profits to be
made by commercial interests. Both possible attributes are relevant to

seafood consumption.

Nutritional education was a feature of British food policy during the Second
World War in which state action included the establishment of Food Advice
Centres and the issuing of Ministry of Food dietary advice which was spread
through women’s magazines, complementary to actual controls of pricing and
represented by rationing (Barker ME & Burridge JD 2013). After the end of
the food control system of the war and immediate post-war period it seems that

governments ceased to issue such advice.

This was first tentatively broken with some broad nutritional guidelines in a

1978 Department of Health and Social Security paper, Eating for Health; they
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were general statements without precise targets such as ‘to eat less salt might
be beneficial. A much bigger impact on the public was made by the 1983
National Advisory Committee on Nutrition Education (NACNE) report which for
the first time addressed to the public specific objectives for lower consumption
of fats, sugar and salt.*®* In the background, nutritional scientists had an
important input into food policy during the Second World War while in the
subsequent period two successive expert bodies have provided advice to the
government on diet and nutrition, from 1963 to 2000 the Committee on Medical
Aspects of Food Policy (COMA - as Committee on the Medical Aspects of
Food and Nutrition Policy from 1998) and thereafter to date the Scientific
Advisory Committee on Nutrition (SACN); COMA produced recommended
nutrient intakes, updated in a series of reports, which were used for the
NACNE publication. (Foster R & Lunn J 2007;NACNE 1983;Smith D 1998).
The resulting recommendations for the public have been subsequently
conveyed in various formats with the current one, summarised as 8 Tips for
Eating Well, encapsulated in the Eatwell plate produced by the FSA which
shows visually the relative share of each food group of which the advised diet
should be composed.!’” The Eatwell plate was one of the activities undertaken
by the Agency as part of its responsibilities for public nutrition but following the
2010 change of government these transferred back to the Department of
Health. The way seafood became incorporated into the advice is detailed in
chapter 6 along with the impact of the subsequent removal of the FSA's

nutrition responsibilities.

A totally separate exercise by the Institute of Grocery Distribution has
produced guideline daily amounts (GDASs) of nutrients for population groups
and these have been widely used by certain manufacturers and retailers in
packaging information (Foster R & Lunn J 2007). The existence of the GDA
system in parallel to public nutritional guidelines may be a source of confusion

to consumers, especially as the quantities can easily be read as advice to

16 NACNE, unlike COMA and SACN was not directly associated with the government
but formed, initially as the Joint Advisory Committee on Nutrition Education, by the
British Nutrition Foundation and the Health Education Council so represented a
combination of private and public action (Foster R & Lunn J 2007).

17 The Eatwell plate can be viewed on the following website, accessed on 2
September 2013, www.food.gov.uk/multimedia/pdfs/publication/eatwellplate0210.pdf.
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consume certain levels of fats, sugar and salt rather than these being limits

which should not be exceeded.

Advice to consumers on nutrition overlaps with the outputs of the dieting
industry in the form of books and other written information as well as specific
food products. As with nutritional recommendations in general, moral and
social ideals are conveyed together with the need for disciplined behaviour to
achieve them. In recent years this has overlapped with denunciations and
warnings about obesity and the health problems ascribed to it, again usually
emphasising individual responsibility. (Biltekoff C 2012;Corrigan P 1997;Lavin
C 2013). At the same time it has been noted that food advertising is weighted
to less healthy products, high in fat, sugar and salt (Adams J, Simpson E, &
White M 2011;Barker ME et al. 2013).

There is a multifaceted consumption response to these various counsels.
Beliefs about the nutritional and health properties of foods are culturally
complex and advice from different sources becomes differentially incorporated
into pre-existing, socially based understandings and belief systems (Dibsdall
LA, Lambert N, & Frewer LJ 2002;Furst T et al. 1996;Helman C 2007;Maddock
S, Leek S, & Foxall G 1999;0'Key V & Hugh-Jones S 2010;Parraga |
1990;Shepherd R 1999). Consumption decisions may be driven by
unconscious processes (Graves P 2013). Food and meal patterns have
symbolic and communicative, as well as physical aspects and are affected by
many social factors including class, gender and life course changes, all of
which interact with official and unofficial nutritional advice and cut across its
usually individualistic assumptions (Bourdieu P 1984;Devine CM 2005;Douglas
M 2003;Marshall D 2005Wood RC 1995). In this context, food
recommendations can be seen as externally imposed, restrictive and

unacceptable (Bisogni CA et al. 2012).

In addition, regardless of attitudes, there may be various practical barriers that
limit access to healthy food, some linked to personal low incomes which affect
transport options as well as affordability, others characteristic of local areas

with limited food choices. Thus a recent reduction in levels of fruit and
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vegetable consumption in Britain, as in other European countries, has been
attributed to declining incomes due to economic circumstances, despite
general knowledge about their benefits (Van Rijswick C 2013). These factors
show the limitations of the personal information approach to nutrition,
indicating that attention should be paid to policies relevant to structural
disadvantage and more generally to the operation of the food system (Caraher
M et al. 1998;Caraher M & Coveney J 2004;Lang T & Caraher M 1998).

Hence it is not surprising that change in the national diet has been slow and
that some view the impact of nutritional advice as nugatory or at best as an aid
for the better-off and better-educated (Anderson A, Milburn K, & Lean M
1995;Duff J 1999). There is some British evidence, partly related to food, that
media health campaigns can work if the effort is sustained (Wakefield M,
Loken B, & Hornik RC 2010) and other evidence which seems to relate to the
US that carefully targeted programmes through models of either individual or
community-based change can also be effective (Contento | 1995). In the UK
the main approach has focused on individual nutritional knowledge (Anderson
A, Milburn K, & Lean M 1995) but in recent years there has been development
of strategic thinking about food and nutrition in all four of the UK
administrations, with a particular concentration on tackling obesity together and
various initiatives aiming for healthier eating, many targeted at children
(Caraher M, Crawley H, & Lloyd S 2009;Department of Health
2005a;Department of Health 2005b;Food and Nutrition Strategy Group
1996;Welsh Assembly Government 2008a). Slow progress and especially the
continuing problem of obesity has led to some calls for more use of public
regulation to support healthy food policies (Jewell J, Hawkes C, & Allen K
2013).

Nevertheless, while the mechanisms are unclear, some of the change in the
average British diet that has taken place over the last sixty years does accord
with nutritional advice, notably a shift to lower fat items in the meat and dairy
categories (Foster R & Lunn J 2007). Whether dietary advice related to

seafood has had an effect is considered in chapter 6.
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Promotion of healthy food has not been confined to public information activity
as already noted in relation to dieting. Apart from advice appearing in various
media, the food industry has often been quick to incorporate the latest
nutritional ideas. This was already the case in the inter-war years when new
and modified products incorporated then current nutritional knowledge,
including the recently identified vitamins, and information about them was
presented to consumers (Horrocks SM 1997). An analysis of advertisements
in women’'s magazines over 1940 to 1955 showed that the nutritional
knowledge of the day was adopted into the advertising of various
manufactured food products for which health claims were made (Barker ME &
Burridge JD 2013).

The food manufacturing industry has continued to incorporate nutritional
science into both its products and its advertising. The identification of
beneficial nutrients may be a basis for promoting products which already
contain them but further led to the production of functional foods in which such
nutrients have been added or increased so that they can be sold with specific
nutritional or health claims. This trend has been criticised as ‘nutritionism’, the
engineering of highly processed items based on nutritional elements
abstracted from ordinary foods (Scrinis G 2008). In this way part of the food
industry has used the findings of nutritional science to promote products that
contradict much public nutritional advice on the benefits of minimally processed
fruits and vegetables. Nutritionist thinking has been used in relation to fish as
will be seen in chapter 6. The nutritionist approach is also the basis of the

supplements industry which again has relevance to seafood.

