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A bstra ct

This thesis addresses the need to

1) develop theoretical approaches and

methodological tools with which to understand the socio-cultural processes through
which modem genetic technologies develop, and 2) to provide broad-based
ethnographic accounts of technological change that take account of the inherent
complexity of such processes.

In seeking to explore how genetic technologies emerge in western societies my
research addresses the following questions, amongst others:
•

How are ‘global’ technologies such as genetic food technologies experienced and
made meaningful at the local level?

•

In this global-local meeting, how do innovators, regulators and consumers interact
and influence the emergence of new biotechnologies?

•

What methodologies are best suited to the empirical investigation of such complex
fields?

The thesis presents case studies of central actors involved in genetic innovation,
regulation and resistance in Norway. The thesis looks first at daily practices
surrounding biotechnology regulation, providing examples of the governance of
genetics. The thesis secondly presents data from the biotechnology industry in general
and examines the internal culture of the sector. Thirdly, data are provided from a case
study of a food company involved in genetic engineering research and development.
Fourthly, the thesis examines consumer activities, through a case study of a consumer
association. Finally, environmental activists and umbrella organisations are examined
in some depth.

The thesis offers an anthropological analysis based on examining the hidden,
underlying cultural issues found to lie at the heart of conflicts surrounding genetic
technology. Thus for example, tension between values of hierarchy (expertise) and
consensus decision-making processes (the Scandinavian ‘passion for equality’) are
revealed to condition actors’ responses and to deeply influence technological
decision-making at every point. The thesis also proposes a methodological model to
meet the need to empirically account for these types of complex processes, which cut
across global/local economic, political, cultural boundaries.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Main questions and aims of the thesis

Exploring genetic technology^
The use of genetic technologies in the food industry has caused disquiet amongst the
public, media, politicians, retailers, scientists and environmentalists^. Genetic
engineering techniques developed since the 1970s are used in areas as diverse as
brewing, animal feed, soft drinks and dairy products^. Tomato puree made from
genetically engineered tomatoes was one o f most high-profile products to be labelled
on the market, while products such as vegetarian cheese (made with the use of
genetically engineered chymosin (rennet) rather than chymosin from calves stomachs)
are less well-known"^. Food companies persist in researching genetic technology,
despite the negative response from regulators, media, retailers and activists. Often
they persist in the laboratory only, carrying out basic research that they do not expect
to commercialise in the near future. Why companies persist is an interesting question,
and is explored in the thesis through examining the relation to the cultural context of
companies’ activities.

Genetic technology is generally understood to be a global phenomenon. It emerges
from transnational scientific and academic knowledge systems, such as those involved
in the mapping of human genetic sequences in the Human Genome Project. Its use in
food and agriculture is tied to global market actors - Monsanto and Unilever, for
example. The regulation of genetic technologies takes place at global level; the United
Nations Codex Alimentarius, WTO/GAT, WHO for example are all involved in
different aspects of its development and control. Yet genetic technology is also a

' Throughout this thesis I use the terms ‘genetic technology’ and ‘modem biotechnology’
interchangeably; ‘traditional biotechnology’ for non-genetic engineering biotechnology, and
‘biotechnology’ as a common noun for the biotechnology sector as a whole (i.e. companies and
individual entrepreneurs involved in modem and traditional biotechnology, either exclusively or as a
small part of their activities).
^ See e.g. Europabarometer results (Nielsen 1996) on public response, also Bauer 1995. See also Ho
(1998) for scientific scepticism, whilst supermarkets in the UK and elsewhere guarantee that their
products will be GM-ffee. .
^ See e.g., Yoxen (1983), Fincham and Ravetz (1991), Aldridge (1996)
^As Ahson (1996) points out, there has been a tendency to focus on high-profile cases of genetic
engineering (his example is Oncomouse™, the genetically engineered mouse for use in cancer
research, as opposed to Semacylese™, an enzyme used for penicillin production), while developments
in less high-profile areas have been quietly revolutionary (see e.g. Ruivenkamp 1994 on the effect of
biotechnology in oil production)
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fundamentally ‘local’ practice, embedded in the daily practice of factories and food
companies, retailers and consumers, regulators and administrators.

Norway provides a particularly interesting opportunity to study the local emergence
of global technologies, and provides a comparative basis for the study of genetic
technology in the UK and other European countries. Norway is generally understood
to be a high-tech, technologically ‘open’ nation with, historically, most new
technologies being imported from abroad (Bruland 1991, 1995). However Norway
also has many cases o f ‘resistance’ to new technologies (see Bruland 1995). There is a
small but rapidly growing and ambitious biotechnology industry (Kraft 1998), which
has met with stem public and administrative resistance and regulation (Nielsen 1997a
1997b, Nielsen et al 2000). Market conditions in Norway - characterised by a
reluctance to join the European market and a perseverance with maintaining their
position on the peripheries of the EU, coupled with ongoing opening of the market
and the loss of protection from global competitors - mean that genetic technology is
emerging at a time characterised by a sense o f precarious balance.

The thesis offers both a presentation and analysis of these developments and a
methodological approach to studying the emergence and non-emergence of genetic
technologies, which aims to meet the challenges presented by such fields of study (cf.
Marcus 1995, Martin 1998, Edwards et al 1999, Layne 1998). Genetic technology
crosses boundaries between new and old, local and global, and challenges us not only
to rethink our methodologies (raising the question for example, of multi-sited
ethnographies) but also to rethink the conceptual basis of these oppositions. Can we
really talk about traditional and modem (Latour 1993, Strathem 1999 esp. Chapter 6),
global and local (Marcus 1995 Appadurai 1990), human and non-human (Strathem
1988, Haraway 1991, Latour 1993, Gell 1998)? And if not, what are the implications
for anthropological study?

The current work addresses these issues by focusing on the genetic technology itself,
exploring the surrounding everyday level of practice, regulation, resistance, and
consumption in Norway. Drawing on developments in actor-network theory (ANT),
science, technology and society studies (STS), and the anthropology of art, a
theoretical and methodological approach is put forward that seeks to make possible
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such boundary-crossing investigation, and to account for the complexity of the
processes involved without falling back on technologically, economically, or
sociologically deterministic models. The complex interaction between technology and
context, the mutual influence of science and scientists, consumers and products,
company and regulator, is revealed through focusing on the landscape of the
technology itself.

The thesis focuses on the genetic technology both as object in the laboratory or in
food, and as ‘thought’, idea, representation and knowledge system in order to provide
an empirical account of how and why people engage with it. How does government
seek to control genetic technologies (Chapters 2 and 3)? How do local values impact
on the practice of biotechnology and the experiences of its practitioners (Chapters 3
and 4)? Why does a particular Norwegian dairy company (Chapter 4) pursue genetic
technology in the face of consumer resistance? How do the new demands of genetic
technology reshape practices of regulation in Norway (Chapter 5), and how are
Consumer Council activities in conjunction with genetics reshaping the notion of
citizenship in Norway (Chapter 6)7 How does genetic technology challenge and shape
traditional practices by environmental groups (Chapter 7), and what can their
interaction tell us about the new sense of citizenship? What are the implications for
our understanding of technology, and the relationship between self, state and object?

By following the technology in this way we are able to map its emergence (and non
emergence), map the way in which it brings with it values and practices that conflict
with some values and practices in Norway, and mesh with others. The exploration of
its path through multiple spheres allows us a window on the moral and social domain
of Norwegian society, and ultimately the study of technology is also the study of
practices of governance, with implications for how we think about power, agency,
citizenship, self and the state.

1.2 Theoretical background

The study of scientific and technological development has taken place in a variety of
disciplines, from economics and philosophy to sociology and anthropology. A key
line of enquiry has been the need to engage with technological deterministic models
of development on the one hand, and objectivist models of scientific progress on the
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other. Technology and science, rather than being the outcome of linear systems of
progress (towards scientific truth, or technological rationality), have come to be seen
as the outcomes of distinctly social (and cultural) processes.

In anthropology the status of the anthropology of technology in particular has in many
ways been peripheral within the discipline (Pfaffenberger 1992). The contemporary
study of science and technology can also be marginalised, being an area which invites
interdisciplinary work (see e.g., Downey, Dumit and Traweek 1997). The
development of an anthropological focus on science and technology in recent years
must be understood within this interdisciplinary perspective, in particular with regard
to the diffuse area known as Science, Technology and Society Studies (here STS).

Both STS and anthropology, like evolutionary economics (e.g.. Nelson and Winter
1982), are based on rejecting the “Standard View” (Pfaffenberger 1992) or “Basic
Story” (Downey 1998: 10) of technological development. This ‘standard view’
comprises a deterministic model of technological development similar in kind to the
linear innovation model of neo-classical economics^. In this approach technological
development is driven by need, and social or cultural factors play secondary roles.
This view would hold that for instance the genetic engineering of micro-organisms to
produce a particular function in a firm is a result of the firm’s needs, as an economic
actor, to maximise profits by maximising efficiency through the use of the most
appropriate technology - in this case genetic technology.

To explain why and how firms in Norway are pursuing biotechnology innovation,
without turning to simplistic technological determinism {or overly deterministic social
accounts), it is necessary to expand our understanding of what technology is. Thus
STS writers have tried to incorporate the social into the technological and scientific.
From the sociology o f science o f Merton (1973), who first argued that the form of
scientific knowledge was influenced by the social institutions within which it
developed (though not the hard ‘fact’), to the post-modern cyborg anthropology of
Donna Haraway

(1991,

1992), who

shows how

(for

instance)

scientific

^ An approach that continues to dominate much contemporary technology policy (Coombes, Saviotti
and Walsh 1992)
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representations are figurative and generate new realities in the technoscientific and the
social cultural arena, the overriding question is about how to (re)imagine the
relationship between the aged duality of social and technological (see e.g. Strathem
1992, Downey 1998).

Science, technology and society studies
The field of STS is one that “shares no common conceptual fieldwork, no common
methodology, not even a common name” (Nelkin 1998: 31). Incorporating for
example “anthropology, cultural studies, feminist studies, history, philosophy,
political science, rhetoric, social psychology, and sociology of science and
technology” (Hess

1997:

144) it perhaps raises questions not only about

interdisciplinary but also ‘postdisciplinary’ (Rabinow 1996b) ways of working (see
e.g. Aranowitz et al. 1996).

SSK - The Sociology of Scientific Knowledge
The main movement of interest to anthropology within STS has been the “rebel
movement” (Franklin 1995: 167) of the sociology of scientific knowledge (SSK), in
particular for its unpacking of the ‘black box’ of scientific knowledge and the
development of actor-network theory approaches to understanding the social
constmction of scientific and technological facts. Whilst SSK is a varied area, there is
a generally shared “belief that knowledge and artefacts are socially shaped or ‘socially
constructed’”. It is equally clear that this is understood in many different ways, and
acts as a “central mbric that, as a kind of Burkean God term, might best be left
undefined” (Hess 1997: 145).

Kuhn (1996 [1962]) extended the developments in the sociology of science of Merton
(1973 [1957]); where Merton highlighted the institutional impact of the organisation
of scientific knowledge, Kuhn opened the black box of knowledge itself. Scientific
knowledge in Kuhn’s account is a product of social and historical factors, and the
acceptability of facts is related to the paradigms of scientific thought in which they
emerge. Against this background the 1970s saw the development of the ‘strong
program’ in the sociology o f scientific knowledge (e.g. Barnes 1974, Bloor 1976, and
see Barnes et al. 1996 for more recent work). In the context of this thesis the most
important aspect of the strong program (as highlighted by Hess (1997: 147)) is the
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principle o f symmetry, which holds that true and false scientific beliefs must be
explained in the same terms (that truth is not a discovery of ‘nature’ and that falsity is
not due to ‘interference’ of social factors). This indicates the co-constructive aspects
of ‘society’ and ‘nature’ (cf. Latour 1993) that is addressed in the current study
through the constitution of genetic technology.

