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Introduction

Several authors who share an interest in transitions have criticized much of transition literature for focusing too much on corporate, technology and policy actors, while other key actors, in particular consumers, are largely neglected (Shove 2003; Shove & Walker 2010; Spaargaren 2003; Spaargaren et al. 2006; Hegger 2007). They point out that in transition theory the role of diverse social practices, characterized by particular ways of living, tends to become overlooked. Amongst other things, this implies a risk of unduly taking societal needs for granted when conceiving sustainability transitions. Also, transition theory tends to under emphasize the agency of consumers, whom may act as change agents in ‘bottom-up’ or ‘grass-roots’ transitions (Seyfang & Smith 2006). On the other hand, as especially Shove and Walker (2010) have pointed out in a thought-provoking article, both the agency of consumers and the complex interference between different practices may yield unintended effects to attempted interventions. 

Although—as we have argued in our recent ‘state of the art’ of transition studies (Grin et al. 2010)—user practices are definitely taken into account in current studies of transitions, it must be admitted that more often than not the units of analysis are defined by supply systems. There are indeed reasons to conclude that more attention should be given to the agency involved in daily practices as well as to the mutual, complex interferences of different practices into wider patterns of societal change (Shove & Walker 2010). Seeking to contribute to bridging that gap, I will empirically draw on the case of the modernization of food consumption and production in the Netherlands, taking a longitudinal perspective so as to view both sides as historically contingent and elucidate long term dynamics. 

My objective is to contribute to a more complete understanding of transition dynamics. In line with the model set out in the previous chapter, I will treat consumption and production more or less symmetrically, and pay specific attention to the infrastructures between consumption practices and the production system. As a conceptual scheme for understanding transition dynamics, I will use the multilevel perspective (MLP), as well as a simple scheme that relates power dynamics to multilevel dynamics, and which I will use more or less loosely, as a heuristic tool to understand inertia and resistance against a transition, as well as the way in which the dispositional power implied in a (changing, emerging) regime may shape practices and their (constructive) interaction. These notions will be discussed in section 2. Then, after discussing multilevel dynamics of the modernization of primary production in section 3, I will discuss the modernization of food consumption (section 4). As we will see, these processes are rather similar in terms of the (multiple) underlying ‘mechanisms’ of multilevel dynamics. More interesting than the conclusion that the MLP may serve as a useful depiction of both is the question what is behind these similarities. This is not just because both sides share some elements at the landscape (e.g. cultural inclinations) and regime (e.g. knowledge infrastructure) level, and which have contributed to their co-evolution. Also, as I will argue in section 5, this is partly due to the role of intermediary practices, especially those around supermarkets. 

A brief treatise on transition dynamics

Put briefly, the multi-level perspective (Rip & Kemp 1998; Schot 1998; Geels 2005) conceives of a transition as interference of changes at three levels: innovative practices (niche experiments), structure (the regime), and long-term, exogenous trends (the landscape). The scale levels represent functional relationships between actors, structures and working practices that are closely interwoven. The higher the scale level the more aggregated the components and the relationships and the slower the dynamics are between these actors, structures and working practices. Only when these different dynamics come together in particular ways mutual reinforcements may emerge as a necessary condition for achieving a transition. 

It is crucial to understand these levels, not as hierarchically related as is sometimes presumed, but as different levels of structuration—thus avoiding the traps of both structuralism and voluntarism (Giddens 1984). More specifically, transitions may be understood as changes towards a second modernity (Beck 1997; Beck et al. 1997). From this perspective, transitions essentially become a matter of (1) redirecting the co-evolution of structure and agency towards (2) an orientation which goes beyond the control-mode orientation characterizing ‘first’ or ‘simple’ modernity (Beck, 1997) and takes sustainable development as a normative orientation, (3) amidst the turbulence of a variety of exogenous trends, such as Europeanization, individualization and privatization. 

Obviously, critical to such Re-structuration
 is agency—more specifically: the distributed agency of the actors involved in structural change and innovative action. That is, it involves both a range of activities which focus on structural change, which then is to be explored in changed practices; and activities focusing on developing and promoting such novel practices (‘experiments’), and from there change structures. While the former are more central in transition management (Rotmans 2005; Loorbach 2007), the latter are emphasized in the idea of strategic niche management for socio-technical transitions (Raven 2005; Geels & Schot 2007; Elzen et al. 2005). To the degree these two ‘tracks’ of governance activities manage to strategically reach out to each other, they may actually start to reinforce each other (maybe with the help of intermediary actors). I therefore have depicted this approach elsewhere as ‘dual track governance’ (Grin 2006; Grin et al. 2010). 

Obviously such agency involves acts of power, and one might think that this is bound to complicate transitions. Elsewhere (Grin & Miltenburg 2009; Grin 2010) I have proposed a framework which recognizes that incumbent power relations may not only imply barriers to transitions, but, conversely, that power relations may also change through the transition process: the changes in the regime as well as in societal practices implied in transitions may help to tilt incumbent power relations. This framework draws on Arts and Van Tatenhove (2005), informed by a structuration perspective in order to associate with each of the levels from the multilevel perspective a particular type of power (see Table 1). 

At the level of experiments, actors possess relational power: features like money, knowledge and social capital determine their strength vis-à-vis other actors. These practices are embedded in the regime, which privileges particular practices and discourages or complicates others: it thus embodies dispositional power. Finally, long term socio-historical trends at the landscape level that, over time and often gradually, influence practices and regime, exert structural power. 

TABLE 1 
At the level of experiments, actors possess relational power: features like money, knowledge etcetera that determine their strength vis-à-vis other actors. These practices are embedded in the regime, which privileges particular practices and discourages/complicates others: it thus embodies dispositional power. Finally, long term socio-historical trends at the landscape level that, over time and often gradually, influence practices and regime, exert structural power. 