In recent years, health claims about food have become widespread and a
supermarket survey in Ireland (no equivalent for the UK was found but the
situation is likely to be not dissimilar as several supermarket chains operate in
both countries) carried out before the health claims legislation outlined in
section 2.2 had an effect, showed that nearly half of the items analysed carried

a nutrition claim and nearly a fifth a health claim'® (Lalor F et al. 2010). An

18 The categorisation, based on the EU regulation 1924/2006 distinguishes a nutrition
claim that a food has particularly beneficial nutritional composition such as ‘high in
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analysis of British women’s magazines showed that nutritional claims in food
advertising increased from the 1960s onwards reflecting over time scientific
findings relating to dietary fat and fibre and in the 1990s specifically including
fish oils (Barker ME, McNeir K, Sameer S, & Russell J 2013). For a more
recent period, a review of Dutch magazine advertisements determined that the
number with nutrition and health claims generally increased over the period
1990 to 2008 (Zwier S 2009).

The impact of health claims on diet is unclear as yet and the operation of
European legislation still at an early stage though as noted earlier has already
led to EFSA ruling against many of those submitted. There is certainly scope
within the terms of the regulation for claims to confuse or mislead consumers,
for example promoting nutrients which are already adequate in the diet and in
total possibly leading to public nutritional guidelines being sidelined by a wealth
of claims (Mariotti F et al. 2010). The wording and other features of the
presentation of claims can be manipulated to affect responses (Nocella G &
Kennedy O 2012). As with dietary advice generally, how consumers react to
claims varies according to personal and social circumstances and findings in
different studies have been inconsistent; there have been indications of overt
scepticism towards health claims in some British work which does not preclude
the possibility that they nonetheless have an influence (COI Communications &
EdComs 2007;Petrovici D et al. 2012;Wills JM et al. 2012). Nutritional science
provides the basis for both industry health claims and public dietary advice, a
field of contestation which will be seen to be relevant to nutritional claims over

seafood in chapter 6.

Turning to ethical consumption, the previous section briefly indicated some of
the options, especially organic and fair trade products, while here the reaction

of consumers is considered. Ethical purchasing can be a personal moral

fibre’ or ‘low fat’ from a health claim of a specific relationship between a food and either
health (such as a role in physical or psychological development) or disease reduction.
In the Irish survey frozen fruit and vegetables and breakfast cereals carried the highest
proportion of nutrition claims while health claims most often referred to improving the
digestive system and reducing cholesterol. There has been a lag between the
legislation coming into force and its full impact being seen due to the time needed for
EFSA to assess claims and the leeway allowed for pre-authorisation stocks to clear.
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choice (Zwart H 1999). However, it has also been seen as a lifestyle choice,
an aspect of identity functioning which is only available to those who can
afford the higher costs of such products (Ankeny R 2012;Bostrom M &
Klintman M 2009). Prices have indeed been identified as an obstacle to ethical
consumption (Gribben C & Gitsham M 2007;Hughner RS et al. 2007). While
experimental studies have shown consumer willingness to pay more for risk
reduction, animal welfare and environmental benefits (Baker GA 1998;Burgess
D & Hutchinson WG 2005;Hamilton SF, Sunding DL, & Zilberman D
2003;Hobbs JE et al. 2005), positive attitudes about green purchasing
intentions may not be reflected in practice, leading to a call for ‘consumer
social responsibility’ to match the corporate kind (Devinney TM et al.
2006;Manning L 2013). Would-be ethical consumers may face barriers such
as lack of appropriate products and their own occasional desires for non-
conforming products as well as the need to negotiate what is to be purchased
with other members of their households (Bedford B 1999). Nevertheless,
Britain has a relatively large market for organic food (although it is still a very
small overall proportion) and has been rated highly for ethical purchasing in
one source (Singer P & Mason J 2006).1°

There is some, mainly American, research about motivations for fair trade
purchasing (Doran C 2009) but the evidence relating to organics is the most
relevant to interrogate for potential seafood interest because of the shared
importance of environmental factors and the existence of some, albeit limited,
organic aquaculture production. Selecting organically produced food is
considered one of the three most important contributions to a more sustainable
food system that a consumer can make (the other two being reductions in meat
eating and in use of products transported by air) (Theggersen J 2010).
However, studies among the UK population indicate that the primary reasons

for organics being purchased are health and safety, the avoidance of

19 The judgement in this book (op cit p6) is: ‘The extent to which British consumers
choose ethically when buying food is, by American standards, quite astonishing.” The
reality can be illustrated by 2012 figures: the total value of the UK organic food market
(multiples, other retailers, home delivery including box schemes, farm outlets and
catering) was £1.6 million while total expenditure on food, drink and catering was £180
billion (Cottingham M 2013;Department for Environment 2012). These are not fully
comparable figures but give an idea of the scale of difference.
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genetically engineered content and sometimes taste; taken altogether this
means for personal rather than environmental benefit (Baker S et al.
2004;McEachern MG & McClean P 2002;Padel S & Foster C 2005;Rimal AP,
Moon W, & Balasubramanian S 2005). Such motives are echoed in a broader
literature review (Hughner RS, McDonagh P, Prothero A, Shultz CJ, & Stanton
J 2007). There are also demographic factors with younger people more likely
to purchase (Fearne A 2008). Whether or not organic foods are indeed
healthier or safer than conventional products is a highly disputed subject
(Crinnion WJ 2010;Dangour AD et al. 2009;Heaton S 2001;Magkos F, Arvaniti
F, & Zampelas A 2006;Smith-Spangler C et al. 2012;Soil Association & Sustain
2001;Williamson CS 2007) and it is significant that nonetheless, with some
negative reporting and with little advertising, contrasting with the energetic
marketing of functional foods, that positive views about the health and food
safety advantages of organics have become established. The FSA's
commissioning of one of these studies (Dangour et al 2009) may be
considered as a governance exercise and both it and other negative results
have been reported in the media; whether they have had an impact on
purchase of organic products is not known.?® Regardless of the effect on
individuals, levels of organic consumption has been argued to depend less on
personal motivation than on structural factors such as suitability of soil and
climate for this type of agriculture in the country concerned, whether there are
effective distribution channels, the national culture and levels of state support
(Thggersen J 2010).

20 The Dangour et al study was reported in ‘Organic “has no health benefits™, BBC
News, 29 July 2009 and in Gray L, ‘Organic food has no added nutritional benefit, says
Food Standards Agency,’ 29 July 2009, www.telegraph.co.uk . The Smith-Spangler et
al 2012 study was reported in ‘Organic food “not any healthier”, BBC News, 4
September 2012 and Smith R, ‘Organic food is “not healthier”, 4 September 2012,
www.telegraph.co.uk (all accessed 13 September 2013). Recent annual Sall
Association organic market reports indicate that there has been a decline in the UK
organic market in each year from 2009 to 2012, measured by value, which is in every
case attributed to the economic downturn (Cottingham M 2011;Cottingham M
2012;Cottingham M 2013) and this fits other evidence that, like luxury goods, organic
food is more sensitive to economic changes than what are regarded as necessities
(Thggersen J 2010). It is possible that publicity denying health advantages to organic
food has also been a factor but no information by which to test this question has been
found.
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Anxiety about the industrialised food system is a key reason for the continuing
interest in organics (Raynolds LT 2004). Choosing organics or local
production are two strategies which some consumers use to mitigate perceived
risks (Fonte M 2002). The background to specific concerns about food is the
increased separation of consumers from the reality of food production and their
sense of decreasing influence over it (Shaw A 1999). More deeply, consumers
need various strategies to face the dilemma which has been posed as: ‘How
can one manage to eat “healthily” ... when all kinds of food are said to have
toxic qualities of one sort or another and when what is held to be “good for
you” by nutritional experts varies with the shifting state of scientific
knowledge?’ (Giddens A 1991) (p148).

The specific issues that may concern consumers have been grouped by
researchers in different ways but three broad types of risk can be identified.
The first is technological and includes agri-chemicals, contaminants and
genetic engineering. The second category is about health and lifestyle pointers
such as fat consumption and nutrient levels. Finally there are microbiological
or spoilage problems (Brewer MS, Sprouls GK, & Russon C 1994;Frewer LJ,
Shepherd R, & Sparks P 1994;Nelson K 2004;Zwart AC & Mollenkopf DA
2000). Perceived risk results from many social influences interacting with
personal experience and is affected by demographic and social variables
including gender and ethnicity (Frewer LJ & Miles S 2001;Lobb A 2005;Mitchell
V-W 1998). An important distinguishing factor is the level of control that can be
exerted by individuals, some depending on lifestyle choices or personal

hygiene, others on production methods that are remote from consumers.

