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Introduction®

Until quite recently, the organization and managenwnthe supply chain in the majority of
commodity sectors was controlled by manufacturmaustry, and whether the products being sold
were socks or sausages, the role of the retaibsezhs to market the products made available by
manufacturers (Reid 1995). This situation begatdatransformed in the US and Europe from the
1960s. The fundamental social and economic chamgmsring in post-war Europe and North America
— in particular, the demand for, and the mass aopsion of, a range of high quality products — ledat
reconfiguration of the manufacturer-dominated symplain. What emerged was a highly-competitive
retail sector which was free of the post-war caists of rationing, which was not subjected to lesa
price maintenance established by the manufactw@atpr, and which was closer to the consumer and
more responsive to changing patterns of consumeradeé (Wilkinson 2002). Manufacturer ‘push’
gave way to retailer ‘pull’ as the retail sectormeato displace the manufacturing sector in the
organization and management of the agri-food supipiyn of the ‘advanced’ industrialized countries.

Numerous researchers have commented on the caubesm@sequences of this transformation (see,
for example, Burch and Goss 1999a; Hughes 1996diit&son, Heffernan, Howard and Heffernan
2001; Marsden 1997; Marsden, Flynn and Harrisor026farvey, Quilley and Beynon 2002; Wilkinson
2002; Winson 1993), and have tended to focus onntam explanatory factors to account for the shift
in power; the first is the emergence of a monopsamgistribution, in which a relatively large numbe
of food processing companies are forced to seif fireducts to a limited number of globally-focused
retailers who exercise enormous purchasing powanimcreasingly concentrated market; the second is
the growing significance of supermarket ‘own brapducts (referred to as ‘private labels’ in th8)U
and supermarket ‘generic’ brands (typically marllaiader a ‘No Frills’ or ‘Savings’ label), which &
in recent years come to compete with the brandedysts of the established food manufacturing
companies.

In this paper, we draw mainly on material from W€, to argue that there is a third factor that can
be held to account for the shift in power relatlups between the manufacturing and the retailing
sectors, which emerges from the changing pattefrmeimand for food commodities and the new role
that supermarket own brands are playing in thiselVBupermarket own brand and generic brands
became more widespread in the 1970s, they wereeateatlas low-cost alternatives to the premium
products of brand manufacturers, even though theng wisually made by the same food manufacturing
companies that sold goods under their own propyidieand. To a significant extent, supermarket own
brands were much the same as manufacturer’s ptaprierands (albeit, usually of a lower qualitylda
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was first presented at the Eleventh Annual Meeatinte Australian and New Zealand Agri-Food Rededetwork, held at the
Australian National University, Canberra, 9-11 J@084. We are grateful for the comments made btygi@aints at this meeting, and to
Harriet Friedmann and Philip McMichael for theibsequent comments and observations. We would iistol thank the reviewers,
who made several useful suggestions. Of coursalaves are responsible for the contents of thigpap
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represented a source of competition to the brapdeducts of the agri-food manufacturers. However,
supermarket own brands have now moved beyond iontaand are at the leading edge in terms of
meeting consumer demands for a range of new foodugts - home meal replacements (and especially
chilled ready meals), convenience foods, prepameshffoods, snacks and other product lines foxifle
eating’ — which the traditional brand manufacturams not well-placed to satisfy. As a result, theaee
emerged a number of major food processing compamesh are not only manufacturing new food
products for marketing solely under supermarket &nands, but are also transforming the conditions
under which the agri-food processing sector — ad@ed the whole agri-food supply chain - operates.
The emergence of these new companies not only pasehallenge to the established food
manufacturing companies, but also highlights thegoimg restructuring of the capitalist agri-food
system. Such restructuring, in turn, relates t@beo social changes, including widespread conaarn f
food quality, food safety and environmental susthility. More broadly though, we would argue that
the changes which we identify in the UK context ayenptomatic of developments in many other
countries, and that these foreshadow the emergdrecaew third food regime, characterized by fléxib
manufacturing and high levels of innovation, asesoparkets restructure the agri-food supply chain in
order to satisfy highly-segmented niche marketaftange of new agri-food commodities.

Approachesto the study of retailer influence

Despite the acknowledgement of the scale and theenaf the changes occurring in the relationship
between food manufacturers and the retail sedtergthas been little systematic analysis of thesvily
which this transformation impacts on the totalifyttee supply chain — that is, on the actors upstreé
the supermarkets (input suppliers, farmers, praceysand the actors downstream from the
supermarkets (food service providers and consuni&es)Figure 1).

Figure 1: The Agri-food Supply Chain
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With an eye to the upstream relationships, Hugh88q: 112-3) characterizes the relationship between
food manufacturers and retailers in the UK as as'e] collaborative’ one, in which the retailers énav
‘...called the shots in shaping supply relationshifizes in order to accumulate capital’. But Hughes
(1996) undertakes little analysis of the impactetéiler dominance on other actors in the suppairch

In contrast, Marsden (1997: 170) has tended to ldownstream, and has focused on the retailer
dominance in the context of the re-regulation addanarkets ‘around the demands of segments of
consumers....and corporate retailers’, highlightimg key role of the retail sector in the construciod
quality, diet, health and environment. Marsden’89() characterization of newly-emerging power
relationships focuses on the development of rethdsed regulatory systems. These power relations
are legitimized for consumers through an exchae@@ionship with the retail sector, which generaes
loyal and constant customer base in return foptiogision of quality foods (Marsden 1997: 170-172).
From this perspective, the power or influence that retail sector exerts is derived from its positi
within a network of producers, processors and coess which, among other things, allows it to set
standards and establish criteria which add valgtefood commodities:

Aspects of control, power and dependency in agooHieetworks are not only based
upon input-oriented corporate capital (i.e. agribess firms and their relationship to
the farm-based sector). Increasingly, they are ciestsal with the control and
construction ofvalue from the point of production. This serves to empopwear-
consumer agencies. This reflects the common pabatdt ‘value-adding’ in food has
tended to be associated downstream of the pointewnhieis primarily produced
(Marsden 1997: 170).