Of the wide variety of areas^ that developed against the background of the strong
program, of most relevance here is actor-network theory and laboratory ethnographies
carried out by e.g. Latour and Woolgar (1986). In their book Laboratory Life: The
Construction o f Scientific FactSy Latour and Woolgar show through close study of the
everyday lives o f scientists how scientific “facts” are a product of social and cultural
activities, and a creation of “order out of disorder” (ibid.; 235). Facts emerge through
a dual process of gathering social allies (support) and concealing their social origins
(thus appearing objective).

ANT - Actor-Network Theory
Actor-network theory (ANT) develops these themes (e.g.. Gallon 1986, Latour 1988,
1996b); for this group of scholars the establishment of scientific facts in the world is
linked to the successful assemblage of networks of support and alliance, networks
which comprise both human and non-human actants^. ANT is of particular interest to
the current study for its attribution of social agency to non-human as well as human
actants within the heterogeneous network of knowledge and technology construction:
non-human as well as human actants generate affects on the world. Thus Latour’s
modem transport system Aramis appears as a character of its own in Latour’s book of
the same name (1996b). Likewise Latour’s Berlin key enrols the user into the

^ Hess (1997) provides an overview of the different areas, including ‘interest studies’ (explaining
scientific theories in relation to social networks and class conflicts (e.g. Barnes and MacKenzie 1979));
the empirical programme o f relativism (EPOR), which related technoscientific closure to wider social
processes; and laboratory ‘ethnographies’ such as Latour and Woolgar (1979), where scientific facts
were shown to be constructed through a process of ‘naturalisation’, where the social origin of scientific
fact was hidden. In social studies of technology a parallel movement took place. Hughes (1990)
developed the concept of sociotechnical fields, where he showed how the development of Edison’s
electrical lighting relied upon the mobilisation of a huge variety of elements; social, economic, legal,
scientific, and political. Here technologies are the result of systems of activity, not simply
‘technological’ activities. This has been particularly taken up in anthropology by e.g. Pfaaffenberger
(1992).
^ Actants refers to human and non human actors,, and indicates the interrelated agency o f people and
things
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intentions of the designer; the way it is designed means that the key will not allow the
human leaving or entering the building to do so without locking the door behind them
(Latour 2000). The key compels its users to behave in a certain way.

Actor-network theory has been criticised with regards to this notion of agency. For
example, Hess (1997: 150) suggests that ANT involves “a version of reification,
commodity fetishism, or even animism”. Gallon clarifies this question, saying that
ANT in fact “does not ascribe agency to things but instead focuses on the ways in
which agency is attributed or delegated to things” (ibid.). This is an interesting point
of discussion; can objects, ideas and technologies be described as empty vessels to
which meanings are attributed, or do objects mediate agency as social others? The
complex interaction between technological and human subjects and ideas about
agency are subject to further discussion below.

SCOT - the Social Construction of Technology
Post-Kuhnian understandings of science have been extended to the world of
technology; just as distinctions between the scientific and social were broken down,
so too the distinctions between the technical and the social. The social constructivist
approach, again “inspired b y ... the sociology of scientific knowledge” (Bijker et al
1987: 4) developed a focus on not just the usage (or impact) of technological artifacts
but also in the design and innovation process itself. Technological development was
no longer seen as autonomous, shaped only by the internal progression of
technological or scientific possibility. Instead the ‘black box’ of technology was
opened. Through an interest in the methodological approaches of anthropology (i.e.,
‘thick description’ Bijker et al. 1987) these studies sought to integrate the social,
technological, scientific and economic aspects of technological development.

In this approach influences on technological development are understood through the
prism of the “social shaping of technology” (Mackenzie and Wajcman 1985, Woolgar
1987, Bijker 1987, Pinch and Bijker 1987), and technology appears as a stabilisation
of social forms. However, there is an attendant danger with the social shaping of
technology and science approaches of falling into socially deterministic models of
explanation, seeing in objects then “only a surface for the projection of our social
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needs and interests” (Latour 1993: 52) . This is also apparent in the fact that social
constructivists share with actor-network theory (e.g. Latour and Woolgar 1985) a
focus on the achievement of ‘closure’. As Downey suggests, this relies on
postulating an initial state of disorder, or heterogeneity, and then moving to account for the
achievement of order, whether in the form of established facts or stabilized technologies
(Downey 1998; 22)

Technology, in such an account, becomes simply an outcome of human interests and
desires.

Thus developments in ANT and SCOT highlight the central problem in science,
technology and society studies; accounting for society-technology/science interaction
calls into play the need to reconceive boundaries between the social and
technological/scientific and how to work across them. The terms of the debate in STS
have been about human and non-human, and the boundaries that we encounter are
basic cultural boundaries between humans and machines. These boundaries have been
central to concerns in the anthropology of gender, science, technology and material
culture, where the response has been to look at meaning and power in more depth;
how meanings are made, and under what circumstances of power.

1.3 Anthropological responses - meaning and power

Science, technology and society studies (STS) as a whole has been criticised from an
anthropological view for, for instance, a lack of “thick description or semiotic analysis
of local categories, contradictions and complexities” (Hess 1992: 152). Despite
selective use of anthropological methodologies there is often little sense of culture in
such studies (Hess ibid.). Others stress that little attention is paid to culture and
history (Douglas and Ney 1998, Martin 1998), and that actor network theory in
particular concentrates too strongly on the individualist scientist as “Western
businessman” (Martin 1998: 27), i.e. a strategic individual who gathers allies and
forms networks.

* Latour (1993) suggests that we need to see objects as ‘quasi-objects’, simultaneously “real, discursive
and social” (ibid.: 64), and see their constitution as an aspect of the co-constitution o f nature and
society. This understanding of objects, or ‘quasi-objects’ and the key contribution o f ANT of an
understanding of non-human entities as social agents in their own right are powerful (though not
unproblematic) tools, which can contribute to how we theoretically approach the genetic technology.
This is further expanded below.
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Anthropological approaches to the field of science and technology studies have
pursued several threads. Firstly, they have established the heterogeneous nature of the
elements involved in the development of science and technology (e.g., Pfaffenberger
1992, Zabusky 1995, Layne 1998). Secondly, they have pursued the cultural
specificities and lived experiences of those involved in different part of the relations
of power and influence vis-à-vis technologies (e.g., Franklin and Ragoné 1998,
Martin 1987, 1994). Thirdly they have reflexively engaged with the implications for
western concepts of the person, the global and local, the universal and particular (e.g.
the work of Marilyn Strathem). These approaches share a concern to combine a focus
on the cultural specificity of everyday meanings, practice and techniques whilst also
engaging with issues of global power.

In contrast to actor network theory and other SSK approaches, these studies stress the
importance of actors and institutions outside the ‘citadels’ of science, insisting that
science is open and porous in its interactions with the rest of the society (see below
for more discussion of this point). In doing so scientific development can be situated
within its context of meaning and power. The same can be said of the firm and its
technological development. Rather than understand technological development as the
result of alliances and interactions between actors and institutions within the
institutions of that technology, we can trace technological meanings across the
apparent boundaries. Thus genetic technology cannot be understood simply as the
result of business and science strategies (see e.g. Ho 1998). Instead it must be seen
through a much broader lens, one which incorporates the influence of cultural actors
and institutions that may normally be ignored.

Bodies and things, giving meaning to the human and non-human
Anthropology of gender scholars have long been concerned with taken-for-granted
oppositions between nature and society (see e.g. Strathem and MacCormack 1982),
concems which translate into an interest in the relationship between technology and
society - for instance, in reproduction (Strathem 1992, Rapp 1998, Franklin and
Ragoné 1998, Edwards et al 1999)^.

^ A key group o f scholars of science and technology emerged from the study of gender (see Franklin
1995), including Martin (1987,1994, 1998), Franklin (1995) Franklin and Ragoné (1998), Strathem
(1992), Rapp (1998), Heath (1997, 1998), Haraway (1991, 1992) and others.
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O f particular interest to science and technology studies is the debate in feminism
surrounding the materiality o f (gendered) human-ness (or sociality), located as it is
amongst anthropological attempts to overcome opposition between social and natural.
Central to feminist debate has been the conflict between essentialists and
constructionists, concerned with whether meaning is made out of matter or vice versa.
Recent work in anthropology has sought to pay attention to the lived experiences of
embodiment by gendered persons (e.g. Martin 1987, Broch-Due and Rudie 1993) in
order to examine the social practices that inform those bodies and that give them
meaning. Historical examination of western history (Lacquer 1990) has also sought to
show how the body cannot occupy a pre-discursive space in society, but rather that
the body is lived in culture.

Judith Butler (1990) addressed the need to reincorporate the body into investigations
o f cultural meanings and to avoid ascribing a passive role to the body, whereby it
becomes simply a medium for cultural inscription’

Butler approaches the

constructivists and essentialist conundrum pointing out that constructionists, although
escaping the “biology-is-destiny” view of the essentialists, are perhaps in danger of
arriving at a position where culture is destiny. Butler’s discussion of de Beauvoir’s
argument that only the feminine gender is marked (and that the masculine is conflated
with the universal subject) has implications for how we understand identity and
subjectivity and indicates possible ways to perceive the body not as a passive
instrument of what is ultimately an immaterial will. De Beauvoir’s contention that
only the feminine is marked, while the masculine is the universal, “defm[es] women
in terms of men and extoll[s] men as the bearers of a body-transcendent universal
personhood” (Butler, 1990: 9) (in line with European philosophical trends since the
Enlightenment, which continue to inform Western thought and approaches to the
‘other,’ see e.g., Solomon 1988). Luce Irigaray, in The Sex Which Is Not One, argues
in contrast that women are not represented at all. Language is phallogocentric and

As Mascia-Lees and Sharpe put it in their discussion of the Soft-Tissue Modification mural in the
National Museum of Natural History in Washington DC, “whether one reads in the mural a disruption
of ethnocentric attitudes or a reinforcing of the notions of the “other” as exotic or horrific, the
underlying message... is that the unadorned, unmodified body is an unspoiled, pure surface on which
culture works... it resolves all bodies into the Western notion of the body as prior to culture and, thus,
as natural” (Mascia-Lees and Sharpe, 1992: 3). See also Moira Gatens (1996), Rosi Braidtotti (2002).
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women are unrepresentable; they are the absent, the unthinkable, in the existing
“phallocratism, where neither women’s sex, their imaginary, nor their language can
exist” (Irigaray 1981: 106). While for de Beauvoir, women are the negative of men,
for Irigaray, that particular dialectic constitutes a system that excludes women
altogether. Though Butler suggests that Irigaray’s analysis is undermined by her
globalising perspective and by her retention of a binary sexual framework, she raises
essential questions about Western thought that resonate with the work of
anthropologists such as Marilyn Strathem. Irigaray’s observations highlight how we
remain trapped within the Cartesian mind/body dualism, the signifying subject
(unembodied male mind) and the signified other, (embodied femininity).