Choices made by consumers depend on their perception of risk; contrary to the
technical approach to risk assessment which balances the magnitude of
consequences from a particular cause against the likelihood of its occurrence,
they typically react more strongly to possibilities with worse consequences than
to those more likely to actually happen. But paradoxically on an individual
basis consumers demonstrate an ‘optimistic bias’ which underestimates
personal risk (Frewer LJ, Shepherd R, & Sparks P 1994;Henson S & Traill B
1993;Weinstein ND 1998). People are more likely to support regulatory control
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for hazards in the technological category where they have less control while for
lifestyle issues their preference is for informed choice (Frewer LJ & Miles S
2001). Individuals feel better able to manage issues where their involvement
and control is greater whereas for other risks fear is more predominant
(McCarthy M et al. 2006;Nelson K 2004).

In making choices, the traditional methods of assessment open to consumers,
namely search (based on visible attributes) and experience, are felt to be
decreasingly useful guides when the processes involved in getting food to the
supermarket may be complex and little understood by most people. Hence the
third type, credence attributes, have become much more important, so that
whether seeking safety, taste, health or ethical production the purchaser relies
both on the provider of food and the information supplied by that provider. This
has highlighted the issue of trust, the counterpart of the risk concerns which
have been identified. Hence a key aspect of the governance of consumption is
over the mechanisms which convey or at least attempt to convey
trustworthiness: brands, labelling and assurance schemes. Here the needs of
consumers come together with the requirement of the food industry for
verifiable standards. This underlies the actions taken particularly by the food
retail chains to invest their own brands with ethical, public interest qualities as
described in the previous section.

Where consumers place trust regarding the food system has been analysed on
the basis of technical, political and social approaches to risk decisions (Lobb A
2005) and in terms of relationships to institutional factors, varying in different
countries (Kjeernes U, Harvey M, & Warde A 2007). In research on British
consumers in the late 1990s lower trust in government was found, greater in
organisations seen as independent (Frewer LJ et al. 1998) and less confidence
in food safety than in some other European countries (Henson S & Northen J
2000); these studies date from a time close to the BSE and other food scares.
But another comparative study on attitudes to meat carried out only a little later
found high trust in Britain, attributed to the success of regulatory changes that
had responded to those crises (Kjeernes U, Dulsrud A, & Poppe C 2006),

echoed by an analysis arguing that it was the combination of the new
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regulatory body, the FSA, and the development of integrated supply chains led
by the supermarkets in which HACCP and traceability could be readily adopted
that provided the basis for renewed public trust (Wales C, Harvey M, & Warde
A 2006). This was tested in the 2007 food scare when avian influenza affected
turkey production in Britain but while this led a minority to change purchasing
behaviour, trust in food chain actors at this point held up (De Krom MPMM &
Mol AP 2010).

There have been varying findings relating to assurance schemes, some
introduced to allay the anxieties generated at the time of the BSE and other
food scares. Studies in Britain have shown confidence in producer-led
schemes for Scottish lamb and beef (which the researchers noted were based
on unwarranted assumptions about higher quality) and in assurance schemes
for chicken (McEachern M & Warnaby GG 2005;Yeung RMW & Yee WMS
2003). However, a broader investigation found general scepticism about
assurance claims (Eden S, Bear C, & Walker G 2006).

A different strand of action in relation to consumer views was taken when the
then six leading supermarket chains funded the establishment of the Food
Safety Advisory Centre and a telephone enquiry Foodline service for the
public, motivated by what was seen to be irresponsible media reporting on the
subject. Active for nearly a decade from 1989, it published food safety
information oriented to consumers and sponsored research into impacts of
listeria and salmonella (Food Safety Advisory Centre 1993;Young M 1991a).
It seems that the Centre ceased after the establishment of the FSA, a
development it had supported. Thus private governance was expressed in the
establishment of a service to fill a perceived lack of trustworthy information for
the public which did not at the time have confidence in the responsible

department (MAFF) but it gave way to the public arrangement after this had
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been reformed.?*

The 2013 horsemeat scandal has provided a more recent test of faith. This is
reported to have led to a loss of consumer confidence particularly in frozen and
ready meal meat items together with loss of trust in the food industry generally
and in one leading supermarket in particular.??> However, a few years earlier
an investigation over falsified date labels in stores of two top supermarkets,
probably a far greater food safety risk than horsemeat substitution, appears not
to have sparked much public concern as coverage was limited.?®> Seafood too

has been affected by falsified labelling as discussed in chapter 6.

Apart from the issue of confidence in the food industry, the horsemeat scandal
also raised questions about the performance and powers of the FSA. The
removal of some of its responsibilities by the government in 2010 has been
criticised in several reviews (Elliott C 2013;House of Commons Environment
2013;National Audit Office 2013) and the erosion of its role has been described
as ‘alarming’ (Hutter BM 2011) (p151). Although this change did not involve a
transfer of a public role to others but was rather a case of reverse delegation, it
can be seen as an example of action to weaken state regulation, illustrating
continuing contestation over governance of the food system. Indeed this very
struggle over the role of the FSA was presciently outlined before the agency
had even started work: ‘Some sections of industry do not want to see a strong
interventionist agency, and if there is to be one, want it restricted to safe
territory like microbiological safety rather than entering into “danger zones”

such as nutrition and the ethics of genetic engineering’ (Lang T 1999) (p175).

21 The most recent indication of activity by the Food Safety Advisory Centre that have
been found are the memoranda it submitted dated October 1997 and February 1998
to the House of Commons Agriculture Committee investigation on food safety in the
wake of proposals to establish the FSA. It is assumed that lack of any record of
activity thereafter indicates the closure of the service though no specific information to
confirm this has been found.

22 Smithers R, ‘Tesco hires farmers’ voice to restore trust lost in horsemeat scandal’, 3
July 2013, in The Guardian reports that Tesco sales were hit and that Mintel research
found that consumer confidence had been dented so that only half those surveyed
trusted the industry to provide safe food six months after the scandal broke.

23 Changes of use-by dates by staff in Sainsbury’s and Tesco stores were revealed by
an undercover investigation reported in Brown A, ‘Out-of-date food in UK
supermarkets’ dated 21 May 2007 on the BBC News website and in the connected
programme broadcast on 22 May 2007.
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The opposition of the food industry to a nutrition remit for the FSA was made
clear in evidence given to a Parliamentary Select Committee at the time when
legislation to establish the FSA was being discussed, the rationale presented

as a need to concentrate on food safety.?*

An example of conflict over the interests which the FSA should serve is in an
examination of its performance following the 2005 Hampton Report. It raised
as an ‘issue to be addressed’ the view that the Agency had gone beyond its
statutory role of protecting the public to becoming a consumer champion,
thereby complicating its relationship with business (Better Regulation
Executive & National Audit Office 2008) (p7).

Labelling has been another such site of explicit governance contestation in
relation to the specification of nutritional information. Disagreement has
focused on whether it should be in the form of a ‘traffic light’ design which the
FSA started to promote following research which had indicated that a
high/medium/low level colour icon would be most helpful to consumers (Food
Standards Agency 2006;Malam S et al. 2009). After years of disputation from
sections of the food industry, in 2013 the government announced an
agreement for a traffic-light coded ‘reference intake’ labelling scheme which is
voluntary but has the agreement of all the major retailers and of some but not
necessarily the most significant manufacturing companies from the viewpoint

of potential benefits to be obtained from such labelling.?> The non-conforming

24 See Minutes of Evidence given by John Wood and Derrick Kilsby of the Food and
Drink Federation and memoranda submitted by the British Retail Consortium and by J
Sainsbury plc in (House of Commons Agriculture Committee 1998).