However, it could be argued that the representatairpower based upon the location of actors within
the network, and their relation to the control andstruction of value, do not reflect the asymnestof
power that operate both upstream and downstreanatt@mpt to deal with such asymmetries in power
relationships in the supply chain has been undentaky Cox, Ireland, Lonsdale, Sanderson, and
Watson (2002) who note that participants in a sppphin do not just add value, they also extracts.e
Such rents are extracted by participants in a suppdin if they possess the ‘critical supply chain
assets’ which enable a participant to exert ‘legeraver customers and suppliers in the context of
particular supply chain relationships’ (Cox et2002: 7).

Retailers, like most participants in a supply chaiswve to deal with other participants up and down
the chain — that is, in the case of retailers, vsitippliers and customers. For retailers, as foeroth
participants, the ‘key requirement is for companiesunderstand operationally how to place their
suppliers into highly contested or dependent mtethips in which the buyer leverages value from the
supplier’ (Cox et al. 2002: xvi), while at the satmae ensuring that the retail chain’s buyers (ilsat
consumers of retail products) are not able tothee market power to leverage value from the retailer.
Most of the participants in the supply chain wanekercise market and supply chain power to extract
value from upstream suppliers, but deny their owwrstream buyers from exercising the same market
and supply chain power to extract value from thdvese

While Cox et al. (2002) avoid over-simplifiedpriori assumptions about ‘where power lies’, they
nevertheless contend that in general, food anckdnanufacturers are in a particularly weak position
vis-a-vistheir major customers (that is, the supermarketsaher significant retail outlets) and that the
own label phenomenon plays a major role in this:

Broadly speaking, most food and drink manufactueges at a distinct disadvantage
when it comes to their relationship with the grgcewltiples...even those products
which are branded are being promoted with dimimighiesults. This is particularly
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the case where there are many acceptable altezsatiy the branded good —
acceptable, that is, to the supermarket’s consuniérs rapid expansion of own-
labelling on the part of supermarkets in recenty&as greatly expanded the range of
products for which this is true...the successful l@shment of own-labelling as a
concept therefore, has given the grocery multigiesater choice when it comes to
considering their sourcing strategy for a particpleoduct ... (Cox et al. 2002, 116-7).

The contribution by Cox et al. (2002) does morenth@affirm that retailer power derives from the
existence of a monopsony, on the one hand, andrtpact of supermarket own labels, on the other.
This approach is important because it can be erttraohd applied in ways that are relevant to our
analysis of the new emerging food system. For exan@ox et al. (2002) suggest that retailers will
seek to exercise control downstream (that is, ®rthustomers), by exercising market power and
utilizing strategic supply chain assets in ordeenhance returns. There is a variety of ways inctwvhi
retail chains seek to reduce the leverage whiclswmers may exert over retailers, including theafse
loyalty cards (which are also useful tracking desicfor determining consumer preferences and
responses to products), special offers tying-inesmarket purchases to discounts over other products
such as petrol, negotiating special long-term dedls suppliers which allow retailers to maintaow
prices over a range of basic foodstuffs, and sdroan important paper, Dixon (2003) has also aigue
that the retail sector exerts leverage by estahlisitself as a ‘pre-eminent food authority’ which
confers legitimacy on consumer acceptance of neddand food forms. As will be seen later, this
approach not only helps us to understand the liofitsoncepts such as ‘consumer sovereignty’ at a
time when it appears that retailer control overgsbpply chain should lead to greater consumer power
but it also directs attention to the ways in whilee supermarkets have been able to maximize thieir r

in introducing new food forms through their ownrla. They thereby challenge the remaining vestiges
of manufacturer power as exemplified in the powehe brand.

Super market own-brands, new foods and the reconfiguration of supply chains

The shift in control over the organization and ngeraent of the agri-food supply chain has created
new problems for the retail sector as it comessgume responsibility for what is produced, wherme, i
what quantities and to what standards. It has meaning other things, that the attention of theileta

is now directed both towards satisfying consumenaled, as well as to shaping such demand and
generating customer loyalty in a highly competitmarket. When retail outlets merely marketed the
goods whose style and price were decided by theufaaturers, there was little basis for competition
for customers. Now all of that has changed. InUlke the four or five major supermarket chains find
themselves in a situation of intense competition donsumer patronage, and being closer to the
consumer than the manufacturer ever was, the reatbr is particularly sensitive to the changes in
consumer demand and expectations. This intenseetdap means that each of the major supermarket
chains seeks to buy high quality product lineshat lowest possible price, which is reflected furthe
upstream in the supply chain as food manufactureas down on their suppliers (i.e. the farmersy, an
farmers attempt to bear down their suppliers.

While margins in the retail sector are relativadwl— in the UK, supermarkets estimate their return
to constitute about 3-4 percent of sales — supémism@are also able to utilise the power advanthge t
derives from a monopsony to extract rent from sepplin a variety of ways. For example, the
supermarkets chains are in the position of deciavhgch products and/or companies will have shelf
space in their outlets, and are also able to déterthe terms and conditions upon which shelf spmce
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made availablé.These two major characteristics of monopsony -ptheer to generate profits from the
acquisition of food products from suppliers on bi@st possible terms, and the power to extractagt
consequence of the ownership of ‘critical supplgiohassets’ (for example, supermarket shelf space)
are supplemented by an increasing capacity to geneitra revenue from the increasing share of the
food and beverage market represented by supermarkebrands. But significantly, supermarket own
brands are themselves increasingly coming to reflecnopsonistic power as they move from the
position of merely competing with manufacturer’aruls, to the situation in which they dominate & th
marketing of new food products that have been ss@d by the traditional brand manufacturers.