Butler attempts to overcome this dualism by positing a ‘self constmcted through
processes rather than posited as an existential ‘1’ prior to praxis'^ In her view sex as
natural and gender as cultural is a false opposition only possible due to the already
sexualised materiality of bodies in culture. Butler’s approach entails rethinking our
concept of signification to exclude the opposition between signifier and signified.
Butler argues that the “subject is not determined by the rules through which it is
generated because signification is not a founding act, but rather a regulated process of
repetition that both conceals itself and enforces its mles precisely through the
production of substantialising affects” (Butler 1990: 145). There is no self prior to the
convergence o f discursive injunctions (e.g. be a good mother), instead, Butler says,
there is only a taking up of the tools where they lie, where the very taking up is
enabled by the tools lying there. In this view bodies and culture are held in a tension
of co-constitution.

The body in anthropology —in practice and representation
My concern here is with the how the body is given meaning and how the ‘natural’
body is created through the constitution o f society and the self, and what implications
this has for understanding the constitutive context of technology'^. The co-

" For example, De Beauvoir posits such an T’; “there is an "I" that does its gender, that becomes its
gender, but that "I", invariably associated with its gender is nevertheless a point of agency never fully
identifiable with its gender." (Butler, 1990:143)
This tension of co-constitution has been widely treated; Foucualt, for example, considers how the
body acts as a site o f governance and self-governance (e.g. Discipline and Punish, History o f Sexuality)
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constitutive role of the human body has been strongly evident in the work of Pierre
Bourdieu'^. Bourdieu assigns an important role to the body in his work on
transcending the “opposition between two conceptions of scientific knowledge
[objectivism and subjectivism] and to transform them into a dialectical relationship
between structure and agency” (Barker et al, 1990: 1). The body in Bourdieu
mediates between structure and self, and ‘the body’ is included within the term
‘person’. Through what he calls genetic structuralism, Bourdieu approaches the
question of how the individual is moulded by social structure using the notion of
habitus as a central generative structure. Bourdieu pays close attention to the body,
which is central to the internalisation of habitus. For him there are two levels of
learning; one is the sense in which we are bom into practices that we are unaware of
learning, while the second level is the more conscious learning made explicit through
rules of conduct and so on. Learning is conditional upon belief, a prereflective
acceptance of the doxa, (the taken-for-grantedness of practical sense). The body acts
as the memory-pad o f childhood learning. It is characterised as “an automaton that
leads the mind unconsciously along with it” (1990: 68). He says elsewhere:
... arms and legs are full of numb imperatives... the values given body, made body, by the
hidden persuasion of an implicit pedagogy which can instil a whole cosmology, through
injunctions as insignificant as ‘sit up straight’... (1990; 69)

Thus the bodily hexis is political mythology realised, embodied and turned into a
permanent disposition. The stmcture of the habitus is found in all surroundings, for
example in material day-to-day existence. Thus in his work on the Kabyle Bourdieu
says,
the opposition between the sacred of the right hand and the sacred of the left hand, between
nif and h ’aram, between man, invested with protective and fertilizing powers, and woman,
who is both sacred and invested with meleficient powers, is materialized in the division
between masculine space, with the assembly place, the market or the fields, and female space,
the house and the garden, the sanctuaries of h ’aram-, and secondarily, in the opposition which,
within the house itself, assigns regions of space, objects and activities either to the make
universe of the dry, fire, the cooked, the day, or the female universe of the moist, water, the
low, the raw, the night. The world of objects... is read with the whole body (Bourdieu, 1990:
76)

Bourdieu’s work is important for his account of embodiment as a total experience,
with the body active in affecting the mind (e.g., where a posture of grief can evoke
tears), and for his detailed attention to the processes of acquiring bodily knowledge.

whilst the body as mediator for experience has been widely considered by the phenomenoligist (e.g.,
Merleau-Ponty).
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Materiality, the natural body, is seen to be linked in complex and generative ways
with the will. On the other band, bis is still largely a disembodied will imposing itself
on the body, and the body appears as a receptacle for human agency^"^.

Embodiment of the social is differently approached in Marilyn Strathem’s work on
gender. Strathem has reflexively engaged with Melanesian concepts of gender
identity and systems of exchange, rooting her enquiry in questioning the assumptions
underlying westem attitudes to identity. She shows how westem assumptions about
gender identity rest on a prioritisation of unity by contrast to the plural or multiple
composition of persons as Melanesians depict them in their kin transactions. Westem
notions of identity see persons as composed of a core ‘essence’, surrounded by
various conventions. Further, in the westem world people imagine there exists a
system or organisation of relationships that is a dominant source of values, and
‘imposes’ its values on individuals.

In such a view we encounter persons as unities, the result of education and training
(perhaps as Bourdieu sees us - teaming consciously and unconsciously the mles of
our habitus). “The Westem person is a microcosm not of social relations... but of
social conventions. However the further idea that persons own themselves also
presents this entity in proprietary terms” thus, “persons possess social conventions,
and social conventions possess them” (Strathem 1988: 322). Proprietorship introduces
a subject-object relation in which either may become a thing in the hands of the other.
Strathem’s work shows how our understanding of how people make meaning out of
matter is dominated by our fundamental assumptions about the creation of identity
and rest on philosophical postulates founded in images of proprietorship.

I do not consider here the role of the body in Bourdieu’s work as symbolising or representing a self,
or as ‘cultural capital’ (see Bourdieu 1984, 1978, or Shilling 1993 for this discussion). Rather I am
concerned with the way in which the body has embedded within it the social.
He retains what we might hold to be an arbitrary gender dualism, taking for granted the social and
sexual divisions. He retains nature:culture, female:male distinctions as a matter of course, and is
deterministic in relation to gender categories: “All the symbolic manipulations of body experience...
tend to impose the integration of body space with cosmic space and social space, by applying the same
categories... both to the relationship between man and the natural world and to the complementary and
opposed states and actions of the two sexes in the division of sexual labour and the sexual division of
labour” (1990: 77)
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Strathem puts forward a contrasting model of Melanesian culture in which the entities
that westem perspectives would encounter as ‘persons’ (and also ‘things’) are not
encountered as such. Persons and things are in her ethnographical examples instead
encountered as “cyphers of relations” (Gell 1999: 35). People are experienced not as
individuals who posses their identities but instead as the objectification of sets of
relations; they are understood as the materialisation of complex sets of relationships
which are embedded within them^^. In this their identities are multiple and dividual’^;
Strathem notes
Far from being regarded as unique entities, Melanesian person are as dividually as they are
individually conceived. They contain a generalised sociality within. Indeed, persons are
frequently constructed as the plural and composite site of the relationships that produced
them. The singular person can be imagined as a social microcosm (1998: 13)

This offers an altemative understanding o f personhood, identity, that makes a break
with proprietorship, resonating with Butler’s contention that signification must not be
understood in terms of an ‘I’ prior to the act of taking up the signification of the self.
Westem concepts of persons as whole units have dominated theoretical approaches,
but this is being challenged now by work describing the condition of gendered
(embodied) identity as bound up with the constant interaction between self and
society. Self is understood to embody technology and society through complex
interrelations that are both material and non-material (Haraway 1992).

Anthropological study o f the materiality of persons in the anthropology of gender, in
particular Strathem’s work on persons and things, highlights the way that the ‘human’
is constmcted is not best understood in opposition to ‘things’ (whether pigs or genetic
technology).

Strathem’s account of persons

and objects in Melanesia as

objectification o f relations further resonates with work currently being undertaken in
the anthropology of material culture.

Understanding ‘things ’
Recent work in the study o f material culture has similarly focused on the collapsing
opposition between human and non-human, social and material, approached from the
position of the study of objects rather than persons. The sociality of materiality has

For a useful discussion of this see Gell 1999 Chapter 1
The dividual person
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become central to the anthropology of material culture; the idea that ‘things’ have a
“social life” (Kopytoff 1986) is a truism in anthropology. Recent studies are now
concerned to address overly-constructivist accounts which treat materiality as though
“the material world were merely a stage set in which props could be made to assume
any value chosen by the actors” (Graves-Brown 2001: 3).

A central move to overcome the social/material divide in the analysis of material
culture has centred on examining the “agency of objects” (Knappett 2002: 97), and to
focus on the processes by which such agency is understood, perceived and given
meaning. There has been a convergence around the need to understand the agency of
objects as a route through which to overcome the opposition between external
material worlds and the disembodied will of the human agent that acts upon it; as
Knappett puts it
An alternative perspective is emerging in which mind, body and world are seen as
codependent. (2002: 98-9)

Thus recent volumes (Graves-Brown 2000) bring together the work of actor-network
theorist Bruno Latour with anthropologists of material culture such as Tim Ingold.
Latour’s Berlin key appears alongside Ingold’s weaving; where the Berlin key obliges
its user to lock the door at certain times, the weaver must respond to the material with
which s/he weaves. Ingold is keen to challenge the “standard view” wherein “the
human mind is supposed to inscribe its designs upon this surface [of the material
world] through the mechanical application of bodily force -

augmented, as

appropriate, by technology” (2000: 68). Instead Ingold offers an account of weaving
which suggests that
The forms of objects are not imposed from above but grow from the mutual involvement of
people and materials in an environment (ibid.)

Thus where Latour points out that objects may be best understood as quasi-objects,
implicated in the (simultaneous and mutual) co-constitution of nature and society.
Ingold is similarly desiring to place the emergence of the object at the break (or
bridge) between human and non-human.

Knappett (2002) draws upon Latour’s notion of networks as a way to bridge the gap
between humans and non-humans and understand agency as an intertwined relational
effect. Agency, power and meaning attached to objects are seen in his view to be a
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result of the relations between the nodes in a network, and do not exist independently
of their enrolment in such webs. This concept of enrolment of human and non-human
in webs or networks of relations, meaning-making and materiality is useful for its
insistence on understanding meaning and power as a result of the relations and social
actions that produce them. However, the notion of networks is also one which I
hesitate to use, as it may blind us to the meaning-making that is actually taking place.

1.4 The problem with networks: methodological implications

Latour seeks to remind us that networks initially “like Deleuze and Guattari’s term
rhizome, clearly meant a series of transformations - translation, transductions which could not be captured by any of the traditional terms of social theory” (1999:
15). However, they now clearly mean something different. Latour argues that in the
contemporary world ‘network’ is a term popularised in relation to the internet and the
word thus “now means transport without deformation”; i.e., networks now imply
rigidity and equivalence across connections. Initially networks implied something
“delicate” (Latour 1993: 2), e.g., patterns discernible by following the “fragile thread”
of technologies across domains of “knowledge, interest, justice and power” (ibid.: 3).
“More supple than the notion of system, more historical than the notion of structure,
more empirical than the notion of complexity, the idea of network is the Ariadne’s
thread of these interwoven stories” (ibid.)

Yet we might suggest that part of the problem lies in the very conceptualisation of
networks initially as ‘delicate and fragile’. To conceive of networks as fragile brings
to mind its opposite; namely ‘strong’ networks. The implication that networks, or
traces, across domains are fragile brings with it the supposition that effort must be
expanded in maintaining such networks, efforts to make them less weak, less fragile,
more durable. That to create facts or technologies, to achieve closure (e.g. Bijker and
Law (1992)), requires struggle.

Struggle is a cultural concept at the heart of westem thought, from Hobbes and
Maltthus through Darwin. It is also implicit in much ANT and much SCOT
scholarship. Actors (human or non-human) within networks or systems are perceived

25

as acting as r a t i o n a l actants, struggling for their own survival. The language of ‘the
survival of the fittest’ prevails. Thus for instance Woolgar suggests that the social is
the ‘glue’ that “keeps things together”, as though things would otherwise disintegrate
(1996: 238). Latour’s transportation system, Aramis, laments (through the narrator) “I
would have been happy to be something, in the end, anything at all” (1996b: 294); as
character, it desires above all to survive, to exist.