As noted, transition dynamics consists of the constructive interplay of changes at various levels. Simultaneously, the above depiction of the power implied at each level makes clear that such transition dynamics go hand in hand with power dynamics. In the worst case, the latter inhibits the former. For instance, an actor working on regime changes may run into the power embedded in the incumbent regime, which is likely to privilege the resistance of actors engaged in incumbent practices and which tends to reproduce itself, leading to inertia. Or the incumbent regime’s implied dispositional power may confront innovative practices with significant barriers or inertia. In the best case, transition dynamics may benefit from the associate power dynamics. In reality, much will depend on the way in which strategic agency in practices influences how the incumbent regime may deteriorate and /or transform, create novel regime elements, and draws upon emerging regime elements, etcetera (Grin 2011).

Modernization of food production, 1945–1970
In this section I will briefly discuss the transition dynamics, including its power dynamics, of post-1945 agricultural modernization in the Netherlands. Thus, I will focus on structural change, innovative practices and their interactions. I will draw on earlier work, to which I refer for a fuller account (Grin 2010).
Post-war modernization may be seen as the acceleration of a process that started late nineteenth century, when the primary sector in the Netherlands was facing severe problems in meeting the competition from other European countries and the US. Simultaneously, a second exogenous development—the Industrial Revolution—had largely bypassed the Dutch agricultural sector. Against this background, Dutch farmers started to organize themselves, urging government to interfere in the agricultural domain. As a response, government created provisions for research and education, and started to actively promote modernization (Tracy 1989; Bieleman 2000). In rural society a co-operative, Raiffeisen banking system emerged. These first steps along with industrialization and away from traditional, family-farm agriculture also affected the particular type of society which agriculture had co-constituted (rural, family-based, small-scale). These changes were far from uncontested and certainly not embraced by all farmers—it must be seen as a process of ‘contested modernization’ (Schot et al. 2010).

Both this earlier modernization and its contestation would shape (equally contested) post-war modernization, which was further shaped by the impacts of two world wars and a major economic crisis. Against this background, the first post-war Minister of agriculture, Sicco Mansholt, felt that structural reform was necessary to ensure domestic food supply, a need urgently felt after the experienced food shortages. Mansholt also aimed to set free as much labor as possible for the industrial sectors, from which most economic growth was expected to come (Westerman 1996; Van Merriënboer 2006). This gentleman farmer had attained authority during the war through his leadership in the underground resistance movement, and by immediately organizing the food supply system directly following the war. His ‘agriculture structure policy’ involved both institutional change and substantial changes in policies. 

While the Netherlands shared the underlying features, as well as the core policy characteristics with most other European countries, the particular, corporatist forms of polity Mansholt created were reflecting a typically Dutch, corporatist tradition. It took the shape of a so-called ‘Iron Triangle’, consisting of organizations representing the primary sector, the Dutch Ministry of Agriculture and agricultural specialists in Parliament. Central was the ‘Landbouwschap’, a public body that was to promote the common interest of agricultural employees and employers, and obtained co-responsibility for governmental tasks. The Iron Triangle enabled an intimate communication between policy making and agricultural practice (Bekke et al. 1994; Krajenbrink 2005). 

A second institutional arrangement, the so-called ‘OVO triad,’
 promoted the rapid development and dissemination of agricultural knowledge and technology. Substantively, innovation was targeted at increasing productivity through controlling animals and plants, and the conditions under which they were being kept (Röling 1989). Thirdly, in parallel, within the market simple supply chains were replaced by much more complex ones and included suppliers of advanced techniques and resources for both primary and secondary producers, as well as new interfaces with—rapidly changing—consumption practices. Together, these three processes of institutional change tailored—what I have called elsewhere (Grin 2010)—the ‘institutional rectangle’ of state, market, civil society and science and their mutual tuning to the vision of modernization. These institutional provisions were part of the regime that would structure practices.

Other elements were to come from Mansholt’s substantial policies. Yet, these were certainly not uncontested. Whereas already by December 1945 Mansholt received full support from Parliament for the above institutional measures as well as for land consolidation, he did not manage to convince parliament on sizeable national investment in large-scale mechanization and physical planning of the rural areas. In spite of his enthusiasm, both parliamentarians and farmers doubted that these measures would improve farming practice, arguing that price and income policies should have priority. In order to appreciate the intertwinement of transition dynamics and power dynamics, we will now compare three different elements of these agricultural structure policies, differing in degree of acceptance. 

The first element of Mansholts’ policies refers to price and income policies. They included a maximum to consumer prices, export levies and a guaranteed minimum price for farmers. There was much less emphasis on income support, as this would not contribute to the sector’s international competitive position and was not compatible with the post-war emphasis on low wages and the desire to stimulate farmers’ sons to move to the industrial sector. Although farmers initially complained that the system was not fair enough to them, by the late 1950s they came to notice that their incomes were growing at the same rate as that of other societal sectors. 

The second element of Mansholts’ policies are referred to in terms of rationalization policies, and they were initially received with strong reservations. In the years before World War II, mechanization had much less penetrated in agriculture in the Netherlands than it had elsewhere, partly because Dutch family farms often were too small to be able to afford expensive machinery (Priester 2000). Following the war, many farmers felt the long-term policies proposed to be much less urgent than their primary needs: simple tools and machinery, which in many cases they had lost during the war or not been able to repair. While parliamentarians initially supported this element of Mansholt´s plan, they grew more skeptical on long-term investments and advised the Minister to first focus on income policies (Breeman 2005).
In response, Mansholt initially tried to raise support by sticking to his guns. Referring to the changing international market situation, he argued that the farmers would soon face much bigger problems without structural change. Also, he exploited farmers’ focus on short-term concerns in order to swiftly pursue his policy of promoting mechanization through, among other things, investment support and information services. Yet, soon enough it became clear to him that a more differentiated policy was advisable, as different farmers responded to his vision and promises in different ways (Priester 2000). 

Some 20 per cent of the farmers, especially young ones, were enthusiastic supporters, inspired by widespread cultural tendencies and more personal motives to improve their chances in post-war Europe. Already around 1950, a sense had spread that “motorization” was to be positively appreciated as “modern” and “the American way”. Especially young farmers and agricultural workers considered traditional methods as backward. They shared Mansholts’ vision, and this drove them in rapidly adopting modernization in their own practices, drawing on the institutional provisions created by Mansholt. The wider impact was that it produced exemplars that helped “a love for motorization” spread through the sector and created economic (scale) effects stimulated further innovation. 