Supermarket own brands are essentially a produitteol970s, and reflect the shift in the locus of
control over the supply chain which accompanied ¢nel of post-war rationing and resale price
maintenance in the UK. Supermarket own brand gooeisthe needs of consumers for whom price was
more important than quality. In the UK, supermarkeinds accounted for 39 percent of the grocery
market in 2002 (see Table 1), and are growingfasir rate than proprietary labels (ACNielsen 2003

Table 1: Private label share of grocery sales lmntrg, 1997 and 2002

1997 2002
UK 29.7 39.0
Belgium 25.8 26.9
Spain 16.2 17.6
France 16.8 20.8
Germany 11.3 24.0
USA 14.1 15.6

Source: Boston Consulting Group (2003:3)

This increasing share of the grocery market hascoded with planned improvements in the quality of
supermarket own brands. Over time, supermarkets hegyuired suppliers to improve the quality of
own brand products, and to this extent the supdmtsrhave come to provide even more intense
competition to the branded products made by thgelarocessing companies. More recently, however,
the growth in the sales of own label products feenldominated by increasing consumer demand for a
range of new food products — for example, home meglacements, chilled and fresh products and
convenience foods, all of which rely on continuingovation and flexibility in production - which e¢h
traditional brand manufacturers are not well-placed meet. The established manufacturer’s

2 The numerous practices adopted by supermarketsiar to extract payments and price concessioms §uppliers have
generated much conflict, and were in part respéaéis the UK government establishing a Code otkea in 2002, in
order to redress what the UK Competition Commisgientified as an imbalance between the supermaedet their
suppliers. There is insufficient space in this papeanalyse this issue further, but the UK Ofi¢&air Trading reviewed
the workings of the Code in 2004 (Office of Faiading 2004). For further discussion of these isss®s also Blythman
(2004) and Lawrence (2004).
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investments in, and long term commitment to, tleein brands and the value that these represent,
diminishes their capacity to respond to the demasfdhe modern consumers who are increasingly
demanding convenience, ‘freshness’ and novelthénfood products they purchase. As a consequence,
and partly in order to control and manage a pradocand distribution system that is logistically
increasingly sophisticated and complex, the supgwets have reconfigured the supply chains for their
own brand lines, by underwriting the establishmanmew agri-food manufacturing companies which
are flexible, adaptable and innovative, and which pice nothing but own brand products for the UK
and overseas supermarkets. This process of tramafion is discussed in the following section.

Transformationsin the production and consumption of agri-food commodities

In recent years, there has been a significant shwards convenience foods throughout most of the
industrialized world. The reasons for this shife aumerous; the increased number of one-person
households, the growth of flexible work patternsg @an unwillingness to prepare meals from ‘scratch’
(the average time spent in preparing the main rok#ie day in most western households is now 15
minutes), have resulted in the marketing of a ramfglmod commodities which are quick and easy to
prepare, but are nevertheless healthy and represém-for-money. The trend towards convenience
foods began with products such as the frozen “Thheéli’ in the 1950s, but has taken on new forms in
recent years, with a growing demand for fresh petsluChilled ready meals - supposedly retaining
flavour and freshness - are viewed as being supgritheir ‘frozen’ counterparts, and are emergusg
the fastest-growing product line in the home megllacement market. Chilled ready meals are
typically represented by a complete, pre-cookedalrntigat can be re-heated for home consumption.
Importantly, the chilled ready meal is not onlysdad as ‘fresh’, but is usually a very high quality
product which attempts to replicate a ‘restaurxpeeence’ in the home by providing gourmet dishes,
ethnic cuisines and other non-standard productpottantly, the product lines in this category are
regularly reviewed and changed, in much the samethat a restaurant might revise its menu, and
reflects the process of constant innovation thatatterises these new food lirfes.

Chilled ready meal products are now extremely papul the UK and Europe, and have overtaken
frozen meals and meals preserved at ambient tetnpesge.g. noodles to which are added hot water),
as the most popular form of home meal replacent@aimparative data on the market for complete
ready meals in the UK are documented in Table 2 thmigrowing demand for chilled ready meals in
particular is a worldwide phenomenon.

3 A recent trade article on the UK Tesco chain’gysof premium chilled ready meals demonstrates ‘ikrge chunk of the Tesco
Finest range was relaunched in the UK this auturhe.new Tesco Finest range comprises hundredsnotiishes, inspired by classic
menus from the finest restaurants. There are dd@m@w lines to choose from, including startersnpneaurses, vegetables and desserts -
in addition to new specialty pizzas and breadss{€02003).
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Table 2: Retail sales of ready meals in the UKtyme, 2002-2006

2002 (est) 2006 (proj)

£m % £m %
Ambient 145 7 174 6
Chilled 1,121 55 1,714 61
Frozen 772 38 920 3 3

Source: Rashid (2003: 5)

As well as the growth of demand for new food forsuxh as chilled ready meals, another major
manifestation of the growing importance of convanefoods is demonstrated in the reconfiguration of
older food forms — in particular, sandwiches aneza@s — and their increasing consumption among
populations demanding freshness and convenieneegiwth of consumption of sandwiches in recent
years is an example. The British Sandwich Assamathas reported that some 2,432 million
sandwiches are sold every year. Annual sales adfveahes, which stood at £1.2 billion in the early
1990s, grew to £3.2 billion by 2001. This makes shadwich the number one fast food product, with
41 percent of the market compared to 18 percenthfernext most popular fast food product, the
hamburger. The largest single outlet for sandwichebe UK is the Tesco supermarket chain, which
sells some 2.2 million sandwiches per weBkiginess Europ2001; News Telegrapil7 December
2004). And, of course, the demand for sandwiches @ was the case with the chilled ready meals
discussed earlier - also driven by ‘freshness’ eltgyvand constant innovation. For example, Harvey e
al. (2002: 189) report on a UK sandwich manufactwieo routinely launches 10-20 new varieties of
sandwich every week.