These assumptions result in a failure to fully account for the nature of interactions
between persons and things and also to give an adequate account of power and
meaning. If Latour’s Aramis acts in its own best interests, if scientists are
heterogeneous engineers devoted to furthering their facts and their careers (Hughes
1990, Latour and Woolgar 1986) then ‘fragile’ networks must quickly become
strategic paths, strong stratagems, the performance of ambition, of inclusion and
exclusion. Here emerge the Schumpeterian gorillas that Latour (1999) complains he is
accused of. Whether unbidden or not, they remain implicit in the analyses of ANT.
Martin (1998) makes this point forcefully:
The Latourian scientist bursts upon the scene as an accumulating, aggressive individual bom
of capitalism, forming his networks and gathering his allies everywhere, resembling all too
closely a Western businessman. (Ibid.: 27)

Whilst it is clear that western science exists within capitalism, and that the “internal
relations of science can be described as distinctively capitalist” (Latour and Woolgar
1986: 277) it is by no means clear that that all that science (or technology) is
dominated by capitalist values (Martin (1998: 27))^^. Nor are they necessarily
dominated by desperate need to survive. It may be that things happen easily, just as
they happen with difficulty.

We have to reveal more accurately and specifically through in-depth ethnographic
practice the individual encounters between technology and persons. We have to reveal
all the values and cultures that are brought to individual encounters between agents
(or actants). (And in doing so we may find that even ‘Western businessmen’ do not

Rational within the logic of whichever institutional position they hold. Where actor network theorists
incorporate apparently non-rational/strategic behaviour into analyses of technological development,
(e.g., Aramis or for the Love o f Technology), such non-rational/emotional aspects are largely described
in “selfish” terms and thus remain within a "rational" theoretical framework (hence Aramis’ desire for
life).
See also Fujimura 1992 for critique of Latour’s Machiavellian stance
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necessarily behave as the western businessman ‘ought’.) Such an ethnographic
approach confronts our otherwise hidden assumptions of profit orientation or of the
heroic scientist allowing us to reflexively engage with the material. By explicitly
addressing motivation and the specificities of each encounter in relation to its own
context of cultural meaning, we cannot continue without confronting our implicit
prejudices. Thus we may find the “schumpetterian, male-like, hairy gorilla-like
character” of the scientist in Latour’s critics’ views (Latour 1999: 16) as well as his
alternative vision, the “poor scientist tinkering in his lab” (Latour 1993: 126). It is in
the specificities of encounters that meanings are revealed, but there may be important
influences and interrelations not apparent to an eye trained to look for networks.

1.5 Cognition as a social and cultural process: co-constitution of human and non
human agency

Hutchins (1999) discussion of cognition provides useful direction when considering
the co-constitutive roles of the human and non-human as agents implicated in the
field. In his ethnography of cognition amongst the navigational team of a US naval
vessel he argues that cognition is a cultural process, not simply in the sense that it is
influenced by culture and society, but that “it is in a very fundamental sense a cultural
and social process” (1999: xiv). By this he means that cognition is something that
takes place outside of the individual, and that we must “move the boundaries of the
cognitive unit of analysis out beyond the skin of the individual person” (ibid.: xiv)'^
and which must be understood in relation to “culture, history, context, and emotion”
(ibid.: 353).
Cognitive processes may be distributed across the members of a social group, cognitive
processes may be distributed in the sense that the operation of the cognitive system involves
co-ordination between internal and external (material or environmental) structure, and
processes may be distributed through time in such a way that the products of earlier events can
transform the nature of later events. (Hutchins n.d.)

Hutchins argues that humans create their cognitive powers by creating the
environments in which they exercise those powers. That environment is both physical
and non-physical. Objects are good to think with for other members of society; not
simply in the sense of calculators as an ‘aid’ to the computational powers of an
individual, or of a diary as an extension of the memory. Art, computers, songs.

Hutchins stresses that the individual, in the eyes of early cognitive science, was set aside from more
than simply their surroundings: were all set aside as problems to be addressed after a good
understanding of individual cognition had been achieved” (1999: 353)

27

landscapes all are part of our cognitive powers. Cognition is something that takes part
in the world, in the material and non-material, technological and human, inner and
outer environment.

Following Hutchins we can perceive of cognition within culture, where both cognitive
process and cognitive content can be accounted for. Rather than culture being a series
of ideas internalised by the mind of the individual, the inner and outer aspects of self
and world are co-constitutive^^. There is the possibility of agency embedded in both.
Thus Hutchins argues that
moving the boundaries of the unit of cognitive analysis out beyond the skin reveals other
sources of cognitive accomplishment. These other sources are not mysterious, they simply
arise from explicable effects that are not entirely internal to the mind (1999; 355).

The potential for bringing Hutchin’s approach to the anthropological study of
technology has been identified by other scholars (See e.g. Keller 1996, Bazerman
1996 and Latour 1996) and connects with developments in the anthropology of
material culture, gender, science and technology, as well as with the issues raised by
SCOT and ANT in the need to account for the interaction between mind and matter,
human and non-human. Human, non-human, material and non-material (ideas) are all
part of a social process of meaning-making and thought.

Collective cognitive processes: purgatorial space
Paul Rabinow (1999) characterises the French meeting of culture and society with
genetic technology as taking place in a purgatorial space (ibid.; 19). For Rabinow
such purgatorial spaces are characterised by a call to order, it is a formative space
wherein the problem is addressed of “how best to bring capital, morality and

This point rests on a rejection of the dominant view in cognitive science of culture is a series of ideas
internalised by the mind of the individual, linked to the understanding o f cognition as a process of
internalisation of symbols. Hutchins quotes Dreyfuss (1992) to illustrate this point. “GOFAI [good old
artificial intelligence] is based on the Cartesian idea that all understanding consists in forming and
using appropriate symbolic representations. For Descartes, these representations were complex
descriptions built up out of primitive ideas or elements. Kant added the important idea that all concepts
are rules for relating such elements, and Frege showed that the mles could be formalized so that they
could be manipulated without intuition or interpretation.” Hutchins adds: “The entities that are
imagined to be inside the mind are modelled on a particular class of entities that are outside the mind:
symbolic representations.” (1999: 357) Instead, Hutchins argues that “when the symbols are in the
environment of the human, and the human is manipulating the symbols, the cognitive properties of the
human are not the same as the properties of the system that is made up of the human in interaction with
these symbols. The properties o f the human in interaction with the symbols produce some kind o f
computation. But that does not mean that that computation is happening inside the person’s head‘d
(1999: 361, emphasis added)
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knowledge into a productive and ethical relationship” (1999: 20). These are sites
characterised by collective cognitive processes connecting with the daily practice of
technology. These are sites characterised by fear, desire, love and the desire for
redemption, in that they are characterised by the impulse towards ‘God’s love’ that is
explicit in religious modes and implicit in the secularised ethical mode^\

The term ‘purgatorial site’ usefully describes the individual sites in and around
Norway where we witness in some cases intense meaning making activities, and in
other cases tense silence. Such spaces are purgatorial in the sense suggested by
Rabinow, in that they are characterised by “purgatorial themes and tropes... a chronic
sense that the future is at stake... redeeming past moral errors and avoiding future
ones... tensions between this-worldly activities and transcendent stakes and values”
(ibid.: 17-18).

The notion of purgatorial sites is useful for identifying the sites encountered in the
field where we find intense meaning-making and anxiety: guidelines and agreements,
forms

of

knowledge,

actual

products,

potential

products,

protests

and

recommendations are a few examples of such meaning-making. A huge variety of
actors are involved at various sites. For instance the biotechnology sector and research
community are important sources of collaboration for companies involved in the
production o f genetically modified foodstuffs, and are a main source the genetic
technology as knowledge (cf. Chapters 2 3 and 4). Retailers are a source of strict
guidance and demands for non-GMO documentation, thus helping to generate internal
procedures and company policy (Chapter 4). The Consumer Council is involved in the
joint generation of knowledge and guidelines (Chapter 6), while regulators are
involved in the production o f legal requirements (Chapters 2, 3 and 5). These are sites
where the immaterial (knowledge, ideas, anxieties and desires) are given material
form and articulation, and thus in light of Hutchin’s points provide useful insight into
the cognition of everyday life.

It could be argued that such terminology is most relevant to a Catholic country such as France, with
the possibility o f purgatory existing as a state on earth, prior to death (ibid. 19). However, while
Norway has a distinctly Lutheran tradition, the notion of ‘purgatory’ transmits an important aspect of
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Rabinow draws on the work of Feher and Heller (1994) to bring together the
immaterial (thoughts, ideas) with the material, in his use of the term spiritual and
material assemblages (1999: 10-13)^^ to describe the networks of interplay and
association made visible around new technologies. The purgatorial sites are
expressions of such spiritual and material forms. This concept is similar to actornetwork theory’s networks of actants, yet is also more supple and closer to allowing
for the affective relationship between people, ideas and technology. This usefully
connects with Hutchin’s understanding of cognition as social process.
One might say that the spiritual - interpersonal, diffuse, anthropologically distinctive,
simultaneously general and particular - is an imaginary construct with very real effects and
potent affects (1999: 11)

In Rabinow’s use of such assemblages thought and action are related to the interplay
of the material world and the ‘spiritual’, in a way which allows us to include effects
and emotional basis of engagement. This is discussed further below in relation to the
anthropology of art and also the agency of knowledge.

The above discussion has demonstrated the moves within anthropology (in science,
technology, gender and material culture) to overcome the opposition between things
and persons so characteristic of Euro-American thought. Responses to the conundrum
of how to bring the social into the scientific, material, bodily or technological (or vice
versa) have been diverse. A major focus has been on the question of the agency of the
material world (whether the body, plants or inanimate objects). The current attempt
seeks to reconsider this boundary through focusing on the everyday level of
ethnography. Through ethnographic detail, following the world of the technology
itself, we can see how it is given meaning in the different contexts of its life.

One area which brings together the study of meaning, agency materiality and
immateriality in complex interaction is the anthropological study of art, to which I
turn now. This area has seen a strongly emerging focus on the notion of agency which
may, I suggest, be of great use in the current context, in particular for its ethnographic
direction. Following on Rabinow’s attempts to include the ‘spiritual’, i.e. the

encounters in the field. It also usefully signals what has been identified as a strongly pietistic, religious
everyday life; what Gullestad refers to as ‘secular pietism’ (1992).
“The spiritual” in Feher and Hller’s work is interpersonal, diffuse immateriality, “an imaginary
construct with very real effects and potent affects” (Rabinow 1999: 11).
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imaginary, the non-material this is an area which indicates the possibility of including
the non-discursive, non-reflective level of engagement between persons and things, in
particular reference to the notion of agency.

1.6 Technology and Art

In an attempt to address some of the problems raised here in relation to the agency of
scientific and technological artifacts and the possibilities of ethnographic enquiry, the
thesis draws on the anthropology of art, in particular the work of Alfred Gell (1998,
1999). Gell’s concern centred on the question also addressed by the anthropology of
science and technology, namely the relationship between people and things. His ideas
and approaches have immediate implication for the anthropology of art (see the recent
collection edited by Pinney and Thomas 2001) but also for the anthropological study
of technology, as scholars have begun to point out (notably Strathem 1999 Ch. 1, also
Strathem 2001, Miller 2001)^^. The following discusses this area of work and
sketches a number of concepts that are used in the thesis.