Next to the group of young enthusiasts, there were also farmers who shared Mansholts’ vision only to a limited extent but were interested in adopting, to some extent, mechanization. In the mid 1930s, Dutch farmers had grown familiar with the idea of mechanization, since a variety of local innovators had converted old cars into “workhorses” for farmers. This development was taken up and promoted by Professor Visser (Priester 2000). By the end of the war, the tractor had developed into a much less expensive general-purpose machine. They were further drawn into the modernization process more gradually, as they discovered the significant practical advantages. In many cases, using a tractor was amongst the first steps. Tractors made farms less labor intensive; and helped to set aside land that earlier was needed to feed the horses for producing marketable products (Priester 2000). Over time, these farmers became further enrolled in rationalization, first because many, through the just mentioned mechanisms, came to share the “love for motorization”, and, second, because their incomes’ increase led to increased trust in governmental policies and increased capacity to invest in innovative methods and tools. Simultaneously, and ironically perhaps, the fact that mechanization often led to increased costs convinced many farmers they had to take the road towards further intensification (Priester 2000).
A third and final group of farmers did outright reject these policies, which required especially small farmers to choose between two options: terminate the business, or step into the rat race of rationalization. Their resistance was due to reluctance against what they saw as a change in the nature of farming as a family business. Their fate was largely determined by how they responded to scale enlargement.

The third element of Mansholts’ policies consists of policies for scale enlargement, promoted especially through spatial and water management policies. This was the least popular element of the Mansholt policies—not to say it was flatly unpopular, as it was seen as a direct threat to the incumbent notion of family farming. Initially, Mansholt claimed that farmers needed substantial acreage if they were to improve the efficiency of their operations. However, this met with fierce resistance, reflecting the fear that family farms were under threat (Breeman 2006). Mansholt circumvented the resistance by denying that his objective was to rid the sector of small farms. On the contrary, so he stressed, the idea was to help small-scale farmers become more efficient through land consolidation. He implemented a ‘small farmers policy’, which provided financial support to small farmers to invest in rationalization and increase the size of their farms. To those who did so, economic logic did the rest: investments required scale enlargement, which required further rationalization and thus investments and so on. In most regions, state agricultural information services advised farmers to specialize and scale-up. Although cooperative enterprises, such as milk processing factories jointly undertaken by farmers in particular regions mitigated some of the pressures to grow, this trend contributed to the wider dynamics of yielding agricultural modernization its momentum (Bieleman 2000). 

As a result of these developments modernization—including scale enlargement—was much less contested by about the year 1960. May be most tellingly, the Landbouwschap in 1959 started to actively support modernization. Until then, in spite of the fact that support for modernization was part of its constitutive document, it had in its regulatory tasks mainly supported prize and income policies and some uncontroversial rationalization measures (Krajenbrink 2005), and it had defended the right of farmers not to be forced into scale enlargement and proposed small farmers policies. With its 1959 turn a consensus on modernization started to dominate the interactions within the Iron Triangle (Krajenbrink 2005). Developments were fuelled as well by the establishment, in 1958, of the European Common Agricultural Policy, shaped by the first agricultural commissioner, Sicco Mansholt. 

Regarding the interaction between transition dynamics and power dynamics, this account contains some interesting lessons. May be the most crucial one is that it is quintessential to acknowledge diversity in actors and, thus, in dynamics. Agricultural modernization in the Netherlands involved at least two main types of multilevel dynamics—two ‘flywheels’ of mutually reinforcing changes at practice and regime level. 

One flywheel took off with especially those farmers who right away enthusiastically shared with Mansholt a vision of modernization ‘the American way’. In fact, this vision acted as a prime driver for this first dynamic. Their modernization efforts were further facilitated by dispositional power implied in the institutional provisions created by Mansholt. More specifically these provisions refer to i) changes brought about at the regime level, ii) trends at the landscape level, especially changes in international food markets, and iii)—as we will discuss in more detail below—changes in the market, such as the emergence of the supermarket and changing consumer practices. Farmers’ efforts on their turn reinforced these institutional provisions. First, the exemplars they generated helped to give modernization wider legitimacy. Second, they helped to attain economic scale effects, which helped novel market players. Furthermore their feedbacks, through the provisions of the OVO triptych, to the agricultural knowledge infrastructure helped to further root agricultural innovation practices to farming practices. The connections between these practices were further strengthened by the shared vision on modernization. Through these early established connections and shared visions, the enthusiasts’ farming practices more than others shaped the standards for innovation as well as new policies. Thus a ‘fly wheel’ modernization effect occurred between changing structures (policies, innovation practices; market structure) and changing agricultural practices. 

The majority of the farmers were less enthusiastic, however. The second ‘fly wheel’ was thus not primarily driven by a discursive ‘engine’. Rather, motivated by a desire to restore from the 1933-1945 period and stimulated and facilitated by Mansholts’ less radical policy tracks, they embarked the modernization program in a much more limited and hesitant way, focusing on some degree of ‘motorization’. They were further stimulated by the dispositional power implied in the policies which Mansholt had created especially to meet their concerns: focusing innovation and advice on mechanization; small farmers policies, helping them to carefully scale up their farms; and prize and income policies which provided them with the money to invest and the incentive to increase production. Also facilitating this development were the novelties and new market structures emerging around the practices of the more enthusiastic farmers. Soon, the rise in income and the improved prospects they gained in this situation increased for these farmers the legitimacy of modernization. Economic logic did the rest, and soon these farmers too had become part of modernization. This way, a second fly wheel effect occurred, connecting another category of farmers to the innovation machinery, the modernizing market and policy reforms. 

It is important to point out that this second fly wheel too benefited from the coherence between innovation, policy and market practices and structures inspired by the vision that set the first fly wheel in motion. This shared vision, reflecting and carried by the landscape trend of a love for Americanization, contributed to both acceleration and consolidation—it provided further momentum to the process of co-evolution between regime and practices, in the sense of Hughes (1983): mass (the objects, actors and infrastructures involved), speed and direction. The vision gave direction by determining the particular sets of solutions chosen, and it yielded different masses speed in a common direction. 