The significance of such a development is demotestrby the fact that traditional brand
manufacturers hardly figure in the production of ai these new food lines. As Doel (1996: 55) nptes
the market for chilled ready meals, which hardlyseed in the late 1980s, was opened up by the UK
retailer Marks and Spencer rather than a food naatwifer, and continues to be dominated by thel retai
sector. Supermarket own brand products currenttpwaa for some 95 percent (KPMG 2000: 6) of
chilled ready meals sold in the UK - a market iha2002 was worth £1.1 billion (see Table 2). Iheat
words, it is the supermarket brands that now dotaimathe fastest growing food lines:

...own-label manufacture has opened up new areasodf tonvenience ready-made
chilled meals, and chill-fresh foods, many of whiaglte novelty or fashion-driven.

They are characterized by a short product life thatild be terminal to the brand
manufacturerlt is more than coincidence that branded manufaatsirhave been

frozen out of the chill-chain, squeezed out of Hamdwich business, and are
peripheral to pizzas; it is an alien environment tieeir type of food. They were never
seriously there(Harvey et al. 2002: 179). (Our emphasis).
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The traditional brand manufacturers have been Isggrhin the production of these key commodity
lines, production of which has been undertakereadtoy new or re-organized food companies which
produce nothing but supermarket own brand produdtie-known companies such as Northern Foods,
Hazelwood, Geest and the Grampian Country Food fishave emerged as major players in the UK
food industry in recent years, and have come tot rttee demands of a new market that the brand
manufacturers have been unable or unwilling tesBatHazelwood Foods, for example, has an annual
turnover of £1.7 billion and employs some 7000 peai 20 plants in the UK and Europe. It has
factories that produce similar products for diffgreetailers’ own brands (for example, Hazelwood
makes chilled lasagne for every retailer in the Ekcept Marks and Spencer, giving it a virtual
monopoly of product across nearly all the retadiok [see Harvey et al. 2003: 181]). At the samme fi
Hazelwood Foods has factories that are totally add to the production of own brand products for
particular retailers (it has, for example, a fagithat produces food lines exclusively for Safeyvahis
exclusivity works the other way around, too, withir&bury supermarkets sourcing all their 50 million
own label pizzas exclusively from Hazelwood.

New companies such as Hazelwood clearly differ fibin traditional branded manufacturers by
virtue of the facts that they produce few, if apggducts sold under their own brand name, andttegt
have a guaranteed access to the supermarket shBluethere are other, more significant, difference
that set these companies apart from the traditidoatl processing companies. They are highly
innovative and demonstrate a flexibility and a adyafor innovation in satisfying demands in niche
markets which cannot be matched by the establibih@dd manufacturers. Harvey et al. (2002: 177,
189) have noted that because of the high costssefarch and development, traditional manufactufers
branded products may take two years or more toldeyvéest and market a new product line. As a
consequence of this level of investment, new laresexpected to sustain demand over the many years
takes to generate a return on the investment. Heswvewn brand manufacturers, driven by novelty and
innovation, accept that new lines will quickly bew® obsolete and will give way to another line withi
a short period. Under these circumstances, thersigpket own brand manufacturer, with much lower
research and development costs, will introduce foot or five new product lines every year, but
between one and two thousand.

The example of the pizza typifies this commitmeytolvn brand manufacturers to innovation and
novelty in meeting the demands of niche marketshénUK, the Tesco chain markets several of its own
brand pizza lines for different classes of consurere is a definite pizza hierarchy — a top-a-th
range product (hand-crafted, low volume pizzadelf@scadellas and strombolas); there is a middle
range or mainstream product (thin and crusty, epden); and there is a bottom-of-the-range economy
product (made with basic ingredients) (Harvey et 2102:192). These products will not only be
produced in a wide variety of toppings, but alscaimange of sizes to suit families, or teenagers, o
children, and a range of situations (main mealacls, TV dinners, ‘grazing’ and eating-on-the-go).
The new food manufacturing companies which neciggaoduce large numbers and varieties of pizza
for niche markets on the same ‘assembly line’ aquired to adopt highly flexible systems of
production which allow them to reconfigure theioguction schedules at short notice.

In such circumstances, the failure of a new prodinet is unlikely to be a problem for the own
brand manufacturer: if a product fails to meetlastarget it can be withdrawn quickly and replabgd
another product with little cost to the companyisTtexibility in production practices on the part
own brand manufacturers impacts, in turn, on labpurcesses and practice. Own-brand food
manufacturers normally operate twenty-four houdsg with a non-permanent and flexible labour force
whose daily working hours can be altered in ordemeet the demands of a company utilizing fresh,
perishable, products or to respond to a changleanvblumes required by a supermarket for delivery
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next day. The adoption of ‘just-in-time’ processesure continuing utilisation of raw materials amd
unbroken supply of fresh food inputs to the supekets, 24 hours per day, seven days per week
(Lawrence 2004). The flexibility and complexity sfich production processes involves a high level of
coordination that is dependent upon computer-askikigistics. For example, the delivery vehicles
moving in and out of a manufacturing plant arekeacby GPS technology. In order to ensure smooth
operations and avoid congestion, delivery vehialesgiven a ‘window’ (usually about 30 minutes) in
which raw materials can be delivered and finishexipcts despatchéld.