25 The government’s plan is set out in its press release ‘Final design of consistent
nutritional labelling system given green light’, 19 June 2013 which contains supportive
quotes from representatives of Which? and the British Heart Foundation while Nestlé
UK, PepsiCo UK and a seafood business, Young's Seafood Ltd, as well as all the
major supermarket chains including discounters are in the list of companies mentioned
as having signed up to the scheme. However, the significant companies who have not
agreed to conform, listed in O'Reilly L, ‘Major brands shun Gov't [sic] traffic light
labelling scheme’ in Marketing Week, 19 June 2013, namely Coca-Cola, Dairy Crest,
Kellogg, Mondélez (Cadbury’s), Unilever and United Biscuits, manufacture a high
proportion of the products for which the potential warnings in a traffic light system
would be particularly instructive. See also Hall J, ‘Plans for new food labelling to
combat UK obesity are dealt blow as Cadbury and Coca-Cola reject “traffic light”
system’, 19 June 2013, The Independent.
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businesses aim to maintain their governance of consumption by continuing

with the GDA scheme and withholding traffic light rating information.

In this section, various types of governance have been shown to be in
operation in relation to consumption but functioning in a less direct way than is
the case in other parts of the supply chain. They certainly do not raise the
same issues of power as have been seen in other supply chain relationships.
There is an inherent recognition of the need to persuade consumers who
cannot be ordered to adopt any particular dietary plan. The situation is well
recognised in the statement of one official report: ‘Precise targets might be
misunderstood as biologically optimal, but targets are usually a compromise
between biological advantage and social, cultural or economic acceptability.’
(Committee on Medical Aspects of Food Policy 1994) (page 5). This is a
negotiating stance albeit in an indirect way, indicating a need to find middle
ground between scientifically determined goals and what is believed to be
tolerable to consumers at large. Similarly, health or ethical claims made by
food producers aim to persuade and have varying impacts. It is in this context
that official advice is considered in chapter 6 along with health claims and
ethical attributes relevant to seafood .

The question of whether and how consumers exert governance impact
upstream in food chains is much harder to pin down. Little academic work on
this issue has been done (Hutter BM 2011) although it has been asserted that
the supply chain is a loop in which information about consumer demand
influences production (Kinsey J 2003). Food scares may have an immediate
impact on demand which is often short-lived but can be very disruptive and
cause difficulties for certain chain operators. Other changes are long-term
trends to which supply chains adjust while at the same time aiming to influence
them towards certain products as they have in the shift to lower fat versions.
Information for consumers, especially in the form of labelling, as well as
helping people with their consuming decisions, also facilitates consumer
feedback to the rest of the chain. Market beliefs about how consumers may
act or react are a continuing element in decisions made and are relevant to

seafood as will be seen in chapter 6.
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2.6 Theories of Governance and the Seafood Supply Chain
Project

The review of various literatures in this chapter has covered a range of
governance strands, political and economic, public and private which all assist
understanding of the influences on food provisioning and the changes that
have occurred in the last half century. The impact of both public regulation and
private governance on food supply chains as well as their inter-relationships
have been shown. Further, the sections on public and private governance
alike have demonstrated the tremendous increase in governance mechanisms,
both in legislation and in mainly private controls within supply chains, that has

been a feature of developments in recent decades.

The way these factors impact on supply chains is varied and complex as
particularly shown by work in relation to seafood that has been reviewed in this
chapter. The seafood studies bearing on the understanding of supply chain
relationships (whether or not this was an explicit topic and including some
which did not deal with governance issues) known to the researcher have been
summarised in the previous sections. These are listed in Table 2.2 in the order
in which they appear in the text so that the range of types of seafood chain and
explanatory approaches can be conveniently seen together; (some have been
referenced more than once in the text in relation to different points and the
order follows the first appearance).

Table 2.2 Seafood Supply/Commodity Chain Studies

Reference Country Production Theoretical Governance/Power
(Producer) Type Approach Relations

Acheson JA us Fishery TCE Long-term relationships

1985 between fishers &
buyers

Wilson JA 1980 | US Fishery TCE Long-term relationships
between fishers &
buyers

Gallick EC, us Fishery - tuna | TCE Fisher-processor vertical

1984 integration

Dawson R us Fisheries (3) | TCE Individual to each fishery
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2003 but asset specificity most
relevant factor.
Gudmundsson | Various Fisheries Value chain Not discussed
E et al 2006 analysis
Sandberg MG Various Fisheries Value chain Not discussed
et al 2004 analysis
Grunert et al Norway Fishery - Value chain Trend to vertical
2004 frozen cod analysis integration fishers-
processors; long-term
relationships processors
& retail/foodservice with
latter more powerful.
Guillotreau P Europe All, emphasis | Value chain Not discussed
2004 on impact of | analysis
salmon
farming
Hameri A-P & Iceland Fishery Management | Not discussed
Pélsson J 2003
Skladany M & Global Aquaculture Commodity Considerable vertical
Harris CK 1995 systems integration
Goss J et al Thailand Aquaculture Commodity Vertical integration
2000 systems
Phyne J & Chile Aquaculture - | Commodity Buyer-driven
Mansilla J 2003 salmon chain
Barton & Chile Aquaculture - | Political Increased influence of
Flgysand 2010 salmon ecology buyers & NGOs, more
state governance
Islam MS 2008 | Banglades | Aquaculture - | Commodity Driven by buyers, NGOs
h prawn chain & state regulation
Gibbon P Tanzania Fishery - Nile | Commaodity Market forces
1997a perch chain
Gibbon P Tanzania Fishery - Commodity Market forces
1997b prawn chain
Henson S et al | East Africa | Fishery - Nile | Management | Traders/processors over
2000 perch fishers; EU over
processors
Thorpe A & East Africa | Fishery - Nile | Chain Hybrid: neither producer
Bennett E 2004 perch management | nor buyer-driven;
increased government
action with private sector
to deal EU food safety
concerns
Bush SR & 1. Vietham | Aquaculture - | Commodity 1. Market relationships
Oosterveer P prawn networks embedded socially.
2007 2. Thailand | Aquaculture - 2. State regulation over
prawn nitrofuran problem
Campling L France & Fishery - tuna | Commaodity Varying degrees of
2012 Spain chain/political | vertical integration
economy applying to different
companies
Marks B 2012 us Fishery - Commodity Long-term relationships
prawn chain fishers & buyers but

under strain
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Peterson J et al | Australia Fisheries Management | 3 chains led by
2000 (prawn, exporters, 1 by major
abalone, wholesalers, 1 by fishers
general &
tuna) &
prawn
aguaculture
Wilkinson J Global All GvC Driven by various
2006 powerful companies
including producers,
retailers, foodservice
Tran N et al Vietnam Aquaculture - | GVC Buyer-driven from
2013 prawn processor level
upstream but production
not governed
Gibbon P Tanzania Fishery - Filiere Wholesaler cartel control
1997c dagaain
(silver
cyprinid)
Belton B et al Banglades | Aquaculture - | GVC Driven by retailers &
2011 h & pangasius (certification) | NGOs in North
Vietham
Belton B et al Thailand Aquaculture - | Sustainability | Large-scale & export-
2009 tilapia (certification) | oriented companies
favoured
Hatanaka M Indonesia Aquaculture - | Standards Northern NGOs/
2009 prawns (organic consumers over
certification) Southern NGOs &
farmers
Vandergeest et | Thailand Aquaculture - | Political Increased government
al 1999 prawn ecology regulation in certain
areas
Kambewa E et | East Africa | Fishery - Nile | Management | Increased government
al 2006 perch action to deal EU food
safety concerns
Ponte S 2007 Uganda Fishery - Nile | Standards Increased government
perch action with private sector
to deal EU food safety
concerns
Schuurhuizen Kenya Fishery - Nile | Management | Buying agents over
R et al 2006 perch fishers; international
traders not directly
involved in chain;
government not
enforcing sustainability
measures
Bonanno A & us Fishery - tuna | Political Processors changed
Constance D economy from 1970s vertical

1996

integration to 1980s
spot-market purchasing
Government regulation
for ‘dolphin-friendly’ tuna
changed supply sourcing
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Mansfield B us & Fisheries (3) | Relationship | Different end markets
2003 Thailand - whitefish for | between determine different
surimi nature & constructions of quality
social in each chain
processes