Thus, in sum, modernization did profoundly influence agricultural practice, but without entirely removing diversity. As Van der Ploeg (1999) argues, the different farming styles, influenced by the local rules, markets and ecosystems of the farms, that had existed until World War II, were gradually uniformed due to a general focus on mechanization and the market. Yet, there also remained farmers who did not manage to establish this new model for agricultural practice in the local conditions. They either had to terminate their business or to raise their own, not institutionally supported standards for farming. There was also an alternative knowledge infrastructure that assisted farmers in developing innovations which emerged from their practices, which dealt with modernization in their own ways. Thus, while a common focus on modernization emerged amongst those who survived, a new diversity emerged, which may be seen as a heterogeneous response on the process of modernization (Van der Ploeg 1999). 
Modernization of food consumption

In the above account of the modernization of food production, we have occasionally mentioned that developments in the area of food consumption were important to that transition. In this section, we seek to understand this parallel process of modernization of food consumption as multilevel dynamics, including its politics. We will strongly draw on a body of empirically extremely well grounded, interrelated studies from the sociology of food, history of technology and on gender and food consumption in the Netherlands. 

Modernization of food consumption taking off: the emergence of a regime

The modernization of food consumption is embedded in the wider process of the emergence of mass consumption more generally. As Oldenziel and Albert de la Bruhèze (2009) have pointed out, this process started already late nineteenth century. By 1920, when the US started to export a new lifestyle, Paris and Berlin had already become the capitals of European mass consumption. Although intellectuals were rather critical on what they saw as materialization, mediocrity, threat of individuality and mechanization (cf. Chaplin’s Modern Times), the upper classed adopted the new lifestyle rather eagerly. Also, from in the late nineteenth century onwards, a variety of consumer groups emerged in all North-Western European countries. In the wake of industrialization and the first feminist wave, cooperatives, womens’ and labor organizations lobbied for more consumer rights and improvement of living conditions through new products. While their efforts were certainly not uncontested, they achieved considerable success, and around their efforts, an ideology of domesticity emerged, promoting proper family life as a civilizing force that would help improve the conditions of the labor class as well as of women more generally. Key themes were hygiene, child rearing, and food and drinking habits. 

In ways that varied between countries, these developments led to a variety of provisions in the institutional rectangle (Oldenziel & Albert de la Bruhèze 2009). In the Netherlands, the domesticity movement—rooting back to the 17th century and reflecting a typically Dutch family culture with few women working outside the home—had gained momentum through the liberal Society for Public Values, and as fed by the work of a variety of socially engaged doctors and lawyers (who in many cases shared a concern for ‘infection’ of their own class). Since about 1880 its role had been gradually taken over by a variety of organizations, organized on the basis of a variety of religious or political convictions and vertically integrated into so called ‘pillars’ (Lijphart 1968) together with organizations in other social realms such as political parties, churches and social democrat movements. This also included housing corporations—supported by socially engaged architects and engineers—that, early twentieth century, started to promote proper modes of home making and living, including social advisers who stimulated lower class families to adopt ‘proper’ domestic practices (Bervoets 2003, 1994). Well into the first half of the twentieth century, these and other activities led to moderated consumption practices and a family-oriented welfare state.

More specifically, in the area of food consumption, a crucial backdrop was that, since the 1850s, industrialization and urbanization had reduced domestic food production and increased households’ dependency on procured food. Especially in poor urban areas, this led to frequent instances of unhealthy food (rotten, or with dubious, commercially motivated, additions). Simultaneously, industrialization of both primary and secondary food production had yielded a much larger variety in available food products. By 1880, food consumption patterns started to change in the upper and middles classes and tastier, more expensive cereals became dominant. The consumption of meat, sugar, a variety of vegetables and specialties such as butter, mustard, coffee and baking powder gradually became more common as well. Also, scientific advances in areas like bacteriology, chemistry and the physiology led to increased attention to the dangers of unsound food, the need for healthy food consumption patterns and a better understanding and new techniques for food preservation.

Against this backdrop, changes in the food consumption regime emerged that would get real momentum around 1890 (Van Otterloo 1990). In the Netherlands, already in the 1850s local governments started to ban rotten, counterfeit and low-quality food from the market by regulation and established a clean drinking water supply. However, replacing (open air) markets with shops and establishing a national food inspection agency were ideas that generated more contestation, but around 1900 both objectives were accomplished. In the decades around 1900, municipalities set up proper distribution systems for oil and, increasingly, gas, enabling healthy cooking. 

In 1919, a major piece of legislation, the Commodities Act, was installed with strict norms for food quality and conditions for selling it, including provisions for their enforcement. Meanwhile, on the market, new types of retailers had developed that sought to raise consumers’ trust in food produce: co-operatives and chains of retail-shops, such as Albert Heijn. 

In civil society regime elements started to evolve as well. Since the late nineteenth century in the Netherlands, just as in the UK and US, feminists such as Hélène Mercier, encouraged middle-class women to reconsider their overstuffed homes and become more efficient, thereby creating time for social engagement. These women, unwilling to attribute poverty to wasting by proletarian women, urged the middleclass to moderate consumption, so as to both reduce mimesis amongst the laborers’ class and simplify their own domestic labor. Informed by experience as well as by scientific progress, they became involved in systematic food education for lower class housewives. They produced cookbooks that reflected the culture of domesticity and moderateness. Also, they informed housewives how to best take care of their families through sober but healthy and varied meals. A daily scheme of two bread-meals and one hot meal was promoted. This was contested by those who saw it as a concession to factory life exploitation, and an undermining of family life, when men would no longer go home over lunch for a proper meal (Van Otterloo 1990; Bervoets & Oldenziel 2009). Also, in 1901, these circles founded the National Bureau for Womens’ Labour so as to explore, enlarge and improve the labor area of Dutch women. A decade later, in 1912, its director and associate director, Anna Polak (1874-1943) and Maria Heinen (1881-1948), established the Dutch Housewives’ Association (NVVH) so as to professionalize domestic labor and to promote housewives’ knowledge in such areas as product quality.
 