The role of the supermarkets in constructing andchtaming agri-food supply chains is not only
evident in the spheres of production and distrdntbut also in the area of consumption. This eenb
a focus of Dixon’s (2002; 2003; 2004) recent grduedking work in the cultural analysis of food
systems, and the role of the supermarkets in medidéie relationship between the producer and the
consumer. Of particular relevance to this papehesability of the supermarket to represent itsslfan
authority on food issues, which becomes of criticaportance in generating consumer loyalty and
influencing consumer preferences. For example stipermarkets gain much legitimacy and authority
from their ability to deliver fresh, safe and varieonvenience foods to consumers, in a manner that
fosters belief in supermarkets as the gatekeegdod nutrition and quality. Such a belief is rootly
generated through advertising and the invocatiogosernment-sanctioned dietary guidelines, but also
through the mobilisation of authority figures suah celebrity chefs, food writers and others (Dixon
2003)

In other words, in order to establish their presgnt status in the minds of consumers, it is
necessary for the supermarkets to demonstrate #idlity to dictate the conditions of agri-food
production. This becomes even more critical as sopkets are seen as not simply trading in
commodity lines called ‘foods’, but as key sitesnhich production and consumption intersect. Dixon
(2002; 2004) clearly demonstrates this in her neseeto the chicken supply chain. The supermarkets
hold a powerful position in this market becauseckdmn-meat producers sell much of their produce to
the supermarkets, rather than to an array of smatthers or fast food outlets. In providing chicken
meat in the convenient manner that they do, theersugrkets have not only gained legitimacy as
endorsing/supporting the busy lifestyles of modewnsumers (Dixon, 2004: 106), but now undertake
tasks — such as dismembering the chickens, cuttieghicken meat, adding spices, and packaging —
which puts them in direct competition with the pFesors from whom chicken meat is purchased.
Supermarkets have also been instrumental in extgritie cool chain approach to meat procurement.
Chicken meat now arrives at stores, to be placedhetves in a chilled (but not frozen) state, thgre
capturing flavour and convenience (see Dixon 2@0D4)°

Discussion: Contoursof a Changing Agri-food System

It is our contention that the changes discussef@drsa@entred upon the emergence of supermarket own
brands and the dominance of these lines in a rahgew food products, not only signal a profound

4 The system is based on the management of airomfements at major airports, where flight landiagd departures are carefully
timed to maximise efficiencies. In a food systemt increasingly utilises fresh raw materials fasf products, clearly such timing is
critical, and if a delivery vehicle fails to arriat its allotted time, penalties may be imposedheyfood processing company.

® Moreover, it is likely that the supermarkets dsmaoming to exert control over the chicken supgigin as a result of their dominance
of the market for chilled ready meals, in whicholt@in-based products feature strongly. In overathse ‘ethnic’ dishes account for 40
percent of the UK ready meals market, with the ulbams Chicken Tikka Marsala, an ‘Indian’ dish cooted in Britain and now
exported to India, being the most popular (Fooah&tads Agency 2003). See also Burch (2005) focantediscussion of other issues
associated with supermarket organisation and mamageof the chicken supply chain.
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shift in the relationships between processorsjleesaand consumers, but are symptomatic of a wider
transformation in the supply chain as a whole. Bupeket own brands are a manifestation of the
tendency of the retail sector to move back intopfauction process and represent the means whereby
the retail sector is coming to assert and extendantrol over the production sector (Hughes 1986).
argue that what we are seeing in these changingaenof the agri-food system is the profile ofeavn
third food regime, which stands in marked conttaghe second food regime characteristics assakciate
with the commitment of brand manufacturers to thassnproduction of long-running lines with
‘classic’ appeal in mass markets.

We acknowledge that our arguments concerning thergence of a third food regime will be
strongly contested both theoretically and empilycaht the empirical level, for example, it migheb
argued that we are over-generalizing from dataelgrgirawn from a single case, i.e. the United
Kingdom. However, we would argue that developménthis area are always uneven, and that what is
important are the overall trends that can be olesefiom the wider data. On this view, the UK isrsee
to be the leading example of a wider trend thabdsurring in most of the ‘developed’ industrial
countries. For example, despite the existencerohgtlocal culinary cultures, most countries in &pe,
and North and Latin American show consistent grawtthe share of supermarket own brands in a wide
range of food and grocery items, and in the exanef convenience and other foods such as chilled
ready meals, snack foods, breakfast substitutesiquid meals. In France, where supermarkets adcoun
for over 60 percent of food purchases, own bracdsumnt for 21 percent of retail sales, and are grgw
at a rate of 5 percent per annum. Moreover, chikadly meals are the fastest growing componetrteof t
large French market for ready meals, and grew mes®4 percent per annum between 1996 and 2000
(Department of Transport 2003; Leatherhead Food2R@5). Significantly, in the global market, the
leading product in terms of supermarket own labb®re of the total is chilled ready meals, with
supermarket brands accounting for 51 percent aflabial sales (ACNielsen 2003: 1%).

It is clear from the foregoing discussion, that ib®ues we have raised and the changes we have
foreshadowed will need to be further theorized prablematized. It remains our contention, however,
that the major transformation that we are witnegsian best be explained by an extension of the food
regime theory first proposed by Friedmann and MdMel (1989). We have summarized the
transformation in Appendix 1.