Source: Author

The table shows the range of theoretical or framing discourses used in the
listed studies and points to differences in power relations in various seafood
supply chains; no single approach stands out. State regulation is identified as
relevant in a minority of cases. The table shows that with the exception of the
tuna chain which they have dominated, the role of processors has been little
discussed. Finally it indicates that global industry coverage is very partial
indeed: South-East Asian aquaculture, the East African Lake Victoria Nile
perch fisheries and tuna fishing are better investigated while much of the rest

of the world’s seafood production seems analytically untouched.?®

This includes Britain although (Sandberg MG, Gjermundsen A, Hempel E,
Olafsen T, Curtis HC, & Martin A 2004) in the table does deal with seafood
supply chains within the UK. There is certainly a large literature about many
aspects of the seafood industry in Britain and also about fisheries management
which is used in later chapters but this body of work is focused on
organisational practice and does not interrogate seafood supply chain
relationships or engage with broader explanatory issues. As sketched out in
chapter 1, there have been major changes in the British seafood supply chain
over the last six decades, changes affecting the content and methods of
production of supply, the quality and forms of presentation of products, the

distribution system and what is consumed. Yet these have not been discussed

26 Despite the number of published studies on these regions it has taken recent
journalist investigations to reveal that in the Kenya Lake Victoria fishery, distributors in
the local (not export) chain who purchase from fishermen are women who pay not only
in cash but also with sex, while much locally produced feed for the Thai farmed prawn
industry is produced by slave labour, two vivid but shocking examples of economic
transaction embeddedness in social and gender relations: see Lowen M, ‘Kenya’'s
battle to end “sex for fish” trade’, 17 February 2014, on the BBC website and Hodal K,
Kelly C and Lawrence F, ‘Revealed: Asian slave labour producing prawns for
supermarkets in US, UK’, 10 June 2014, The Guardian.
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in the agri-food literature leaving a major gap in understanding and theorising

the supply chain for seafood consumed in the UK which this thesis addresses.

The first part of this chapter has shown how political science theorising has
reflected changes in the content and style of state operation and its exercise of
regulation while later sections reviewed changes in the functioning of food
chains and how economic and agri-food research has engaged with these.
However, there is a gap in marrying up these two lines of thought, that is in
showing how changes in the functioning of the state have been manifest in

relation to supply chains for food and with what results.

Putting these issues together, questions that arise from considering the review
of governance in this chapter in relation to the seafood industry changes
outlined are: What part did state and/or supra-state regulation play in these
developments relative to the impact of private types of governance? How
have developments in the regulatory state impacted on the seafood supply
chain? How have changes in the way the state in Britain operates affected
food supply chains generally and that for seafood in particular? Which actors,
public, private or from civil society, have been involved in exerting governance
impacts or have wielded power in affecting the changes that occurred and how
have they inter-related? Which of the models outlined in the various bodies of
literature which have been considered are the most useful for understanding
the British seafood chain? What part has the development of standards played
and which actors have been involved? How has seafood consumption been
influenced and changed and has it in turn been a factor of change upstream in
the supply chain? In summary, what are the governance factors material to
changes in the production, processing and consumption of seafood in Britain

over the last six decades?

The modes of governance that have been highlighted in this chapter are state
(and supra-state) regulation, private governance through supply chain
relationships, more formal means of private governance exerted though
standards schemes, sometimes with civil society involvement and direct and

indirect ways of exerting influence on consumers. They involve different ways
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of exerting power, whether the state’s legitimising expression of public interest
as well as its potential use of coercive powers, the relative market power of
different parties in supply chains and the arguable force of consumer

(potentially withheld) buying power.

Equally important is the question of what interests are actually served by
different modes of governance in food systems. All in fact serve both business
and public interests to different degrees in different situations. Private food
businesses work to a profit-seeking imperative but also fulfil socially essential
functions and serve the public interest equally with their own in relation to key
objectives like hygiene. They may well provide healthy and safe food in a
socially and environmentally responsible way at reasonable prices - but cannot
always be relied upon so to do. Hence there is the necessity for state
regulation and enforcement. State action, however, may also be promotional
and facilitative to the food industry or may at times be most concerned with
mediating a balance between different interests that bear on the food system.
Finally, the civil society organisations which have had an impact on the food
system all act in the name of a public interest or ethical objectives but those
who have chosen to collaborate with business are bound to an extent to the
interests of those companies. Therefore, in considering modes of governance
in play for the seafood supply chain it will be relevant to ask in each case

whose interests are served.

As noted in the section 2.2 review, state functions are increasingly shared and
delegated and each of the agencies concerned will have its own realm of
interests. Two such bodies exercising delegated public functions related to
food have featured in this chapter: the Advisory Committee on Organic
Standards is without executive powers and has the public interest role of
advising the government but could also be described as indirectly supporting
the organic food industry; the FSA was established with considerable
delegated powers and a mandate to prioritise the interests of consumers but
since changes made in 2010 has more limited powers and in the view of many
observers serves consumer interests less well than previously. Later chapters

will consider the roles of other examples of delegated power which are

102



particularly relevant to the seafood industry, the Marine Management
Organisation and two introduced in chapter 1 as ‘mixed public-private
governance’ bodies, Seafish and Producer Organisations while the FSA will be

examined with particular reference to seafood nutrition.

The conceptual framework adopted for the study is a modified form of
commodity systems analysis, selected as providing a comprehensive structure
which includes both consumption and the role of the state (at least in some
formulations). The main modifications are the emphasis on governance, which
owes much to the GCC and GVC approaches, and the incorporation of insights
from the power-based framework put forward by Cox and his collaborators as
outlined in section 2.3 of this chapter which is convincing for understanding
supply chain relationships. But unlike the most common usage of GCC and
GVC analysis, here governance does not highlight relations between buyers in
developed and suppliers in developing countries but concentrates on the
nature of supply chain ties within a single rich country. Also, while following a
commodity systems approach this research is not inclusive of all its possible
elements due to capacity limitations and in particular does not extend to labour
processes nor discuss in detail scientific and technological inputs into
production.

In this framework seafood companies are seen to experience or exert
governance impacts in relation to their transactions with supply chain partners
(sometimes adversaries) while the conduct of their business generally may be
affected by governance exerted externally by state regulation, the actions of
various state and private actors, by consumers and sometimes by others
including civil society organisations; different forms and extent of power are
involved in these various relationships. Figure 2.1 illustrates the two levels.
Supply chain relationships indicated by double arrows are where the various
types of governance reviewed in section 2.3 and 2.4 may take place; in the
framework adopted, this is where the power relations of the Cox power model
and/or the buyer-driven control of the GCC and GVC would be posited,
possibly involving standards regimes. Externally to the supply chain are shown

the various actors introduced in chapter 1 who may have an impact upon it (of
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Figure 2.1 Levels and Key Sources of Governance for Seafood

UK private-
public
partnerships:

Seafish

POs

Key

— Direction of
influence
IFCA: Inshore
Fisheries and
Conservation
Authority
MMO: Marine
Management
Organisation
EHD:
Environmental
Health
Department
FSA: Food
Standards Agency
PO: Producer
Oraanisation

Companies
UK devolved/
State-led delegated
governance: governance:
UK 4 administrations/
EU IFCAs/MMO/
Global EHDs/FSA
Supply Chain Partners
Upstream
Seafood Company
Supply Chain Partners
Downstream
Consumers Civil society

organisations

Source: Author

104

Private
governance:

Certification
bodies/
companies




Figure 2.2 Governance Influences on Consumers
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course a greatly simplified representation since these in reality also impact on
each other) as indicated from the perspective of commodity systems, some of
whom also to some extent enter into GCC/GVC analyses. The thesis
examines the nature and impact of governance both inside seafood supply
chains and as exerted by external forces on the seafood supply chain as a
whole. While there is no means of obtaining historical data relating to the
former aspect, it aims to cover changes in external governance forces over the

period covered by the study.