Similar ideas partly shaped the already mentioned work on home design. The 1901 Housing Act, introducing the possibility of setting standards for housing and construction, triggered a range of efforts to define such standards. The kitchen became an important focus. Here too, there were important issues of contestation. (Van Otterloo & Berendsen 2009). For instance, some of these professionals, supported by the NVVH, promoted the ‘rational’, hygiene promoting kitchens, separate from the living room, or collective kitchens. Others, including Catholics, were more in favor of the ‘kitchen-living room’ that did not separate domestic labor and family life. (Stieber 1998)

Modernization of food consumption gaining momentum

In sum, by 1920, a rudimentary regime had emerged in the institutional rectangle, closely related to more general patterns of infrastructural and social change. The dispositional power implied in this triangle facilitated and promoted the modernization of food consumption. Main elements were the Commodities Act and associate inspection services, a rudimentary food science infrastructure, institutionalized food education and emerging (legal and physical) housing provisions that enabled better food preparation. Between 1920 and 1960, partly due to the structuring power of the second industrial revolution, a more full-fledged, and qualitatively different, ‘middle-field’ between production and consumption developed, driven by a discourse on modernization and rationalization (Van Otterloo 2000). Several factors can be distinguished as being of central importance for the modernization of food consumption in the Netherlands in this period.

First, as we have seen, a range of organizations and initiatives emerged in civil society. Second, in the market, when the increasing use of conserved food made it more difficult for consumers to assess product quality through direct observation, branded articles started to fill the gap. Because of the increasing competition between food processors and retailers, this innovation was promoted by both parties. Third, the understanding of food quality gradually became based more on formal knowledge and less on the reflected, experiential knowledge of educated, middle-class women. In Wageningen a professor in horticulture instigated research and associated facilities (like a fridge and freezer lab) into food quality and conservation in order to facilitate sales of the increasing amounts of produce. Also, in 1919, the Dutch Institute for Popular Nutrition had been founded on the initiative of an Amsterdam doctor, Van Leersum, to investigate the relation between food and health. Similarly, a home economics movement had come from the US to Europe through the home economics movement (Van Otterloo 2000). In 1915, the American Christine Frederick had published a major textbook, bringing together Catherine’s Beecher’s ideas from the 1840s with Frederick’s Taylor’s more recent ideas on rationalization. In Germany and France, similar books were published in 1925 and 1930, respectively (Van Otterloo & Berendsen 2009). These developments expressed themselves on various fronts. A fourth factor refers to education. In 1921 a new element of the institutional regime was introduced when household labor schools became regulated by law, including requirements on the knowledge of teachers. In 1935, a dietitian school opened its doors and started to train food educators on the basis of up to date scientific knowledge. They would prove their utility during the economic crisis and the war that followed. Many of the middle class women engaged as teachers were academically trained. In 1926 the NVVH founded the Institute for Information on Domestic Labour (IVHA) for product testing, to advise the association on (not) approving novelties. A decade later, firms like Unilever started testing departments and the government, urged by the economic crisis, founded its own consumer research department. Both industry and government recruited the required experts among these academically trained women (Bervoets & Oldenziel 2009; Van Otterloo 2000). As Bervoets and Oldenziel summarize, a new, more technical discourse emerged, which womens’ organizations sought to appropriate. These values became also visible in, fifth, an important material element of the regime: kitchen design. Throughout the 1920s and 1930s, the contestation between different designs continued. By the late 1930s, kitchen design stabilized around a compromise between rationalization and the desires of actual housewives. It became entrenched in architectural and housing corporations’ practices, construction legislation and civil societies’ support structures (Bervoets 2009; Van Otterloo & Berendsen 2009).

Over time, modernization thus expressed itself in a regime that was more oriented towards rationalization. In the 1950s the increasing role of academically trained women and formal knowledge, rather than experience from practice, led to tensions between the IVHA and the Association that founded it (Bervoets & Oldenziel 2009). In the same period, marketing departments—where academically trained psychologists would find out ‘what women really wanted’—emerged in the industry at the expense of the earlier established testing departments (Albert de la Bruhèze 2009). For instance—with crucial moral support form Mansholt and against the liking of parts of the scholarly community—Home Economics got an academic status, as a new discipline in Wageningen (Van Otterloo 2000). This evolution in the regime had been fed, already before the war, by marketing and advertising experts from the United States. After 1945, Marshall Aid allowed industrial, educational and governmental representatives to visit the US to learn about a novel approach to production, consumption, information, and distribution: the supermarket. 

Yet, these developments at the regime level, throughout the 1950s, left food practices unchanged as indicated by the persistence of domesticity and moderation. The rhythm of having two bread meals and one warm meal had by now also been adopted by rural families, due to the penetration of the rural area by modern retailers. As Van Otterloo (this volume) discusses, however, meanwhile a larger variety of foodstuff had become available and fresh fruits and vegetables had become dominant. Yet, American clothing and music were much more popular examples of American mass consumption than American food (Van Otterloo 2000). It was only around 1960 that mass consumption—with unknown, luxury and convenience products—eventually broke through. This went hand in hand with the decline of the values of domesticity and moderation, as witnessed by the dominance of kitchen-diners or open kitchens in newly constructed homes since the 1970s. 

A transition in food practices: the breakthrough of mass consumption

How did the modernization-transition in (Dutch) food practices eventually occur? So as to answer this question, I will discuss as an important indicator of this shift the diversification of the product assortment, including the spread of luxury and convenience products. Multiple factors played a role in this transition. 