Art is, in dominant westem/Euro-American thought, generally considered to exist in
opposition to technology; art is seen as “frivolous” compared to the rigours of the
‘real’ world where hard technologies are developed (Beckman n.d.). Art is thought to
engender a poetic relationship with the world, whereas technology is thought to
engender an exploitative and violent relationship with the world (e.g. Heidegger
1977). This view, as discussed above, has been challenged. Technology (like science)
is no longer thought to inhabit a world in opposition to the social and/or the natural.
Technology (and science) is seen to inhabit the multiple and disparate worlds of all of
society (Martin 1996, 1998), and is seen as the object of poetic and even romantic
engagement, the object of love (Latour 1996b) as well as passion (Traweek 1988).

The relationships between humans and material objects has been powerfully
considered by Gell in his attempt to redefine the anthropology of art away from a
project of aesthetics or meaning, reorienting it in order to place the study of art objects

Gell’s work has only recently started to be engaged with, as Amaut 2001 points out, “on the whole
anthropologists and certainly africanists have failed to engage” (ibid.: 191). Interestingly the upcoming
2003 ASA conference on Anthropology and Science will address this issue, in a panel convened by
Georgina Bom (Cambridge)
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within the nexus of social relations within which they are embedded. Such a nexus of
social agents feature art objects as agents which have effects; they make things
happen. In this way Cell’s work, like that of many scholars working in the field of
science and technology studies, blurs the boundaries between humans and objects.
Gell examines art objects as social agents. Cell’s art object, or index, is at first glance
familiar to us in the form of Gallon’s (1986) scallops (being persuaded to take part in
their cultivation), or Latour’s transport system Aramis, or Berlin key (which obliges
its user to lock the door). It is an object that enters into social relations. What Cell
subsequently does with this familiar starting point is a little less familiar.

Cell sets out to develop a social anthropology of art, examining the “social relations
in the vicinity of objects mediating social agency” (1998: 7). In so doing he develops
a variety of terms to categorise the entities which are engaged in relationships with
and around the art object, or the “art nexus” (see Appendix 1). Apart from the index,
these include ‘artist’, ‘recipient’ and ‘prototype’. Relationships between these four
terms takes place on the basis of a cognitive encounter that Cell characterises as
abduction. Abduction refers to semiotic inferences which are non linguistic - for
example inferring that a smile equals friendliness - which can be likened to the
inferences made when encountering an art index^^.

‘Abduction’ thus covers the way in which indexes affect recipients. Amaut (2001)
citing Lee (1997: 119-20) suggests “indices have the effect of drawing the attention of
the interpreter/user/addressee (Recipient) to the object of the index (Prototype) or its
maker (Artist).” Abduction, the characterisation of the cognitive encounter between
art index and recipient, thus enlists recipient into a relationship with the object where
the recipient becomes aware of the artist or the prototype of the index. Thus “the
index is itself seen as the outcome and/or the instrument of, social agency'"' (Cell
1998: 15 original emphasis).

The abductive encounter between a human meeting with new objects is similar to that
which we bring to bear when meeting social others of a more distinctly human sort:

Cell’s use of the term ‘abduction’ is linked to his desire to resist any logocentric approach to the
meaning of the art object, in his bid to re-ffame the anthropology of art as the anthropology of social
relations in the vicinity of the art object and not simply as an aesthetic project.
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I am proposing ... the idea that we approach art objects (and members of a larger class of
indexes of agency) as if they had ‘physiognomies’ like people. When we see a picture of a
smiling person, we attribute an attitude of friendliness to ‘the person in the picture’ ... We
respond to the picture in this way because the appearance o f smiling triggers a (hedged)
inference th a t... this person is friendly... We have in short access to ‘another mind’ 1998: 15

The four terms can affect each other on the basis of this abductive relationship, as
GelTs summary indicates:
1.

Indexes: material entities which motivate abductive inferences, cognitive interpretations
etc.

2.

Artists (or other ‘originators’): to whom are ascribed, by abduction, causal responsibility
for the existence and characteristics of the index

3.

Recipients: those in relation to whom, by abduction, indexes are considered to exert
agency, or who exert agency via the index

4.

Prototypes: entities held, by abduction, to be represented in the index, often by virtue of
visual resemblance, but not necessarily (1998: 27)

The artist is the originator of the art object, in the way that we commonly think of
artists producing a work. The index is the art object itself. The recipient is the
audience. The prototype is the idea represented by the index (for instance a portrait of
Churchill represents the idea o f Churchill).^^

In affecting others each of these terms can assume the position of an agent [A], as the
source of effect. The agent has a counterpart; one who is acted upon. This actor, the
one that is acted upon, is referred to as the ‘patient’ [P]^^. These four terms can stand
in either agent or patient relation to each other. Agency is the result of will or intent,
not simply a natural occurrence; thus agency “is attributable to those persons (and
things...) who/which are seen as initiating causal sequences of a particular type, that
is, events caused by acts of mind or will or intention, rather than the mere
concatenation of physical events” (Gell 1998: 16).

See Gell 1998 esp. Ch 1-3, and Appendix 1 for Cell’s table on the nexus of social relations in the
vicinity of the art object.
Gell (1998: 20) also classes agents as primary and secondary - non-human agents are secondary (e.g.
the portrait of Churchill is a secondary agent of the artist). Primary agents are human agents, whose
will is embedded within other (secondary) agents (thus the will of the primary agent (artist) is
embedded in the painting, who seeks to flatter (thought so also is the will of Churchill, as patron, and
the expectations of the audience, and so on)). It is important to distinguish this from Callon’s remarks
in Hess 1997 mentioned above, where he indicates that ANT does not perceive objects to be agents but
rather to have agency “attributed or delegated” (Hess 1997: 150).
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The four terms, artist, recipient prototype and index
In the context of the development of genetic engineering technology, ‘artist’,
‘recipient’ and to a certain degree ‘prototype’ are relatively straightforward, while the
term ‘index’ is more challenging and is considered separately below. Scientists are the
most clear-cut ‘artists’. They are involved with the day-to-day laboratory engagement
with genetic technology and shape the technologies to meet the requirements of their
companies or their research projects. Their agency is directed towards the shape and
form of the index, the index relies on them for life. It is the scientists in the company
who physically interact with the technology in its coming forth. Their relationship to
the technological index, their agency, is mediated by multiple others; by recipients
and by prototypes.

We can imagine that ‘recipients’, meanwhile, covers a wide variety of actors;
consumers are obviously recipients, but so are company directors, company
accountants, regulators, and others involved in shaping how the technology develops.
‘Prototypes’ on the other hand are the “entities held, by abduction, to be represented
in the index, often by virtue of visual resemblance, but not necessarily” (1998: 27).
The prototype can thus be the technology that is home in mind by the scientist as s/he
works on the index, but is also the entity held to be represented in the technology by
the recipient (the fear o f the polluting (engineered) gene). As such it is subject to
conflicting interpretations and ascription^^.

The index and the enchantment o f technology
More problematic but nevertheless fruitful is the notion of the index as “material
entities which motivate abductive inferences, cognitive interpretations etc” (ibid.) In
this sense the genetic technology itself can be an index; as a material entity (a
technological function and physical presence within products and production
processes) genetic technology indexes have efficacy.

Squires (2001) makes use of the term ideotype developed in plant breeding to signify the ‘ideal’ type
of plant being developed. The term ‘prototype’ has an analogous aspect, although the way in which I
use it here does not necessarily have the positive connotations o f the ‘ideal’ but can also mean e.g.,
‘fearsome’.
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The notion of abduction is closely linked in the current context with the ability of
technology to enchant. In his 1992 essay on “The technology of enchantment and the
enchantment of technology”^^ Gell considers the dual meaning of enchantment in the
context of art - art can traditionally be seen in anthropology as a means through
which to embed individuals within their social order in a Durkheimian sense, hence
the ‘technology of enchantment’^^. Yet this approach would not bring us closer to the
art object itself, or answer by what power the art object enchants individuals so that
they might acquiesce in the social order of things.

Gell argues that this power of art objects to enchant “stems from the technical
processes they objectively embody: the technology o f enchantment is founded on the
enchantment o f technology*' (original emphasis). He continues
The enchantment of technology is the power that technical processes have of casting a spell
over us so that we see the real world in an enchanted form. Art, as a separate kind of technical
activity, only carries further, through a kind of involution, the enchantment which is immanent
in all kinds of technical activity. (1999; 163-4)

This proximity between art and technology and their power to enchant is brought out
further in his description of his childhood awe at the model of Salisbury Cathedral
built out of matchsticks, and the “halo-effect” (ibid.: 166) of technical difficulty that
we encounter when approaching art works. He describes as miraculous the sense with
which we approach e.g., Peto’s Old Time Letter Rack (an oil painting closely
resembling a letter rack). The painting is perceived as “a technical miracle which
achieves the transubstantiation of oily pigments into cloth, metal, paper and feather.”
(ibid. 170) Such technical prowess is miraculous (and enchanting) rather than simply
mysterious “because it is achieved both by human agency but at the same time by an
agency which transcends the normal sense of self-possession of the spectator” (ibid.
171). The technical feat is linked to its human origins in the mind of the spectator,
who is simultaneously “at a loss to explain” what they see.

Strathem (2001) takes up GelTs point about enchantment being linked to the
inference of creative or mysterious human agency in her discussion of how
“‘technology’ inhabits the English language” (2001: 261). In everyday use, Strathem
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First published in 1992. The references in the text refer to the posthumous collection published in
1999
He gives the example of Maurice Bloch (1974)
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points out, ‘technology’ refers to the kind of dazzling activity that Gell refers to; a
dishwasher is technology in a way that the kitchen sink is not:
Technology, in the culturally pervasive sense in which it inhabits this language, does not just
reify effort or production; it reifies, gives tangible form to, a creativity regarded as
(re)juventiating.

“Technology” in the English speaking world at least is not simply related to human
“handicraft” (ibid.). In Strathem’s account technology is evidence of “the continually
creative mind that seeks to enlarge society’s capacities”. Secondly it “mobilizes
agents whose efforts are socially extended, not just as a tool extends human effort but
as innovations substitute for old travails”. These are the qualities that adhere to
technological invention. She continues “For, of all the products of human creativity,
inventions are defined by the power with which ‘technology’ has to give them life.
Thinking about its foundation in inventiveness, we might say that technology lives
about us in an enchanted state” (ibid. footnotes omitted). Technology then
incorporates creativity, rejuvenation, the transformation of the familiar, and the power
to give life to ideas. All these aspects are dependent on the perception that technology
is the outcome o f human agency, it concerns the “enlargement of human agency”
(ibid.: 262). The recipient, for instance, infers a human will or intention behind the
technology^®.

The agency o f technological indexes
While indexes may be artworks, they may thus also be landmines, cars, or dolls (Gell
1998). Genetic technology, I suggest, can be understood within this framework, and
the fascination, dread and repulsion that it provokes cannot help but be understood
both explicitly and implicitly in relation to this kind of power to enchant or dazzle.
Yet genetic technology is not a visual technology; how does this affect our
understanding of its ability to dazzle^

As with music, we cannot observe genetic

Thus we can infer that anonymous inventors lie behind the origination of the dishwasher (Strathem
2001) as well as the factories and delivery chains which bring the product to us, and the network of
support available should it break down and our bank balance allow us to have it repaired. We can also
infer that people with disastrous working conditions lie behind the assemblage of our computer
hardware (while more privileged designers lie behind the software) and multinational corporations lie
behind their distribution sale and service. Multiple agencies are embedded within objects, the
complexity and size of which is dazzling. The creativity and dazzle of capitalism is explored by e.g.
Berman (1983) in relation to Marx’s observations on the creative destruction of capitalism, and Elliot
(1980) in relation to Marx and Schumpeter.
Keen 2001 for instance discusses musical performance and musical work in relation to their
indexicality - and is concerned with the question o f who in this instance is artist of the work, and what
intention is embedded in it. (To answer his concerns it might be suggested that composer(s) and
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technologies in the way that we observe a doll, dishwasher or car, it is not necessarily
meant to ‘represent’ a meaning in the way that an artwork might (Keen 2001:33).