Governance in relation to consumers takes a different form, a matter more of
influence than direct power, as indicated in the section 2.5 review. Its sources
are shown in Figure 2.2.0n top is the food provisioning system which by virtue
of what it makes available has a powerful direct impact on consumption to
which is added the influence of advertising (which may include health claims).
It should be noted here that agents in the food provision box are subject to the
same governance factors as shown for seafood companies in figure 2.1 though
with differential impacts. However, this is not a one-way process and the
double arrow here reflects the impact exerted on provisioners by purchase
decisions. At the other end, various actors aim to affect consumption, involving
such means as official promulgation of nutritional guidelines, the maintenance
of consumer-facing certification systems and the urging of various types of
ethical purchasing. The way all these factors play out in relation to seafood

consumption is explored in chapter 6.

In what follows, after the methodology for the study has been set out, the
impacts of different types of external governance are examined in relation to a
historical account describing the development of the seafood situation in the
period under discussion. In chapter 4 it is in relation to the seafood supply
situation and how this has evolved. Chapter 5 turns the spotlight on the safety
and quality of seafood and here governance factors within as well as upon the
supply chain are examined. Then both governance impacts on retail and
foodservice actors and seafood consumption governance factors are

considered in chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

3.1 The Research Questions

The research has aimed to produce an understanding of how and why the
systems for supplying seafood for consumption in Britain have changed over
the last sixty years using the concept of governance as the key tool. The
choice of this concept emerged initially from the first stage review due to its
centrality in both the transaction cost economics and the global commodity/
global value chain literatures. Subsequently as the collection of emprical
evidence began it became clear that these approaches should be
supplemented by considering the impact of state and civil society governance
and the review was extended accordingly. As shown in the previous chapter,
the various strands of writing about governance and regulation have become

progressively more enmeshed over time.

The review of these various literatures indicated that both public and private
forms of governance, increasingly overlapping with each other and
interconnected, are important in explaining food chains and it gave certain
indications of where these might apply to seafood. In relation to the
functioning of supply/commodity chains and networks, it also highlighted the
importance of understanding the power dynamics at work. Power relationships

are intrinsic to governance, both public and private.

This raised the question of whether or how to examine governance and power
together or singly as the focus for the research. The answer was also given by
the literature review. It showed that governance had been used in relation to
food chains by many analysts. By contrast while power was often mentioned
as far as food research was concerned, frequently in relation to retailers, it has
only been the central focus in a part of the power-centred work of Cox and
collaborators on supply chains and was dependent on specialist analysis of
accounts to assess the relative values obtained in different dyadic
relationships; this would not have been feasible for the present research.

Further, governance is tied up with the development of standards and audit
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schemes, hence capable of being identified and assessed. Power, as already
discussed, is more variable and dependent on contingent factors and except
through relative profits taken from a given supply chain difficult to pin down
objectively. Therefore while power relationships continued to be one aspect of
the enquiry, the decision was taken to consider governance as the dominant

variable.

But this still left the issue of how governance could be identified in the workings
of the seafood chain. Public governance in the form of regulation is
uncomplicated to document but the impact may not be straightforward. Private
forms of governance include market mechanisms and requirements that are
expressed in various ways. Lower level attributes were needed in order to pin
down what is occurring. The decision was made to concentrate on three
characteristics which food may be expected to provide: safety, quality and
sustainability, taking into account the closely connected mechanism of
traceability, needed to support the other ones.

As demonstrated in chapter 2, systems for assuring quality standards, food
safety and traceability have been seen as increasingly central to the
functioning of food chains and so a very appropriate means of understanding
them. In addition, the safety of food has been recognised as an important
public problem of great concern to consumers and public authorities alike.
Seafood has not caused as much anxiety as some other foods but the impact
of various food scares has heightened general awareness among both
producers and consumers. Sustainability has much more recently become
recognised as an important issue both publicly and in commodity studies but
concerns on this subject about both fishing and farming have become
increasingly significant in both public discourse and as a requirement for

seafood supply.

Thus the choice of food safety and quality came out of food industry concerns
and are the usual objectives of the standards and audit schemes. Traceability
was an especially live issue for food producers at the time when work began

on the present project not long before new EU rules requiring it were due to
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come into force. Sustainability was added later as environmental issues
relating to both fishing and aquaculture were becoming increasingly
recognised both publicly and by the industry. With the four selected indicators
- food safety, quality, sustainability and traceability - the governance questions
would be about who decides the levels to be achieved, what means are

involved and how they are monitored and enforced.

A second preliminary issue to be considered was the timeframe. In order to
understand change in systems it is essential to have a historical approach but
the question to be decided is what period of time to examine. The literature
gives no guidance on this point. While food regime theory does apply a
periodisation scheme, the criteria based on grain and meat commaoditisation do
not seem relevant to seafood (Friedmann H & McMichael P 1989). Commodity
studies have ranged over the timescales pertinent to the particular
developments being examined, different in such cases as studies of the
American chicken industry (Boyd W & Watts M 1997) and the tomato as
consumed in Britain . But for the most part apart from regime theory agri-food
studies have concentrated on a contemporary situation or on recent

developments and have lacked an historical dimension.

The decision was made to look at the evolution of seafood provisioning in
Britain from 1950 to date which in practice was up to 2013. While the mass
supply and consumption of fish in Britain goes back to the second half of the
nineteenth century and the impact of certain developments from that time both
in the fishing industry and in the distribution system are still with us, it would
not have been feasible to cover the full expanse of one and a half centuries of
change. The second half of the twentieth century which seen transformations
in relation to the industrialisation of fishing, the burgeoning of aquaculture and
increase in global trading certainly merits the examination of change and was

assessed as being a manageable period to examine.

These considerations have led to the following research questions:
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1. How has the seafood supply chain for British consumption changed over
the period since 1950?

2. What forms of public and private governance, separately or jointly, have
affected supply, processing and consumption in the seafood supply chain

and in what ways have they driven changes over the period?

3. What governance mechanisms have been used to pursue safety, quality,
sustainability and traceability in the seafood chain and how successful have

they been?

In terms of the way research questions are generally characterised, these ones
firstly have an exploratory purpose, aiming to produce a systematic account of
developments which has not previously existed. They also have a strong
descriptive aspect since basic information about the seafood industry is
necessary as a foundation for understanding change. Questions 2 and 3 seek
explanations of the dynamic of this particular food chain and are intended to
test existing supply chain theorisation and thus produce an explanatory
outcome; they are also capable of inviting reflection on policy issues.

3.2 Approach to Methodology

An appropriate methodology for the research has been approached from two
directions. First is the need to clarify the ontological and epistemological
perspectives from which the study will be carried out. This broad framework
having been established, the range of potential methods have been assessed

in relation to the research questions (McNeil P 1990;Silverman D 2000).

Any study of food provision has to have a realist basis - its material nature is
very evident. However, the systems in which food is embedded are
comparable to any social phenomena. They are produced and reproduced by
social actors in a dynamic process which means that alteration and revision

are continually possible. This is a position which describes the social world
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from a constructionist perspective. It is also one which provides a better basis
for understanding change than the objectivism of simply seeing social
phenomena as external realities. This viewpoint is detailed in Table 3.1 in
relation to the proposed research. It can be regarded as similar to other

synthesising positions by which the meaningfulness of human action is

recognised in tandem with the acknowledgment of social reality (May T 1997).

Table 3.1

Theoretical Orientations for Research

Principal orientation to
theory

Deductive - testing of
theory

Inductive - generation of
theory

Seafood research

Yes - theories about supply
chains tested and possibly
modified

May lead to theory
generation in relation to
areas where little previous
research but modification of
existing theory more likely

Epistemological
orientation

Natural science model/
positivism

Interpretivism - include
understanding, meanings of
social actors

Seafood research

Some factual aspects for
which reasonably secure
knowledge can be
established eg changes in
the production of farmed
fish, legislation, growth of
supermarket chains

Some aspects will be
considered from the
viewpoint of different actors
eg over impacts of food
safety governance and
fisheries management

Ontological orientation

Objectivism - social
phenomena have
independent existence

Constructionism - social
phenomena are produced
through social action & are
in constant revision

Seafood research

Organisations in seafood
industry and seafood
supply chains exist
independently of meanings

But how they function is
dependent on social
interaction and therefore
part of a dynamic process

Source: Framework adapted from (Bryman A & Bell E 2007).