The diversification of food stuff

Several changes, rooted in the modernization of food production and in modernization more generally, helped to create the consumer interest and procurement power needed to meet the increased productivity and the novelties realized in primary production (Van Otterloo 2000; Albert de la Bruhèze 2009). First, post-war policies of promoting industrialization and agricultural modernization had led to higher incomes and lower food prizes, and a reduced number of people with a direct relation to primary production. Also, these developments implied that heavy physical labor had become less widespread, with obvious consequences for daily bodily energy needs. Thus attention to maintaining a healthy and attractive bodily shape started to influence consumption practices. Second, there were some cultural tendencies at the landscape level. While, in the Netherlands—much more so than in other countries—women remained largely absent from the labor market, the introduction of a labor-free Saturday created a more loose attitude to the daily routines, such as the 2+1 meal scheme which had just emerged and increased interest in more recreational time. Thus there was a growing interest in convenience and luxury food. In addition, increased foreign traveling as well as immigration created an interest in non-indigenous foodstuff. For instance, between 1960 and 1975 Dutch wine consumption more than tripled, pizzas started to become commonplace, chicken became a more everyday article, cheese got a new meaning as a snack and a variety of other snacks entered the market. 
Yet, while these factors certainly explain part of the breakthrough of mass consumption, they do not suffice to explain why this did not happen earlier. More specifically, it leaves unexplained why the inertia and resistance, which earlier rounds of modernization had faced due to the dominant culture of domesticity and moderation, could now be overcome. Various post-war regime changes may explain what happened.

First, the war created a rupture in state-society relations. Following wartime deliberation between pillarized organizations (Breeman 1996), the sense of horror over fascism, and amidst the start of the Cold War, a coalition was formed between social democrats, which had gained a stronger position and came closer to the political center, and Catholics, who had been considering new ways of organizing the relation between state and market (Van Praag 1993). This government formed new structures, joining labor and capital across (though not replacing) the pillars, a corporatist ‘consultation economy’ in-between the free-market and a centrally-directed economy, laid down in the 1950 law on industrial organization. Substantively, this enabled policies emphasizing postwar reconstruction through economic growth stimulated through industrialization, regulated wages, increased employment and social security. But when reconstruction had proceeded enough, the same provisions in the institutional rectangle gave way to increased pressure to allow people to benefit from the increased welfare thus realized. As a compromise between both governmental parties, from 1958 onwards this was done in a way that added to the earlier emphasis on the build-up of collective, welfare state provisions but also promoted individual consumption. The latter really got momentum after the free Saturday had been announced (1960) and the controlled wages policy ended (1963) (Oldenziel & De la Bruhèze 2009).
Regarding civil society, a consumers’ association was established in 1953, focusing on adverse effects of the emerging food, such as increased fat intake, and pesticides on fresh fruit and vegetables (Van Otterloo this volume). It was welcomed by many of the main players of this corporatist structure
 but less welcome was the joint venture established four years later with the trade unions that soon started to press for product quality and fair prizes. As Van Otterloo discusses, it would develop into one of the new social movements eventually contributing to individualization and the associated de-pillarization. Herewith the culture of domesticity and moderation would definitively be disembedded. 

While these landscape trends and regime changes created the conditions for changing practices, it was another regime change that created the concrete opportunity for it: the emergence of supermarkets. While self-service shops had already existed in the US since 1916, it was only in 1948 that the first grocery store in the Netherlands, Van Woerkom, switched to self-service. This novelty yielded both a sense of sensation—being able to pick your own stuff, free and from an abundance of different brands—and a sense of worry: negative emotions were provoked because of the intoxicating effect of such a seducing situation, undermining all notions of efficient and moderate shopping. Also a sense of uncertainty emerged about the quality and having to procure pre-set quantities of packaged products (Sluijter 2007).

By 1953, self-service shops started to attain more characteristics of American supermarkets than only self-service. They also offered products not available in traditional grocery stores, such as fresh vegetables, fruit and meat, as well as non-food products. This ‘branch transgression’ helped to increase turnover, and therefore to lower prizes. The Marshall Aid stimulated trips to the US, where shops learned more about logistics, consumer communication, quality control and other challenges that appeared to come with this qualitative and quantitative expansion. Inspired by these experiences, they started to develop knowledge and logistics infrastructures. From about 1965, this led to a novel type of supermarkets, with professionalized staff, new cooling and freezing techniques, novel display furniture, automatic doors and so on. Their physical appearance helped to attract novel consumers.
This expansion of supermarkets did not come without resistance and inertia. First, there was one major barrier, the 1937 legislation, rooted in the desire to guard quality. This legislation limited the sale of particular goods (such as fresh meat, vegetables, fruit) to dedicated stores operated by specially trained owners and staff. This complicated the ‘branch-transgression’ that supermarkets were eager to achieve. During the 1950s, there was significant debate on the ‘liberalization of retail’ (Van Otterloo 2000). Eventually, this was done in a way that did not disadvantage traditional grocery stores too much, and did not remove this barrier for supermarkets. The latter thus took opportunistic measures like hiring or co-operating with certified butchers, until government came with new legislation in 1972 (Sluijter 2007). 

Consumer responses to mass consumption

Consumers responded heterogeneously. In the mid 1950s, a small number of housewives preferred self-service stores over traditional shops. Most of these women shared a fascination for the American way of life, which was symbolized by the enormous variety of products, exhibited in novel fashions. They helped to create an initial demand for novelties introduced by producers, leading to higher turnover and more investments in further novelties, fitting in well with the branch transgression strategy. Just as in the field of food production (section 3), one flywheel was set in motion by Americanization. 

Most consumers responded differently, however. The cultural dominance of domesticity and moderation was still strong, and incomes were low. The NVVH was concerned about a lack of insight in the quality and in the process of comparing prices of pre-packaged products, but also the temptation of impulsive shopping. On the other side, they welcomed reduced waiting time and the presence of reliable quantities as both connected to pre-packaging. In the course of the 1960s, even many initially hesitant consumers had started to visit self-service shops, persuaded by the rather significant prize differences. Consumer representatives had also made trips to the US, and some of them even started to propagate the concept. Another contributing factor was even more crucial. Many of the self-service stores had adopted a form of collective purchase, while selling novel products directly advertised by their producers. Together with new techniques for displaying, cooling and freezing the food and the introduction of attractive packaging this led to increased turnover. Low prizes attracted both first generation and novel consumers. Also the latter appeared eventually not insensitive to the appeal of new products, brought within their reach by an increase in spendable income. 