Nevertheless genetic technology does appear within the cultural context studied here,
in a number of ways. As an index it may have agency on various levels; as a
technique in a laboratory it may constitute a friend of the scientists, effecting certain
physical outcomes. Secondly it may act as an ally of entrepreneurs, its physical effects
embedded in market systems in such a manner as to produce profit. Thirdly it may aet
as an enchanter, an object of love of these groups. Fourthly, it may challenge
regulation and governance by expertise. These and others agencies are encountered
throughout the thesis^^.

1.7 The agency of knowledge

Indexes, then, are entities perceived as a consequence of human agency. This is a
quality that I suggest we can also extend to knowledge and ideas. As a ‘prototype’
genetic technology exists in a barely visible form as an idea that inspires others, as a
perfect or fearful technology. It has been an important issue in the anthropology of
science and technology to account for the “constitutive role of metaphor, analogy,
classification and genealogy in the production of scientific facts” (Franklin 1995:
173). These are equally important to the production of technology. The role of
metaphor and analogy has been strongly evident in debates on genetics, with the
(new, inserted) gene cast as evil agent, benefactor and friend of the environment etc.
(cf. Nelkin and Lindee 1995, Bud 1993). As ‘prototypes’ in the current context, these
ideas or representations are entities held to be embedded within the technological
index (of GMOs, for instance). The importance of prototypes in the technological
field of genetics cannot be overstated, from the much-hyped HOP to the idea that

performer(s) are joint artists of the momentary art index ‘the performance’ (contra the index ‘the
manuscript’)).
Genetic technology is seen as an ally for wealth, and like an alchemist turning waste to gold (Chapter
3); it is seen as a bringer of modernity (Chapters 2 and 3), or a threat to nature (Chapter 8). It brings
with it the influence of regulators and institutions far-removed from the locality of its emergence. WTO
and GATT agreements, United Nations codexes. Bush and Blair, Monsanto corporation, the greed of
corporate bosses, the pride of scientists are all embedded in the technology (Chapters 2 and 6).
Alternatively it is seen as a harbinger of reason and rational thought, of expertise and rational
governance (Chapters 2, 3, 6). It is not an empty vessel into which are poured the fancies of those it
meets. These are very real agencies in the world, based on the embodiment of various actual
personhoods that are distributed within it.
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genetically modified food can alter our physical or hereditary make-up (see e.g.
Figure 1).
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However I mean to suggest that knowledge in a more general sense, for example
knowledge o f genetic technology, acts as an index in its own right. For instance,
knowledge about genetic technology that is embedded in money can make ‘clever
money’; money inclined to invest itself in biotechnology (see Chapter 3). Knowledge
is a powerful mover o f vast sums of capital investment as well as of powerful
regulatory and governmental interventions in the everyday practice of farmers and
manufacturers, pharmaceutical companies, IVF clinics and so on.

Haraway’s (1991) discussion of the immune system takes the following (indexical)
view of belief and knowledge:
The chief object of my attention will be the potent and polymorphous object of belief,
knowledge and practice called the immune system. My thesis is that the immune system is an
elaborate icon for principal systems of symbolic and material ‘difference’ in late capitalism
(1991:204)

Haraway discusses the immune system as an object, a map which guides the
delineation of self and other, it is an “iconic myth object in high-technology culture
and a subject of research and clinical practice” (ibid.: 205). An idea, knowledge, is an
affective and effective thing in much the same way as art. Thus Haraway observes, “A
history changing artefact, ‘information’ exists only in very specific kinds of
universes”. She is here signalling the power of information as an agent (a historychanging artefact) and the interdependence and interrelation between that artefact and
the universes (i.e., the engaging social others, (patients) she cites the readers of her
book and the academic community for example) within which they engage.

For Haraway representations, as “narrative, discursive or figurative mechanisms”
(Franklin and Ragoné 1998: 7), are social agents which are “generative of actual and
possible worlds” (ibid.) Similarly Fujimura’s (1992) standardized packages, which
create sufficient consensus around a bundle of techniques, concepts and ideas, or
Martin’s (1995) immune system -

“a technology of the measurement of health”

(Martin 1996: 105) - are co-constructive of the social world. Or we may bear in mind
Latour’s (1997) “mobiles” (“charts, tables and trajectories” 1997: 227) that can be
taken up and used, or the kinds of models used to scientifically approach climate
change are characterised as “technological artefacts” (Petersen 2000: 793).
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The agency of knowledge is related to the ability to decide what is knowledge, related
in turn to the idea that ‘knowledge is power’. Yet as Tong (1989: 76) says (cited in
Cheater 1995: 121) “Knowledge itself is not power; its power lies in use and
innovation”. Just as the power to define what is knowledge lies behind the legitimacy
of modem governance in the European world (cf. Foucault 1991, Hacking 1991), so
the use and application o f knowledge can clearly be tied to those powerful structures
and forces (Latour 1986, Douglas 1986).

Barth (2002) identifies three interconnected aspects of knowledge for ethnographic
analysis:
First, any tradition of knowledge contains a corpus of substantive assertions and ideas about
aspects of the world. Secondly, it must be instantiated and communicated in one or several
media as a series of partial representations in the form of words, concrete symbols, pointing
gestures, actions. And thirdly, it will be distributed, communicated, employed and transmitted
within a series of instituted social relations” (2002: 3)

These three aspects are mutually determining. The forms available for the
communication of knowledge influence and shape the knowledge, the knowledge
holders, and so on. Cognition takes place in social sphere. Thus as Chiu (2002)
discusses, “interpersonal communication is the primary process by which private
thoughts are socialised” and the interplay between speaker and audience feeds back
into the way in which thoughts develop^"^.

Here we touch upon a core problem not only of deterministic thought; does the social
construct the technological (knowledge) or does knowledge express power and enrol
its subjects, independent of their willingness to participate. Yet (genetic) knowledge is
not a clear expression of global powerful forces on passive recipients and does not
generate anything independently of its participants. It is often part of processes of
seductive enrolment - ‘power’ must enrol its subjects, where it does not oppress them
directly through force (cf. Foucault 1979); people take part in knowledge (although
they are differently placed in relation to defining what it is). Thus Butler’s observation

Using language to represent a state of affairs can evoke or create an internal representation that
differs from the internal representation of the same state of affairs evoked or created by other means of
encoding. The internal representations evoked or created by language use can affect a language user’s
subsequent cognitions. (Krauss and Chiu 1998 cited in Chiu 2002)
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that people passionately identify with the regulatory matrices through which they are
generated (1993) is extremely pertinent^^.

It is this ‘act of engagement’ with ideas, bodies of knowledge and boundary packages,
an act of engagement that can be the result o f overwhelming processes o f domination,
or of seduction, or of co-operative and collaborative co-emergence, that I argue can
usefully be approached using Cell’s notion of abduction. It is an act that can be
individual and collective, material and non-material, that takes place on the basis of a
meeting of ‘minds’ (whether of persons directly or those embedded within objects).
(Here we can note the way in which this connects with Rabinow’s use of the term
‘spiritual’ assemblages and Hutchin’s understanding of cognition as a social process.)

As we saw, abduction refers to the inference of human agency embedded within the
index. Extending this form of inference, i.e., abduction of agency, to ideas, thoughts
and knowledges, means perceiving that our informants (reflexively and not) engage
with the institutional, political and historical others embedded within that cognitive
relationship and which may authorise the entity as knowledge in the first place. As
Strathem comments:
In one direction everything seems to be reified, one thing finding an equivalent in another
thing: there seems nothing that cannot be bought or sold. In another direction human effort
understood as intellectual as well as material means that there is nothing which does not seem
to carry connotations of social identity: there seems nothing that cannot be attributed to
someone’s authorship. At the very least, forms o f knowledge are held to have a social origin
(1999: 25 my emphasis)

This does not mean that people do not engage inductively or deductively with
knowledge. The argument is that they also engage with it abductively, at a level of
cognitive engagement that is both semiotic and non-semiotic^^.

An issue which I cover in more depth in Skodbo 1995
In some ways this is simply pursuing the possibility that it may be ethnographically useful to extend
to the ‘world at large’ the type of engagement with the content of knowledge that has characterised
critical stances on the philosophy of science, SSK, STS at large and the anthropology of science in
general. For instance, the observation that science has retained its privileged ‘neutral’ position through
close association with power in dominant western discourses (e.g. Foucault, Hacking) and has been
glorified as ‘disinterested’ knowledge through the concealment of its own sources (e.g. Latour and
Woolgar) is not the sole concern of academics. It is clear that in recent years public understanding of
science see it as closely linked to its position in society. Its apparent externality and neutrality (Nader
1996: 1) is in fact questioned by the vast majority of the ‘public’ (hence political awareness of the
‘crises of confidence’ since BSE, CJD and genetically engineered food). Recent investigations show
that the EU public tend to trust information/knowledge coming from consumer organisations (31%)
and environmental organisations (23%) to a far greater extent than that coming from universities
(16%), the state (7%) or political parties (<2%) and industry (<2%) (Hvid Nilesen 1997: 19). The
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Social relations in Hutchin’s account are cognitive processes, while the individual and
collective acts o f cognition appear as aspects of each other. Thought and ideas, as
external agents, may have cognitive effects. Once we consider thinking to take place
outside as well as inside of the skin, art indexes or any other (material and non
material) index become part of thought, and thought becomes index-like.^^ Such a
collapse of opposition between inside and outside (of the individual) and of material
objects vs. human subjects, must accompany us in ethnographic exploration, and it is
this that the notion of the index allows us to do.

GelTs framework as a ‘complete’ and overarching theory of people and things has
been criticised for limiting its scope to non-western and/or ‘pre-coloniaT art (Arnault
2001: 199)^^. His focus on the social as the primary point of anthropological
engagement (as opposed to meaning or institutional location alone) is nevertheless a
powerful move that assists us in treating symmetrically the human and non-human,
social and technical aspects of the technological field. As Strathem suggests,
transposing these terms onto the world of technology is useful:
the advantage of [Gell’s] vocabulary is that it frees our two otherwise troublesome constructs,
thing and person, for their phenomenal apprehension in an ordinary language sense (1999; 17)

There are traceable collective cognitive processes taking place between ‘index’,
‘artist’, ‘recipient’ and ‘prototype’ as terms which can begin to identify Agents and
Patients as both human and non-human, material and non-material, in relation to their
specific positions in everyday life encounters, surrounding and co-constituting the
development o f genetic technology. Approaching knowledge and technology as
indexes with which artists, recipients, prototypes engage allows us to re-imagine the
possibilities o f ethnographic engagement which we can have with such agencies. It

human and institutional agency involved in knowledge production is inferred by its recipients; an
encounter that can be guided by abductive inference.
This has interesting resonances with Deleuzian meanderings on Force (cf. Massumi 1992, Deleuze
1983)
See in particular Amaut 2001, who discusses the limitations of GelTs approach in relation to his
propensity in his 1998 work to consider ‘precoloniaT art and his exclusion refusal to consider art “i) as
meaningful (language-like) communication, ii) as sophisticated form appreciated according to culturespecific aesthetic standards, and iii) as special products circulating in recognised art institutions” (ibid.:
199). Nevertheless his insistence on the sociality o f the index as the focal point for anthropological
study, and his refusal to limit himself to the conceptual framework of western ‘art’ institutions is
precisely what frees his theory for use in other areas; it certainly does not preclude or exclude a focus
on the cultural meaning or institutional position of art objects or other indexes, as the following aims to
show.
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offers us the possibility of developing new ways of engaging, steering us away from
the notion of networks and allowing for the possibility of multiple agencies and
relations in a field comprised of things and persons.