% In terms of empirical refutation of our argumeiitsnight also be suggested that the expansiompésnarket own brands into new
product categories such as chilled ready meal®iglgnexpanding the range of choice available tsamers, rather than threatening the
standing of the established food companies. Howeherevidence suggests that in most food categavédes of supermarket own brands
are growing at a faster rate than the equivalesmided product (where it exists). Moreover, it aclfrom Table 2 that sales of frozen
products, in which the traditional food manufactareave been strongest, are declining relativegdresh food products (ACNielsen
2003). This suggests that the introduction of owand ready meals is having a direct impact whiabsgzeyond a simple expansion of
consumer choice, and that in many instances, swgsketnbrands are replacing proprietary brands. Utideimpact of supermarket own
brands, many established manufacturers have beegdfto rationalise the range of products they rfature and to reduce the number
of branded goods they market. In 1999 for exanipielever, the world’s third largest food group, atled its ‘Path to Growth’ strategy
which saw it reduce the number of brands on off@mf1600 to a core 400. Among other things, thssiited in a loss of 8000 jobs and
the closure of 30 factories worldwide. Not all bétdeleted brands were food products, althougadent years the company has closed
numerous food manufacturing plants, including itsi8Eye factory in Grimsby producing frozen mealsthe UK market@ow Jones
Newswire2001;Financial Times2001;Dutch News Diges2004).

" The periodisation in this table is indicative ofgge Le Heron 1993; Bonanno 1994 for discussiénsgime time-frames), and we are
aware of a number omissions. For example, a lagpa€e has precluded any discussion of the inogésndency to eat out, nor have
we referred to the important role of fast food etglin this analysis. However, we believe that meration of these issues would tend to
support the propositions we are advancing in thfgep. In the case of fast food chains, for exampig cleat that in the industrialised
centres, companies like McDonalds have been sigmifiy affected by competition from the Subway ohathich not only emphasises
freshness, convenience and health in their protiuttalso allows consumers the choice and flexjbit select their own fillings and
construct their own meal (as opposed to the puechithe standardised hamburger which largely pdsd any possibility of individual
choice). By 2002, there were more Subway restasiiarthe US than McDonalds (Boston Globe 2004)-thalbng with messages about



Burch and Lawrence - Vol. 13(1), July 2005 11

It will be recalled that under the first (Britislemtred) food regime — prior to the industrialisatodf
agriculture that was to occur after the Second Warhr — consumers were the recipients of agricaltur
commodities that were largely unprocessed and fandiftiated. The colonial ties between, for example
Australia and Britain allowed the former to expproducts such as wool, wheat, lamb, beef, and sugar
as bulk commodities that were delivered to conssnierun-processed form and used to fuel the
growing industrialism of the latter. Colonial spE@ation gave way to a broader international
specialisation during the 1800s based upon expardidhe settler family farm (see Friedmann and
McMichael 1989: 100). The attitude of the day whattthe environment was something to be
‘conquered’ (often by ‘noble pioneers’) to bringwn&ands into production. The state enacted a number
of measures (subsidies, tax incentives and so)ftotencourage farmers to apply new technologies in
the pursuit of greater output and profits (Bonaid®884). Protectionist policies (the use of tarifis,
example) helped to ensure that agriculture wasralbed within, and supported by, the nation state.

Processed and manufactured foods were, of coursanon consumption items in most pre-World
War Two diets in the industrialized countries otlowing the war, agriculture became increasingly
industrialized, with foods being processed and pgel in ways that improved their durability
(Friedmann and McMichael 1989). Intensification apecialisation were but two of the processes that
were well underway at the farm level, with largemiers of producers leaving the land as productivity
and efficiency ‘drivers’ increased both the scalgpduction and the volumes of food and fibre that
were available on the marketplace. Fuelled by s&irey cost-price pressures, farming took on a
productivist form, with a reliance upon high teclogy inputs (Ward 1993; Wilson 2001). The capitalis
state provided a host of incentives and put inez@lpolicy settings, that would fuse both agribessn
input-manufacturing firms (those providing the #&teequipment, fertilisers and pesticides) and
agribusiness output-processing firms (those takirmfucts and storing, packaging and selling farm
products) to farming (Lawrence 1987). This enhartbedole of corporate capital in the sourcing and
the delivery of foods to consumers — often in hyghtocessed (durable) form.

Advances in farming technologies went largely umsgjoeed until the 1960s because of the
apparent benefits to society associated with irg@déood supply (McMichael 2004). In terms of famil
budgets, food costs were becoming a smaller prigmodf total expenditure, and there were a greater
variety of products on the supermarket shelvesusnisation continued apace, consumers in nations
such as the US and Australia were receiving redfticheaper, durable, foods supplied via a corperat
dominated agri-food complex (Friedmann and McMi¢HE@89; McMichael 2004). But productivist
agriculture in combination with a burgeoning mamtiieing food industry, was to generate a number of
contradictions. For example, increasing real incofaad a subsequent desire to spend) was consltraine
by resale price maintenance as well as the ladoofpetition amongst retailers. Another contradictio
was associated with restricted choices in consumgtiat derived from a food system dominated by a
proliferation of mass, standardized, products atn@ when changing consumer tastes were leading to
demands for choice, variety and innovation in faofis.