The history of snacks in the Netherlands provides interesting insights in how novel products were gradually adopted, in spite of the long-time dominance of moderation. Albert de la Bruhèze (2009) shows in detail, that Unilevers’ first two attempts to introduce snacks failed. The scientifically grounded marketing specialists, who had replaced educated women, did not understand that Dutch housewives differed from those in the US and, more important to this Dutch-British firm, from the UK. They did not like the idea of ‘fatty sticks’ at all, and if they could be persuaded to buy such novel products, they preferred ‘savories’ (opposed to ‘sweets’, considered less healthy) over ‘snacks’. Moreover, they considered these snacks not only unhealthy but also unappetizing. In the late 1960s, when Unilever eventually started to conform to this reality, their snacks managed to penetrate the market. 

Food processing industries and supermarkets also invested in informing consumers about the supermarket concept and the associated codes of conduct, thus taking away many hesitations and uncertainties (Sluijter 2007). The rapid spread of the car was another crucial factor. At the time sufficient parking space was identified as a major success factor for supermarkets (Van Otterloo 2000). All these different elements together formed an effective engine—based on material logic rather than cultural inclinations—that drove a second fly-wheel. How this engine actually operated is a question too complex to answer here. But we may get some clues from one example of material infrastructural change: the introduction of freezing and cooling.

New practices of the freezing and cooling of food

In the years before the war, deep frozen food had emerged. It was considered a good mode of preservation, well in line with the objective to improve health and food safety. After the war, these criteria were still guiding product development, next to such requirements as taste, smell and consistency. Deep freezing, an American invention, was another symbol of the ‘American way of life’ (Van Otterloo 2000). 

After World War II, with the retreat of the German army, the Dutch deep frozen food industry lost its only major client in the Netherlands. The industry, in order to survive, made plans to reach ordinary Dutch consumers as well as to export their products to Switzerland and Sweden, where it might find hard currency. As we have seen, for Minister Mansholt, increasing domestic production was a key objective in this period and he was willing to help farmers with their sales (Van Merriënboer 2008). Understanding that cabinet freezers in retail stores were quintessential to ensure the sale of the increasing amount of domestically produced food, he gave permission to spend scarce foreign exchange assets on procuring freezer elements abroad, to be equally divided over grocery stores and the deepfreeze industry (Van Otterloo 2000; Sluijter 2007). 

When self-service shops emerged, they were eager to widely use deep freezers. In addition to their symbolic appeal to those consumers who shared a fascination for Americanization, deep freeze products were brand products that could contribute to consumer trust. These products could also contribute to the process of branch transgression—deep frozen version of products that supermarkets were not allowed to sell—and reduce dependence on seasons, so through all these features they could serve as ‘attractants’ to consumers. In all these ways, they could further stimulate mass consumption in this period of rising incomes. By the time supermarkets had managed to sell also fresh food, fridge cabinets became important, also to achieve consumer trust. These foodstuffs were trustworthy when they had been cooled throughout the logistics system, from slaughterhouse through food processing industry to the supermarket (Sluijter 2007).
Especially producers of deep frozen food had an interest in ‘closing the cooling chain’ down to consumer homes as this would maximally ensure that their foodstuff would maintain their quality (Sluijter 2007). Around 1960, they set up collective freezer houses, where consumers could rent a freeze chest and they promoted the private acquisition of freezers through women’s organizations. It took nearly two decades before their efforts had widespread impact as until then, they were mainly popular in the rural areas, where many people had home grown foodstuff and where the distance to shops was large. 

Refrigerators diffused more rapidly (Sluijter 2007). From the late 1950s onwards, the Association of Housewives and other womens’ organizations were eager to point to the convenience of fridges. One could buy processed and luxury food and one needed to go out shopping much less frequently. For many ‘baby-boom’ families living in post-war apartment buildings, it was convenient to buy milk at the supermarket and store it at home, now that the branch organization of milkmen had decided that they would no longer deliver at the door in these multi-storey buildings. Private companies successfully lobbied for abolishing the ‘wealth taxation’ on these appliances and contributed to promoting them amongst consumers. In addition, in 1962 the main supermarket chain, Albert Heijn, promoted the refrigerator by enabling consumers to save for it as they got savings stamps for every guilder spent, allowing them to buy a low-prize refrigerator offered by their retailer. By 1970, fridges had penetrated nearly 100 per cent of the Dutch households. 

In sum, freezers and fridges contributed to both fly wheels. On the one hand, they symbolized the American way of life. On the other hand, they offered consumers convenience at home and the possibility to procure luxury and convenience products. Hence this cooling infrastructure allowed a novel consumption pattern that was promoted by a variety of contemporary societal trends. Their introduction helped to reduce prizes by increasing turnover and created a market for the expanding primary production by enabling the distribution of a whole new set of luxury and convenience products. For supermarkets, they contributed to branch transgression and an expansion of the assortment. And the government actively supported this change at various moments and in diverse ways, through helping the freezing industry, promoting the liberalization of retail and by lifting the wealth tax. These interventions promoted this technology with the intention to create a demand for the increased domestic food production brought about by the modernization of agriculture. 

Conclusions

We have seen that both in the area of food production and food consumption, basically two mechanisms were crucial to the transition dynamics. One was the cultural appeal of the landscape trend, a spreading vision of ‘Americanization’, that both stimulated the emergence of novel regime elements, and the development of modern practices. The second one was the material logic that could emerge in the context of both the regime that had been developed around that vision, and some regime elements tailor-made for those who did not share that vision. In both cases, a fly-wheel could emerge, as regime elements and practices were mutually reinforcing. Both were also shaped by another landscape trend, the second industrial revolution.  

Notably, this diversity in regime elements and associate mechanisms was fundamental to the fact that modernization could gain momentum, in spite of the contestation that it gave rise to. Americanization could appeal only to a minority, both among producers and consumers, but these frontrunners served to try out and further develop novelties. These developments would not only serve themselves, but eventually also a much larger group. This exemplifies that, as the claim in transition studies goes, visions may contribute to transitions. At the same time, this also qualifies that claim, because this work of visions is contingent on the degree to which they may connect to cultural tendencies as well as to problems and opportunities created by landscape tendencies. In terms of power dynamics, visions are powerful enough to give rise to novel regime elements and add fuel to the constructive interaction between these elements and the changing practices.