1.8 Methodology and multi-sitedness

Crossing boundaries
The need to cross traditional boundaries and to rethink the relationship between
‘public’ and ‘scientific’ meaning making emerged from the work of anthropologists
such as Emily Martin. Martin’s work on understandings of the body (1987) and the
immune system (1994) considered practices of meaning making across conventional
boundaries o f study. Martin (1994) interviewed patients and clients, health workers
and others, in a variety of locations, about the immune system. She showed how
scientific knowledge and technological innovations are reworked and reconstructed
by the ‘public’. Rapp also addressed this issue through her study of antenatal
screening practices from the perspectives of ‘patients’ and medical staff and genetic
‘counsellors’ (non-medical staff). Other approaches have included Traweek’s
laboratory ethnographies of particle physics. Traweek analyses the shared cultures, or
“local strategies of making sense” (Traweek in Franklin 1995:174) of local scientific
cultures, paying close attention to the way in which local scientific cultures are a part
of global discourses.

Heath (1997) shows how interactions between technoscientific institutions and the
world around them influences the future direction of research or technological
development within the scientific ‘citadels’, i.e. where people normally considered
recipients of science (patients) are found to be actors upon science. Heath carried out
fieldwork in laboratories concerned with the identification of and research on the gene
responsible for Marfan syndrome (a condition which results in unusual height, poor
vision and heart problems). She shows how local embodied practices of scientists are
affected by translocal encounters with e.g., Marfan patients (see Heath 1997: 79-82).
Researchers working in ‘pure’ scientific research find their understandings of their
work altered by encounters with patient groups at a conference. From conceiving of
their work as independent (“But science is supposed to be pure. The data are supposed
to follow

their own course”) to

grappling with the

larger context and

interconnectedness o f their work (“[The patients] made a difference to how I think
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about my work”). In the end, these interactions resulted in a change of direction for
some aspects of the researcher’s work, redefining notions of ‘pure’ research (driven
by its own logic) to research as something taking place within a larger context (ibid.:
81).

These kinds o f studies show in practical terms how science and technology exist as
objects of study in the world that cross citadels of science with the surrounding
culture(s). Technology and science are not activities or objects that exist within closed
networks of meaning or power, and interaction between the ‘citadels’ and people and
institutions not traditionally considered to be contributory to development are in fact
decisive to technological innovation. This raises a number of issues in relation to
fieldwork undertaken here. Traweek (1997:104) comments that “[tjradionally it has
not been acceptable for scholars to write and think about ... such a messy world”. But
as Martin also argues in her essay on rhizomes (1996)
With the image of a rhizome in mind, anthropologists of science need not be confined. Some
people peer over the castle walls; some can look through the holes in its walls; and others can
trace the convoluted, discontinuous linkages between what grows inside the castle walls and
what grows outside (1996: 104)

In accordance with the demands of the ‘messy world’ of the genetic technology the
thesis is based on a multi-sited ethnography over fourteen months in and around Oslo,
Norway. Layne (1998) suggests that use of the term multisited tends to be
undertheorized. In particular she suggests that “the choice of a spatial concept to
characterise research practices is unfortunate” (1998: 5) and more importantly, that
the “focus on the issue o f quantity of locations (single vs. multiple) deflects attention
from the more substantial ways that anthropological enquiry is opening up the concept
of technoscience to include a broader understanding of how technoscience is
produced” (ibid.).

I share Layne’s concerns about the use of the term multi-sited ethnographies. It has
certainly not been useful to think spatially about the world of the genetic technology.
Nevertheless I suggest that the term multi-sited does have value in the sense that it
engages with the issue of fieldwork and fieldsites, as the activity in which
anthropologists engage. We cannot simply reject notions of ‘fieldsites’ (or indeed
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‘ethnography’), but we can continue to pay attention to what they mean and what is
included in them^^.

In the current context ‘multi-sited ethnography’ refers to ‘the description of the world
of people and things in the vicinity of food manufacturing genetic technology’. It is
multi-sited in the sense that I approach the field-site in a way which included the
perspectives of as many actors as possible who were indirectly and directly engaged
with genetic technology. The way in which this allows us to reformulate the ‘field
site’ is thus a question to be addressed in the thesis.

The following figure presents pre-fieldwork conceptualisation o f the field of enquiry,
drawing on the discussion above. It is meant as a guide, not an account of the actual
field. This kind of ‘technological field’ representation allows us to consider the
various domains that are implicated in genetic engineering technologies in the food
industry in some way. Regulators, government capital investors and consumers are all
involved whether directly or indirectly with the decisions made by food companies
and their scientists.

The technological field presented here is a non-geographical representation of
prominent actors involved in some way with genetic technology. In this sense it is
related to Bourdieu’s use of the concept of the social field (e.g., 1984), in that his
conception of field “is not to be considered as a field with a fence around it... but
rather as a ‘field of forces’” (Mahar et al 1990: 9). But Bourdieu’s conception also
relies on the notion of struggle as participants vie for position, which, as outlined
above, is not a premise of the field presented here. While struggle may characterise
some actions of some participants, it is not a necessary precondition for their inclusion
in the field; nor is it assumed in the analysis.

Similarly the field here is related to Rabinow’s (1999) attempts to forge new types of
understanding by his concept of spiritual and material assemblages, and also to the
networks of actor network theory. Yet these too have a high degree of ‘ambition’ and

Thus for example ‘ethnography’ can no longer mean ‘the scientific description of races of men’
(OED) (whatever such ‘races’ might indicate)
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‘strategy’ built in to their participants. It is my aim to allow a picture to emerge
whereby people and institutions may have roles thrust on them; alternatively they may
be seduced into them, obliged by law to participate, seek out and desire or unwittingly
stumble upon them. The notion of a ‘field’ of enquiry, as a set of multiple overlapping
domains within which participants, connections, proximity, and context can be
examined, does not necessarily have to be thought of in terms of a physical
landscapes (cf. Layne 1998) or the construction of strategic networks.
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Figure 2 the ‘Technological field’
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These are the domains which form the background for the social interactions of
humans, non-humans, thoughts and ideas, implicated in the emergence of genetic
technology.
Primary Fieldwork focus, products and places.
Fieldwork was conducted in and around Oslo, Norway, over a period of fourteen
months during 1999-2000. Two main instance of genetic engineering related to food
production were addressed in the field. The first was represented by Norferm and
Biosentrum AS, in their use of genetically engineered micro-organisms for the
production of tryptophan (Chapter 2). This company can be characterised as more
closely situated in the ‘biotechnology sector’ domain. In two respects the company
and its genetic technology were far-removed from ‘consumers’ in Norway. Firstly, its
products were unlikely to reach consumers, but secondly, consumers and the public in
general were not aware of the company: it did not form part of the mental domain of
consumers and the public.
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The second company was the dairy company Tine Norske Meierier (Chapter 4),
which was involved in researching genetically engineered bacteria for possible use in
cheese production. It was highly unlikely that this company would actually implement
production. Yet this company was very high-profile in Norwegian media and in the
daily life of consumers, and thus in many respects brought the genetic technology into
the domain of the consumer.

The criss-crossing nature of the companies’ involvement with other domains was met
by carrying out fieldwork in the following places:
•

The Norwegian Consumer Council (Forbrukerrâdet) where I shadowed the main
person working on GM foods and her colleague over several months (Chapter 7)

• An environmental umbrella group (Nettverk for mat og miljo) where I attended
meetings o f the main environmental groups involved in raising the profile of GM
foods in Norway (Chapter 8)
• Other

environmental

groups

such

as

WWF,

Miljoheimevernet

(T he

environmental home guard’) and Bellona were contacted and interviewed to gain
a perspective on the different environmental perspectives in Norway
• Statens næringsmiddeltilsym (the Government Food Agency, SNT): I held a
number o f interviews/conversations with the Director

and other employees

working most closely on GM foods (Chapter 2 and 6) as well as attending
seminars attended by the agency
• The Ministry for the Environment and the Department of Health were interviewed
in person and by phone respectively (Chapter 2 and 6)
• The biotechnology Advisory Board (Bioteknemnda); I interviewed the head of the
nemnd as well as a number of co-workers (Chapter 2)
• Food companies: several were interviewed by phone during the early stages of
research (Chapter 2), followed by a longer period of fieldwork in one Dairy
company (Chapter 5) as well as face-to-face interviews with other company
research directors
•

Interviews in the biotechnology sector were carried out (Chapter 2) and personal,
ongoing interviews/contact was maintained with a small number (including the
R&D managers of diagnostics and pharmaceutical companies) (Chapters 2 and 3)
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•

Seminars and conferences: a biotechnology sector conference; a conference on gm
food for food manufacturers and retailers; a conference on gm foods arranged by
the dairy company (Chapter 5); seminar for regulators, ministers and consumer
representatives

•

Other happenings, such as a Christmas gathering of all the movers and shakers in
the environmental world and an organic farmers market,

•

Studying the policy documents, research reports, guidelines, agreements, media
reports consumer guidance and other meaning-makings taking place in an around
the technological field.

•

Joining anti-GMO campaigns, shopping, attending my daughter’s local nursery,
taking part in the 17* of May celebrations, conversing with colleagues at the
Anthropology Department at the University of Oslo

The approach presented here seeks to allow a multi-perspectival, non-geographical
understanding o f the world of the technology. The need for multiple perspectives is
enormous, whether that multiplicity is within one organisation or across international
borders. A plurality of perspectives is necessary to understand technological
development (or any social activity) as co-constitutive. Following the material and
nonmaterial indexes, the meanings and agencies of people and things provides a
structure for following indexes across locations and to get at the cultural context as a
whole. The study of a field such as this in Norway provides an excellent comparative
basis for further studies, allowing as it does (through its smaller scale) the inclusion of
a large number of important actors from the main domains.

Data
The different locations were studied to different degrees and using different
methodologies, resulting in different types of material. I had to take a pragmatic
approach and see where the fieldwork took me, where I was able to gain access,
which leads turned into dead ends and so on. Thus in overview (though oversimplified
in that much of the data feeds into more than one chapter, and each of the chapters
provides contextual material for the others):
•

Chapter 2 on the biotechnology sector draws on (semi-structured) telephone
interviews and face-to face interviews (both semi-structured and unstructured)
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with research directors from 13 different companies involved in biotechnology
(traditional and modem). It also draws on interviews by phone and in person with
civil servants in the Department of the Environment, the Norwegian Food Safety
Agency (SNT- Statens næringsmiddelstilsyn) and information provided by the
Norwegian Research Council (NFR).
•

Chapter 3 is based on much of the same material as Chapter 2. In addition I
attended the two-day biotechnology strategy conference in Bergen, which
provides a focus for exploring discourses and practices in the sector at large.
Informal conversations, lunches, and phone conversations throughout fieldwork
were also important sources of material for this chapter.