diet, health, the threat of litigation and declmiorofits — has led the McDonalds chain to recamnégtself (at least in the developed
countries) by selling a wider range of productsahtin part, emulate the Subway menu. However tthissformation does not appear to
have been extended to McDonalds outlets in thoge THorld countries to which the hamburger chaicré@asingly looks for its income
(Burch and Goss 1999b). In these countries, theeimafch standardised product and limited menu wkatved McDonalds so well for
so long in the West, is still the norm. In this td, it is perhaps worth making the point that phheliferation of types of food products
and culinary experiences that we have referred this paper — ranging from organic products talyeaeals to frozen pizzas and
McDonalds hamburgers - is not necessarily a proliteterms of our theoretical position, and we db see such variety and complexity
as undermining our ability to generalise aboutaimergence of a third food regime. Our approacloisased on a construction of
oppositions; we do not, for example, see orgarodpce as theppositeof, or necessarily inonflict with, conventionally produced of
‘industrialised’ food, or fast food as tlo@positeof, or inconflict with, slow food. Rather, we conceive of the whgdenut of varieties
and types of food that are commercially availalsl@ aeflection of a central tenet of the third feedime, namely the notions of choice,
flexibility, innovation and internationalism as egpsions of market choices and consumer incomessnindustrial societies.
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The transformation which resulted from the resolutof these contradictions, which we have
discussed in this paper and which we argue foresiradhe emergence of a third food regime, has also
been characterized by some researchers as a netpialuctivist’ ethos which is coming to challenge
the ‘productivist’ norms of the second food regirftdolmes 2002; Holmes 2005 forthcoming).
Lawrence (1998) has referred to this as ‘sustasmadgjional development’ while Marsden (2003) has
referred to the concept of the ‘rural developmeyriasmic’ (Marsden 2003). The basic insight is that
productivism is being challenged as consumers acerhing increasingly concerned with the negative
consequences of industrialisation (including thatiomed industrialisation of agriculture) (see Beck
1992). Consumers are seen to be ‘greening’ — auptititudes and behaviours that, at one and the
same time, question the health and environmentakfiis of technology-intensive and ‘factory’
farming, and support the development of ‘alterretiespecially organic) and other purportedly more
sustainable food production systems (see Burch,ndyand Lawrence 1998). Supermarkets are
increasingly conscious of the need to provide comess with food security via guarantees of freshness
and quality. Indeed, as was noted earlier, supd&etarare emerging as part of a new regulatory
framework governing standards and quality. Thiedres becoming institutionalized, for example, he t
establishment of EUREP-GAP as a mechanism of rgtailate) governance that aims to enhance food
safety for consumers (see Busch and Bain 2004; Geliriz004).

We acknowledge the possibility of a trajectory elvelopment for an emerging global agri-food
system in which a dominant retail sector demoresratcapacity for a ‘greening’ of consumption which
is consistent with the demands of consumers asageationforming to a post-productivist sustainapilit
ethos. Such an ethos, it may be argued, is alreamient in the demand by supermarkets that ‘best
practice’ standards of production and handling fygliad by their suppliers, in the improvement of th
traceability of products on the supermarket shehsexl in the increasing availability of organic
products. Marsden (2003: 197) has also suggesatdhit supermarkets’ commitment to industrial chain
modes is qualified by what he terms ‘short’ fooddurction chains. There are now, he suggests,
identifiable attempts to ‘engender some form ofremtion between food consumer and food producer’,
as part of a relocalization process (Marsden andniBo forthcoming 2005). Products now reach
consumers with information about their source dedways they were produced. Authenticity and trust
are enhanced, the ‘local’ nature of food productshighlighted, and consumers are told that — beea
of the nature of sourcing — regional farming systewil benefit and local producers will be empowkre
(Marsden 2003: 200).

While not disputing the significance of the develmmts discussed above, a key issue for us is
whether or not the shift in the control and managetmof the agri-food supply chain from the
manufacturing to the retailing sector will ultimigteesult in the more beneficial outcomes impligd b
Marsden’s ‘rural development dynamic’. For exampleere appears to be a major contradiction
between the suggestion that the retail sector igndr a ‘re-localisation’ of food production and
consumption, and the observation that the retatloses undergoing a process of globalisation whsch
likely to increase its capacity and tendency tdbglosourcing of a wide range of food and non-food
commodities. In short, will the global retailer®perating under even more competitive conditioas th
the manufacturing sector ever did — behave angmifitly from those same manufacturing companies in
terms of environmental outcomes and corporate koesponsibility? Even at this early stage in the
transformation of the agri-food supply chain, ieses clear that the retail sector is operating urer
same impulses to accumulation that has driven naatwing capital in the past. For example, as
globalisation proceeded, corporate capital in te-manufacturing sector proved to be highly mabile
moving around the world to source the cheapesttsnfmuthe food manufacturing industry (Bonanno et
al. 1994), with farmers usually having little optibut to conform to the profit-making demands afsi
firms (Burch and Rickson 2001). However, the gladad) retail sector is increasingly sourcing itsrow
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brand products from overseas, and it is possibldetect the emergence of a situation in which an
overseas subsidiary of a global retail chain cotoaesperate as the agent for the global sourcingad
products that may be sold in other branches ot#me chain throughout the world. In other words, in
our view, the retail sector is coming to match -d amll eventually outstrip - the global sourcing
capabilities of the manufacturing sector. In dostgg the global retail sector will exert an even evid
span of control over the global agri-food systend @ill be in an even stronger position to deciade t
conditions under which agri-food commodities areduced.

We do not argue that the developments discussddrseill lead to the disappearance of brand
manufacturers or the products they supply. Instead predict that many now-popular and common
brands will be increasingly challenged by supermiamwn label products.While some agri-food
companies — particularly those owning iconic ‘mégands’ such as Coca-Cola - will continue to trade
on brand recognition, they will, in our view, operainder very different conditions which encourage
greater flexibility in sourcing, innovation in proction, and efficiency in logistics. They may, likee
Sara Lee Company, adopt the ‘Nike’ model of subt@ating production while generating income from
marketing food products under a recognized bramdenalternatively, more companies might adopt a
‘Coca-Cola’ model, under which a brand manufactoes license the production of a premium product,
and undertake processes of accumulation by sugpbgsential intermediate inputs. Whatever the case,
such an approach would be consistent with the retiog of that value to be found not just in actual
manufacture and marketing of physical products,ithabhe ownership of brands, the revenues that can
be generated through licensing, royalties, andhilgh rates of return that can be generated through
processes of transfer pricing (Pritchard 1999). this extent, branded food manufacturers would
increasingly come to resemble the supermarketsfansas they would generate greater income from
rents deriving from their ownership of ‘strategigpply chain assets’ rather than the manufacture and
sale of agri-food products.