Given the position taken, the method of enquiry needs to establish facts about
how seafood is moved through supply chains from production to consumption.
It also needs to ask from an interpretivist perspective how supply chains and
systems integral to their functioning such as quality assurance schemes are

understood and enacted by those involved. Conventionally, the first objective is
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often seen as the province of quantitative methodology, the second as

requiring a qualitative approach.

Comparison has been noted as valuable in deriving explanations (May T
1997). The research aims to examine contrasts where different factors are at
work in the supply chain. Thus it compares governance of supply, quality and
safety in wild-caught and farmed seafood, between the way governance
impacts small and large seafood companies and in retail as against
foodservice delivery to consumers. It also aims to examine and compare

changes over time within the period selected.

In classifying research options one line is to distinguish research approaches
or strategies from techniques and methods (Blaxter L, Hughes C, & Tight M
1996;Denscombe M 1998). Here the subject lends itself only to the survey
strategy. The options of action research, experiment and ethnography are
rejected as unsuitable for addressing the research questions because the need
to cover broad areas across time and across the supply chain could not be
satisfied by methods which produce depth in parts. At one level any specific
food chain could be considered as a case study in the sense that it is just one
example of supply chains in general but this overstretching the usefulness of
the approach as generally employed. The study is therefore regarded as
based on a survey strategy.

The next step was to decide which techniques should be selected. A range of
survey methods were assessed in relation to the research questions taking
resource limitations into account. The results are set out in Table 3.2,
concluding in favour of two methods: the use of documents and semi-
structured interviews. These are generally seen as constituting a qualitative
approach to research. It would ideally be useful to supplement these with a
gquantitative survey approach thus comprising the type of mixed method
strongly supported by some methodology advice (Bryman A & Bell E
2007;Tashakkori A & Teddlie C 1998). Such an undertaking was assessed as
being infeasible within the constraints of this small scale research.

Nevertheless, a form of triangulation could still be achieved by examining the
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two form of data in relationship to each other in the analysis to improve the

validity of the findings (Jonsen K & Jehn KA 2009).

Further, there are

differences within each of the chosen categories: documentary sources range

from the objectivity of official statistics to the self-publicising nature of seafood

company websites while interviews included both the views and subjective

experiences of the respondents and factual information

procedures followed.

such as about

Table 3.2 Review of Research Method Options
Type What Can This Tell Research Question Accept/Reject for
Me? Relevance Seafood Research
General and General developments
Document historical knowledge | in the industry.
. of seafood industry. Information about
analysis Regulatory policy public regulation and
(including developments. private governance. Accept
website Information about Information about
_ seafood companies. o
material) companies’ food safety,
quality assurance and
sustainability policies.
Information about the | How the industry has
seafood industry over | developed and
Secondary time eg production changed over time. Accept - use of

analysis of data

and imports.

Information about
consumption.

How consumption has
changed over time.

official statistics

Naturalistic

observation/

Participant

observation

How supply chains
are actually managed
on a day-to-day
basis.

How quality and
traceability systems
operate in practice.

How relations in
seafood supply chains
are seen by
participants, how they
act in relation to food
safety, quality &
sustainability.

Although it would
provide depth and
interpretivist
understanding this
would be for a very
small part of the
seafood industry
system unless it was
carried out in a
variety of settings -
not feasible for a
small-scale study.
Reject.

Survey

Questionnaire

Views of actors in
organisations whose
role in seafood
supply chains little
documented.

Views of consumers.

How governance of
food safety, quality and
sustainability are
understood.

Changes in seafood
consumption plus
reasons.

Could provide useful
information but
resources to carry it
out are not available.

Reject.
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Stakeholder How relations in Well-tried and
interviews central to seafood supply chains commonly used
research for: are seen by methodology in food
Information & views participants, how they system studies.
Interview not available act in relation to food Accept.
elsewhere safety, quality &
(Open/ semi- | |n_depth qualitative sustainability, views
structured) understanding. about mdustry.changes
and consumption.
Consumer focus Attitudes to and Could provide useful
Focus group | 9roups could provide | changes in seafood information but
information on consumption and resources to carry out
consumption reasons. were not available.
attitudes and Reject
practice.
Experiment/ Experimental designs have been used in
quasi- seafood consumption research but are not Reject.
experiment relevant to this set of research questions

Source: Author using types of research design/methodology from Vogt's list of types?” and
criteria in (Mason J 1996)

The material on which the study is based therefore comprises two types of
data: firstly publicly available information and secondly the generation of new

data by means of semi-structured stakeholder interviews.

The publicly available information used can be categorised into four groups.
The first is legislation, both primary and secondary, which is clearly
fundamental to the understanding of public governance. The use of legislation
has necessarily been selective and the aim has been to identify the most
important items both domestic and European which have borne on the
functioning of the seafood supply chain over the period being considered. For
ease of reference Appendix 2 lists all the legislation to which reference is made

in this thesis and indicates the relevant chapter(s).

The second source consists of publications both formal and in the category of
‘grey literature’ which have been used to provide historical and contextual

27 List of types in handout connected to lecture given by Paul Vogt, 'Choosing
research methods: dictatorship of the problem' given at City University London on 18
April 2007.
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information about the seafood industry and the development of quality
assurance and traceability systems affecting it, including reports and printed
trade press productions. Such information has been produced both from within
the industry and by those commenting upon it, particularly by certain NGOs.
One issue with this material is that though ostensibly it should be covered by
the legal deposit scheme, this has not necessarily applied even when the
publisher is a quango such as Seafish (Sea Fish Industry Authority). Several
of its reports, referenced in its own subsequent publications, are neither in the
British Library nor kept by the organisation itself so could not be consulted.?®
Nevertheless, the Seafish publications that are now available on its website in
digital format and including a limited number produced by its predecessor

body, the White Fish Authority, have been a valued source.

The third category consists of official statistics which have been particularly
relevant in two areas: recording the supply of seafood produced by the British
fishing industry and tracking seafood consumption. The special importance of
official statistics to a study aiming to consider change is the availability of time
series. However, in practice these have limitations due to changes in
definitions, in the type of data collected or reported and even because of
wholesale replacement as when the Expenditure and Food Survey substituted
for the National Food Survey from 2001/02 (though ameliorated by long series
incorporating data from both surveys being made available).

The fourth type consists of the products of the burgeoning internet sources.
Use has been made of material issued by organisations and companies
relevant to the research, online trade publications (the FishSite and
fishnewseu.com) and of the BBC and websites attached to what used to be
called ‘broadsheet’ newspapers, considered as acceptable sources of record.?°
During the study some material has proved to be ephemeral; websites are a

tool for organisations related to their existing and future activities and

28 In relation to the Sea Fish Industry Authority, elucidated through personal
communications with Roger Forbes, Marketing Communications Executive, Seafish.

2% The newspapers mainly cited have been The Guardian and The Independent; The
Times has been less used since the charging policy for using its website has reduced
its accessibility.
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understandably what has ceased to be current is often discarded. The legal
deposition requirement for digital material only came into force in April 2013,
too late to be relevant to this project. Further, compared to print, website
material is vastly more open to constant revision, making it potentially difficult
to fix a record or pinpoint a view. Thus referring to such material cannot
ensure validity because the reader at a future time might only find the material

in a changed form or not find it at all.

During the research, items have come and gone from continuing sites while
some websites from which items had been taken, subsequently ceased to
function. In addition web pages may alter and therefore in general such
references have been given here simply for organisational website addresses.
Sources and dates when material has been accessed have been recorded and
where it is known that material is no longer available or websites no longer

function this has been indicated.

A particular use of electronically available material was the compilation of a
database of seafood companies, based on their websites. This is detailed in
the following section.

3.3 The Seafood Companies Database

The decision was taken to produce a database of information about companies
in or with special connections to the seafood industry with two purposes. The
first was to provide a broad picture of the operation of the seafood industry in
Britain. The second use was as a sampling frame for selecting interview
targets; the way this was done is detailed in the next section dealing with the

interviews.