A wider group, while partly seduced by the benefits demonstrated by the frontrunners, was especially persuaded by the second mechanism: the material logic created by particular innovations in a structural context tailored to the further development of the transition. We have already outlined the power dynamics implied in this transition in primary production at the end of section 3. It is easy to recognize similar mechanisms in the spread of supermarkets, the key element in the equivalent mechanism in consumption. Retailers’ strategies, situated in a structural context of car mobility, retail knowledge infrastructure and logistics infrastructures, all mobilized the opportunities implied in landscape tendencies to change dispositional power. This created a novel demand which led to higher turnovers which in turn led to both lower prizes and novel investments, thereby closing the cycle. We have seen how, for instance, the diffusion of freezers and fridges helped to further speed up this mechanism. Like their counterparts at the production side, these ‘material logic’ mechanisms are an extremely important complement to the ‘vision’ mechanisms pertaining to frontrunners. They persuaded a much wider group of consumers into the modernization process and, together with the structural power of wider, ‘landscape’ processes of individualization that shaped institutional transformations in state and civil society, made them eventually fully join the process of modernization. 

Furthermore, we have seen that mechanisms around the supermarkets were instrumental for the mutual reinforcement of the modernization of production and the modernization of consumption. The former created incentives stimulating the latter, and the latter helped creating the demand without which the production could not have developed. Simultaneously, we have seen that both modernization processes would have developed much less if it had not been for the national government taking away barriers, following the American example as well as helping to create the structural conditions under which the ‘material logic’ mechanisms mentioned above, could occur. 

Returning to our introduction, our findings confirm the claims by Shove, Spaargaren and others that consumers may indeed play crucial roles by switching to different lifestyles, and—in doing so—connect transition dynamics in different domains: car mobility, electric appliances, kitchen designs, novel foodstuffs and new modes of family life. Yet, our account also contains clear warning signs against overstating the potential of their agency. First, in line with Spaargaren’s claims, intermediary retail structures as an infrastructure between consumption and production has been quite a strong structuring force of consumption practices. The materiality of supermarkets, as well as the strategies of retailers shaped these practices as such and provided connections to the modernization of production, whereby the latter has shaped the former as much as vice versa. This point is of wider theoretical interest. Other than Shove and Walker (2010) presume, I have not understood the multi-level perspective as a hierarchical concept, which seems to imply a distinction between ‘us’ at the regime level who steer, and ‘them’ at the practices level who are being steered, but as a heuristic model depicting different levels of structuration (Grin et al.2003; Grin 2006, 2008). This indeed help us to understand, more than Shove and Walker appear to be able to do, the interactions between practices on the one hand, and “arrays of materials and services like those which constitute regimes (sic! – JG) of family life (…), the medical and educational ordering of the body are (…), and so forth” (Shove & Walker 2010: 475). By neglecting the different levels of structuration of the heterogeneous elements they deem crucial, they appear unable to distinguish what elements may offer more promising entry points for governance efforts. More specifically, my empirical analysis of the transition at the consumption side raises serious doubts on their claim that what I would call regime elements are “involved in conﬁguring not so much the practice itself, but the elements of which it is made. In other words, commercial and state interests do not directly govern what goes on behind the bathroom door, but in making infrastructures, including shower units, soaps, sponges and in circulating speciﬁc ideologies, they are actively and sometimes jointly implicated in making practices of personal hygiene” (Shove & Walker 2010: 472). Also, I feel their analysis is remarkably asymmetric in its treatment of the demand and the supply side. While the former is analyzed as practices, the latter remains largely unpacked and dominated by “powerful interests” (Shove & Walker 2010: 473) of government and industries. Whereas in the above quote user practices are contextualized in historically contingent arrays that are taken to contain power, Shove and Walker do not portray the supply side in a similar, rich way. Finally, as a corollary of the previous points, their depiction falls short in providing insight into the long term interaction between supply and demand practices—while the latter is, of course, precisely what is needed in order to fill the gap in transition theory they have so eloquently pointed at. 

Second, we have seen how these mechanisms may only be understood if we contextualize them in terms of wider ‘landscape’ changes. In terms of the conceptual model presented in Chapter 1 of this volume, we have seen how the interaction of practices, consumption and production practices was shaped both by socio-technical innovations and changes in governance. What we add is i) an exploration of the multiplicity of interactions between these factors and ii) the understanding that changes in governance also include changes in the institutional rectangle of state, market, civil society and science, partly influenced by landscape changes. While the impact of images also appeared to be important, a final conclusion from this chapter is that their influence may be more or less direct, depending on which of the heterogeneous practices of consumption and production we focus our attention on. 
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Table 2.1 Three layers of power. Inspired by Arts & Van Tatenhove (2005), as adapted in Grin (2010).
	Type of power
	Focus
	Level in MLP

	Relational
(transitive &
intransitive) 
	Power in the form of the means (e.g. money, knowledge, social capital) on which actors may draw in their (innovative) practices), co-determining the outcomes of their interactions with other actors
	Practices

	Dispositional


	Positioning of actors in a regime (comprising rules, resources, actor configurations and dominant images of the issue involved) privileges particular practices and discourages/complicates others.  
	Regime

	Structural 


	Long-term socio-historical trends, such as neo-liberalization, Europeanization and the emergence of information society. This results in pressures on practices and regimes, changing the power implied at these levels. 
	Slowly changing landscape 


� A term, proposed in (Grin 2006) and inspired by Latour’s (2003) use of Re-modernization to denote reflexive modernization as a normative orientation for societal practices. 


� Dutch acronym for Education, Extension and Research (Leeuwis et al. 2006).


� Cf. Instituut voor Nederlandse Geschiedenis, Biografisch Woordenboek van Nederland, 1880-2000, at http://www.inghist.nl/Onderzoek/Projecten/BWN_home. 


� Though not by all. Mansholt, for instance was annoyed enough by the Association’s repeated pledges against food prize increases to fire one of his civil servants, Buitendijk, who had become the association’s president  (Van Merriënboer 2008).
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