Whatever the case, the whole transformative proatssh we have argued is symptomatic a third
food regime, is underwritten by a mode of regulatiased on neo-liberal, free market, principlesciwhi
are manifest in the prevalence of non-permanent feaxible working conditions in the own label
manufacturing companies, in the growth of non-amttral ‘partnerships’ between supermarkets and
their suppliers, and in the elimination of barriéssglobal sourcing (in this case, through remafal
protectionist measures and the proliferation of trade agreements).

Summary and Conclusion

Recent transformations in the agri-food distribntisystem, and the changes in the relationships
between all actors in the supply chain (but espigdi@tween agri-food processing companies and the
retail outlets they supplied), have occurred atsdi@e time as new consumption patterns have begun t
emerge, and as food security issues have gainediqmeace with the questioning of productivist
agriculture. The mass consumption of fresh conver@efoods of all kinds - chilled ready meals,
snacks, fast foods, pre-prepared dietary producés become widespreatithe same timas there has
been a broadening of cuisines to include ‘ethnid &egional’ cuisines, functional foods, organic
foodstuffs, and so on. The concurrence betweeretbeselopments, and the ‘own brand’ revolution
described in this paper, has provided the basia Bgnificant restructuring of the agri-food protian
system, and a strengthening of the retailers’ damse of the supply chain. The phenomenon of the
supermarket own brand — the success of which wiggnally due to considerations of price — has

8 Harvey, et al. 2002: 174. There seems to be titilebt that brand loyalty is diminishing and thastdue in no small part to the strength
of supermarket own brands. Indeed, it is the supekets, rather than food manufacturers, which as®iming the source of brand
recognition and loyalty — in fact, the supermaitkdiecoming the brand.
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shifted to another level. Own brand products ndy aompete on the bases of both price and quality,
but also now dominate in the production of a numbemew foods products characterized by
convenience, freshness, and novelty. As a consequtrere have emerged in recent years a number of
large agri-food manufacturing companies which posdwnothing but ‘own brand’ products for
supermarkets. In contrast to the established bbasdd agri-food manufacturing companies, these
‘own brand’ specialists have proven to be highlyawmative and flexible, and have been able to adapt
more quickly to the demands of the supermarketsnshand, in turn, the consumers who patronize
these retail outlets. As a consequence of thiskiiky and adaptability, these new companies ara i
better position than established agri-food manufacs to lead the way in the next round of innaati

in the food system, involving a wide range of praduor niche markets, convenience foods, and home
meal replacements. To this extent, it has beeredrpere that these companies are coming to challeng
one of the remaining vestiges of manufacturer pawehe supply chain - their ownership of brands
and all that they represent.

We argue that the changes we have described thus ifa concert with broader changes in the
political and cultural geography of agri-food protlan and consumption — represent a shift to the
(hitherto elusive) third food regime. There seemas$ to be clear evidence that a retailer-dominated
food production system has a different ‘profiledamnajectory from the two earlier regimes where pow
rested first, with the settler capitalist statefidobby and, second with the mass producers ofdan
food products. There is a difficulty in seekingremraw the elements of food regime theory to actoun
for the shift in power to the supermarkets - thateonpering the accumulationist bias in regime theo
with a thorough understanding of regulation. Funin@re, Dixon’s (2002) research draws our attention
to the ways supermarkets have sought to positiemselves as the moral guardians of consumer
sovereignty and have done so by purporting to pleaver-higher standards for food provision and
sale. It is also clear from the discussion abow the issue of private regulation — particularyiia
relates to the supermarket sector - will becomeesmingly important in any re-formulation of food
regime dynamics. The task remaining, then, is lméate the contours of the emerging regime and to
explore, further, the power relations of actorghiat system.
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Appendix 1: Food Regimes

Approximate
commencement
Main Driver or
Decision Maker

Mode of Regulation

Output

Identifier

Food Production

Consumers

Environment

Role of the state

Underlying
dynamic

1st Food
Regime

1870-

Nation (especially
settler) states, and
farmers

State control

Basic foodstuffs for
home preparation

Unbranded and/or
undifferentiated
products

Seasonal

Have minimal
influence re quality
and presentation of
marketed products

Exploited but with
little concern for
effects of extensive
farming

Encouragement for
family farming

Availability of
products, application
of technologies

2nd Food
Regime

1950-

Processing Company

Managed
Keynesianism
Basic and processed
foodstuffs for home
preparation and ‘out-
of-home’ dining

Branded products

Continuous productidilexible batch

of standardized
products marketed on
long-standing brand
loyalty

Accept durable foods
as desirable

To be controlled and
managed to maximise
profits from farming

Support for
productivist
agriculture, food
manufacturing
Availability and price
of products,
technological
dominance

Emerging Third
Food Regime

2000-

Retailer

Neo-liberal
deregulation
Basic, processed and
manufactured
foodstuffs for home
preparation;
convenience and
‘flexi-eating’

Branded products,
supermarket own
brands, generic labels

production of
differentiated products
marketed on price,
novelty, retail loyalty,
convenience

Are increasingly
discerning about food
quality and food safety

To be farmed in a
sustainable manner

Encourage global free
trade and private
regulation by agri-
food firms

‘Greening’ of
consumers, risk
society

Sources: Derived from Friedmann and McMichael 1989Heron 1993; Burch et al. 1998; Lawrence
and Gray 2001; Marsden 2003; and Friedmann 2004,quenm; and McMichael 2004, pers comm.).