The record of companies was produced using a software database with a
corresponding set of hard copy files containing printed descriptive material.
The aim was not to compile a complete list which would not have been feasible

with the resources available but one that would reasonably represent the
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functioning of seafood supply chains and cover different production and
regional aspects. Companies were identified from various sources including
business databases available in the British Library’s Business Centre, the

Seafish supplier database and certain regional associations.

Some content information came from two business databases, FAME and One
Source, but the websites of individual companies were the main source.
Indeed, a general criterion for inclusion was that the company did have a
functioning website of its own (or in a few cases that information about it was
included in a parent company website) for the practical reason that this made
information accessible. The assumption is that this produces a certain bias. It
was initially thought that the bias would be towards relatively larger companies
with the resources to maintain a website. However, it turned out that a large
number of small companies do have websites, probably because they are
needed for customer interface purposes. Rather, as the collection of data
proceeded it seemed likely that there was a bias against producer companies
which may have less need than those further downstream to advertise their
activities as they have adequate trade connections. Hence the website rule
was relaxed in some cases for companies concerned with fishing in particular
where information was obtained from the business websites and other internet
sources. Even so, the database cannot provide a picture of the capture fishing
side of the seafood industry because a high proportion of the vessels engaged
in it are in single operator ownership, not forming a company and not needing

a business address which could be picked up in internet searches.

The main part of the database consists of companies which are primary
producers, processors and/or distributors and merchants in the seafood
industry. Some also have retail functions. A small secondary logistics
database covers companies with servicing functions including management
and support of fishing vessels, freezing and storage, auctions and specialist
transport. It is not unusual for vessel management and associated services
such as chandlery to be combined with fish selling. An additional subsidiary
database deals with foodservice, containing general fish restaurant chains, fish

and chip chains and specialist suppliers to fish and chip shops.
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Since the focus of the research was about supply chains in Britain, the
decision was made to include only British companies or those with significant
primary production or processing operations in Britain (which could be in non-
British ownership).  Certainly seafood supply in this country involves
substantial levels of imports and hence companies based elsewhere but for the
purposes of this research it was necessary to set boundaries to what was

covered.

It was noted earlier that occasionally information came from separate
webpages within a parent company site. This obviously begs the question of
how decisions were made as to what entity should have an individual entry.
The rule adopted was to make a separate record if individualised information
was available such as separate financial data or about a distinct sphere of
activities. In some cases certain corporate policies such as on the
environment were understood to apply to all companies in the group and were
applied to each of them. The decisions taken about what companies within
large groups should be included or excluded and the reasons in each case
have been documented.

The main search and compilation took place in 2008. Subsequently, further
companies were added and alterations made to existing entries as additional
information was obtained. The database has therefore been a continually
updated resource, including the date when each entry was made but
information has been taken from the database at certain dated points. During
the period of the research new companies started, changes of ownership took

place and one major group went into administration.

Information collected covered the activities of the business, its range of
products, location (or that of its headquarters if it had more than one address)
and policies on quality, food safety, sustainability and traceability if mentioned.
Where available, turnover information and numbers of employees were
included. Turnover details from the business databases consulted had been

sourced from accounts deposited at Companies House, a requirement limited
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to larger enterprises and only available in arrears that meant that usually the
most recent year was 2006. Turnover and the number of employees could be
obtained, checked or updated during the interviews but this applies to only a
small proportion of the database. The companies were classified into regions
and by size, both factors relevant to the use of the database as a sampling

frame.

The company entries were categorised under the following seven
regions/countries: Central/Southern England, East/North East England, North
West England, South West England, Northern Ireland, Scotland, Wales. The
England breakdown takes into account areas with distinct fishing identities,
especially the South West and the importance of the Humberside area in the

east for processing activities.

The numbers of companies engaged in primary production (fishing and
farming) and in processing and/or distribution are shown in Table 3.3. The
processing and distribution categories were combined because merchant
companies very often carry out primary processing, that is preparation of raw
fish and seafood, while all the processing companies carried out some
distribution functions.  Processing may refer to primary or to secondary
processing or both. As a number of companies combine production with
processing and/or distribution activities the total of both columns is greater
than the total number of companies which was actually 191 (not the columns
total of 220).

The table illustrates the dominance of Scotland in the British seafood industry
with more than half the production companies (thanks to salmon farming and
some large fishing enterprises) plus one-third of the processing/distribution
firms in the database. The fact that South West has the biggest share in
England of fishing activity does not show up on the table because most of it is
carried out by small boat owner-operators but the region’s number of
processing and distribution companies reflects their connection with the fishing
industry. The Central/Southern and East/North East regions, however, have

much less fishing activity, which is also mainly carried out with small vessels,
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but have relatively large processing/distribution sectors for market and

historical reasons.

Table 3.3 Regional Distribution of Database Seafood Companies at
2013%°
Region Fishing & Processing/ Distribution
Aquaculture Companies
Companies
Central/Southern England 5 35
East/North East England 4 31
North West England 1 12
South West England 6 26
Northern Ireland 3 3
Scotland 27 64
Wales 1 2
Total a7 173

Source: Author

Companies were placed in a fourfold size classification based on turnover as
large, medium-large, medium or small. Companies for which no turnover
information was available were generally allocated to the small group on the
grounds that in most cases the lack of turnover information was because they
fell within the class exempted from the requirement to deposit detailed
accounts but it was recognised that there are some companies that do not fit
the definition for the smallest companies but where financial data was
unavailable for other reasons. The criterion used was the highest figure given
in any of the three years for which it was available, 2005, 2006 and 2007 but it
should be noted that the information was not obtainable on a consistent basis

and often was not available for all of the years.

The size criteria were decided upon solely to make comparisons within the

world of the seafood industry and they were not chosen to conform with official

30 One business has been omitted from this table because it is an international
company with operations in both England and Scotland but does not have a
headquarters office in Britain so could not be allocated to a region.
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definitions such as of small and medium size businesses which are generally
based on the number of employees. This is justified by the fact that it was not
relevant to the study to compare seafood companies with those in other
industries and the classification was used simply to support understanding of

the industry and to produce an appropriate framework for sampling.

The number of employees could have been an alternative to turnover as the
variable on which the size definition was based. At the time of the decision to
use turnover it seemed that this datum was the more often available for entry
on to the companies database. At a later stage and after the completion of the
interviews a check was conducted on the database which by then was larger
because of the continuing entries, as indicated earlier, and it showed that while
there were a number of entries which had turnover but not employee
information there were somewhat more where the converse applied so that
using the latter criterion could have been a preferable choice. However, the
key issue is whether this would have made a difference to the way companies
were categorised and hence the sampling process. From the experience of
the interviews during which any details not previously obtained for the
database could be obtained and given the similarity of the overall
categorisation to the general structure of the industry, it seems extremely
unlikely that using a different criterion would have changed the sampling or the
type of companies selected for interviewing in any significant way.

The overall size distribution of the database companies on the basis of
turnover is shown on Table 3.4. About seven in ten in both the primary
producer and the processor/distributor groups have been classified as small.
At the other end there are a few large companies. This conforms to the known

industry structure for the sector (Curtis H & Barr R 2012).
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Table 3.4 Size of Database Seafood Companies at 2013

Fishing & Aquaculture Processor/

Companies Distribution

Companies
Large: £60m+ Turnover 2 13
Medium-large: £20-59m Turnover 4 19
Medium: £1-19m Turnover 8 24
Small: Less than £1m turnover/ No 33 118

Information

Total 47 174

Source: Author

Prior to the production of the companies database the question of looking at
supply chains in terms of certain individual species was considered and
examined. There are some aspects of the industry which appeared to lend
themselves to this type of enquiry, particularly when one focuses on the
primary production stage where it is easy to see specific aquaculture activities
and different types of fishing. The proposed species, cod, salmon, mussels
and nephrops (langoustines) would have provided a balance of finfish and
shellfish and of fishing and farming primary production. However, what can be
seen 