•

Chapter 4 on the food company draws largely on a series of semi-stmctured and
unstructured interviews with the company research personnel - managers,
scientists, risk managers and others - as well as with marketing, and senior
managers. It also draws on company publicity material, media debate,
participation in celebrations of the Norwegian day of independence (17^ of May),
seminars organised by the company and on interviews with and ‘shadowing’
company scientists in their laboratory.

• Chapter 5 draws on personal interviews (semi-structured and unstructured) with
other private sector actors from the dairy industry, actors from other research
institutes, personnel at the Food Safety Agency (SNT). Chapters 7 and 8 are based
on shadowing personnel at the Consumer Council whose kind assistance allowed
me access to internal and external seminars. Council meetings. Council documents
and literature, correspondence, publicity material, reports and journalism. These
chapters are also based on participation in the meetings o f an environmental
umbrella group, analysis of their literature and publicity material, campaigns and
external meetings.
The thesis quotes policy-documents, cultural proverbs (e.g. the Jante Law), company
policies and so on. These are at times quoted from at length and also found in the
Appendix. The reason for this is that, as should be clear from the above, is that such
documents form possible ‘indexes’ in their own right, as meaning making forms and
representations, accounts and presentations of concepts that people engage with and
through which they form further activities. It is through the everyday documentation
of meaning-making processes that much o f the power of state-citizen interaction is
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made visible, revealing not only cultural values and political strategies but also the
ways in which persons are seduced or engaged, how desire is provoked in them to
engage with the terms of relationship that are put forward.

I also present material directly from my fieldnotes"^®, in order to allow the reader as
direct access to the data as possible, but also to emphasise the act of ethnographic
translation"^\ Documentation, fieldnotes from interviews and fieldnote observations,
provided the basis for my interpretation, as did my physical and emotional experience
of ‘being there’ (cf. e.g., ‘A moment of disquiet’ (Chapter 2) and Chapter 5 in the
laboratory). Extracts from fieldnotes appear largely as numbered indented paragraphs
throughout the text for ease of reference (they also tend to bear the actual fieldnote
reference number). Quotes from documents and other sources are given as indented
paragraphs, are not numbered and their sources given.

Outline
The chapters in the thesis follow the genetic technology through a variety of social
domains, making visible the anxieties and desires, fears and irritations that
characterise its context. Chapter 2 presents a case of genetic engineering in industry
and government-level response, as well as background material on Norway as a
nation. Chapter 3 outlines in greater depth the biotechnology sector experience and
the values and concerns that characterise the sector, before turning to an examination
of the underlying values and rules of governance. Chapter 4 explores a case of genetic
engineering in a food company, looking at the context of dairy production, the
company ethos and the laboratory itself. These three chapters together present the
problems, conflicts and possibilities for genetic engineering in industry.

Chapter 5 examines ‘ways forward’: it examines responses to genetics at the daily
level of food regulation, research and other manufacturers. Chapter 6 explores how

I rarely used tapes, as recording semi- and unstructured interviews, I discovered quickly, would have
meant severely limiting my engagement with the field. It was necessary to transcribe interviews and
assess them on an ongoing basis throughout fieldwork; this was simply not possible with recorded
interviews. Instead I took fast and copious notes during interviews and conversations, returning to my
computer as soon as possible (usually on the same day or the next) to write them up.
Writing up, as Strathem notes “only works... as an imaginative re-creation of some of the effects of
fieldwork” (1999: 1). As such it is important to be reflexively aware of such re-creation, which is
attempted here through making it visible and thus bearing the act of interpretation in mind.
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the Consumer Council negotiates the challenges posed by genetics, while Chapter 7
examines environmental groups’ responses. The way that genetic technology is
implicated in new forms of relationship between state and self is explored in these
latter chapters.
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CHAPTER 2 GLOBAL TECHNOLOGY AND LOCAL CONTEXT
2.1 Biotechnology: a global technology.

The current work is concerned with modem biotechnology, or genetic engineering
biotechnology, which is based on the direct alteration o f the genetic material of
organisms. Discovery of DNA in 1944 (by Avery) was followed by Crick and
Watson’s (1953) explanation of the structure of DNA, preparing the basis for
breakthroughs in the 1970s"^^. In 1973 Stanley Cohen and Herbert Boyer successfully
spliced of DNA sequences from two separate sources, thus developing recombinant
DNA (rDNA). From these roots genetic engineering currently consists of a set of
techniques for “isolating, modifying, multiplying and recombining genes from
different organisms” (Ho 1998: 19).

This is what is new about modem, genetic engineering-based biotechnology.
Traditional biotechnology similarly covers techniques whereby living organisms are
used for production purposes, for example yeast used in brewing and baking or
chymosin (rennet from calves stomachs) in cheese production. Traditional
biotechnology does not, however, involve direct and immediate intervention in and
alteration of the genetic material of the organisms used.

History
The roots of modem and traditional biotechnology are intertwined, and have a long
history in the 19^^ century discipline of zymotechnology. Centred on industrial
fermentation methods zymotechnology saw the application of industrial methods to
farming and merged the inanimate discipline of chemistry with the emerging
biological disciplines (botany, microbiology, bacteriology and so on) of the nineteenth
century (see Bud 1993 for an overview, esp. Ch.s 1-3). Biotechnology, the use of
living organisms in the production of goods and service, developed rapidly during the
twentieth century. By World War I biotechnology innovations included the
manufacture of a variety of chemicals including organic acids such as lactic, citric and
butyric acids, the cultivation of yeast, and sewage disposal. During the war further
important manufacturing processes were developed; in Germany glycerol and food
yeast, and in Britain acetone (Bud ibid.) After World War II, when technology and
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mechanisation were associated with problematic aspects of western culture
(unemployment and warfare, for example), biotechnology was seen as a potentially
great benefit to humankind (Bud 1996: 81); it was seen as a green technology
providing clean manufacturing and renewable resources. Enzymes were an area that
showed great commercial promise at this time, and had a huge variety of uses in
cheese making, brewing and detergents (Bud 1993: 108). Medical biotechnology was
also a rapidly expanding field.

Biotechnology as a discipline became well established at MIT and UCLA in the States
and at UCL and the National Institute of Medical Research in Britain in the post-war
period. At this point visions of biotechnology’s role in the future of humankind
became embedded in and expressed through the establishment of policy and
institutions dedicated to the topic, coinciding with the establishment of global policy
making institutions such as the UN. Biotechnology was seen as domesticated, bidable
and beneficial to humankind. It came to be seen as the answer to the four perceived
“problems of the world”: population growth, food shortage, pollution and energy
shortage (Bud 1993: 186).

In the 1970s modem biotechnology emerged in the ability to intervene directly in the
DNA of living things. Two scientific events were fundamental; the 1953 discovery of
the structure of DNA, and the development twenty years later of a technique to create
recombinant DNA (whereby a section of DNA was cut from an e. coli bacterium and
spliced onto the DNA of another bacterium). This latter development “marked the end
of biology as an analytic form of inquiry and the beginning of a synthetic science”
(Wright 1994: 1). Thus modem biotechnology had, from its roots in zymotechnology,
succeeded in fusing technology and biology.

Current anxieties
This ability to directly manipulate DNA, the ‘stuff of life’ has been at the heart of
intemational public concem, and public debate has been framed in moral terms
throughout the last hundred years (see Bud 1993). Current protests by environmental,
consumer and agricultural groups centre on fears about the transfer of genetic material

This account draws on Richards and Ruivenkamp (1996) who provide a useful overview of modem
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from one species to another, the risk of polluting the environment"^^ or our bodies
(e.g., the spread of resistance to antibiotics through the use of antibiotic resistant
marker genes"^"^), the use o f genetic engineering by multinational companies to exploit
farmers, and the subsequent affect on biodiversity

as well as the rights and wrongs

of patenting ‘life’ (cf. Grace 1997, Ho 1998, Reiss and Straughan 1996).

Biotechnology takes place at a point of disturbance, at the boundary between the
traditional western limits of nature and society, agriculture and industry (cf. Rabinow
1996a). Anthropologists have long questioned the validity of these dualisms in
describing lived realities (Strathem and MacCormack 1982, Haraway 1991, Latour
1993). Haraway, for instance, highlights a number of basic boundary breakdowns
taking place between human and animal, organic and machine and (as a subset of the
latter) the boundary between the physical and non-physical. Rather than taken-forgranted distinctions between nature and technology, we now have a collapse of any
such easy distinctions (Strathem 1992). The mechanisation of nature, and the
domestication o f technology are two aspects of the blurring of taken for granted
boundaries during the last hundred years. Biotechnology as an activity was and is
placed precisely at the heart of these boundary areas. Subject to saturation of meaning,
the maintenance of such boundaries is an area often invested with great cultural
importance.

Areas o f activity
Modem, genetic engineering based biotechnology covers a range of activities
embedded in extremely disparate areas. Micro-organisms, plants, animals and humans
are all involved in this process. Areas of use include:

biotechnology.
For instance the fear that genetically engineered plants will harm local ecosystems by spreading or
out-doing local plants, or that they will transfer their new traits to nearby plants (e.g., plants engineered
to tolerate pesticides might spread that tolerance to other plants).
Sequences of DNA inserted alongside the sequence for a desired trait. After insertion the micro
organisms are subjected to antibiotic treatment. The surviving organisms are those that have
successfully taken up (both) the introduced genetic sequences. Concem has been raised about whether
such marker genes could be transferred to other organisms, for instance micro-organisms in the gut of
the consumers.
The argument here is that the concentration of techniques and power into the hands of a small
number of global companies will reduce the number and variety of plants. The fear is that this could
make crops vulnerable to pests and reduce the availability or even existence of traditional cultivars
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The main area of focus in the current thesis is on aids to food processing, which is an
area that presents challenges to regulators and consumers alike. Current legislation in
the EU, for example, require that food ingredients should be listed but not food
processing aids. Thus enzymes used in food production are not required to be
communicated to the public"^^. Consumer associations have tended to agree with
regulators and manufacturers on this distinction (see Chapter 6), though this continues
to be subject to debate.

Macro-level perspective: the global institutional setting o f genetics
Modem biotechnology is a global technology, a science and set of techniques that is
closely associated with transnational corporations and powerful economic interests.
Economic impact has been regularly forecast (for instance world markets for
biotechnology products were expected (in 1998) to exceed 70 billion GBP by the year
2000 (Ho 1998: 21)). Modem biotechnology is closely linked to private sector
interests, with the authorities in both Europe and the US happy to see investment in
genetic research and development concentrated in the private sector (Richards and
Ruivenkamp 1996: 281). From the Norwegian perspective (as with most national-

The main example where such enzymes are listed is in the production of Vegetarian Cheese in the
UK; rennet derived from gm sources rather than from calf and pig stomachs is labelled where this
information is thought to appeal to consumers on the grounds of vegetarianism or faith.
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level perspectives) modem biotechnology appears as massively global. Figure 3
illustrates that perspective, as given to me by a Norwegian informant"^^.

This picture was presented to me by one of the members of the Biotechnology Advisory Board
discussed in later chapters. It thus represents a locally held view in Norway ca. November 1999, and is
one that was used in public talks and seminars.

Figure 3 The Global Players (a Norwegian perspective)
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In terms of regulation modem biotechnology is also highly global. It is affected by EU
and national regulation (in particular European Council Directives governing
‘contained use’ (Directive 90/219/EEC and 98/81/EC) and ‘deliberate release’
(Directive 90/220/EEC), see Chapter 3) as well as being subject to intemational
agreements such as the Intemational treaty on plant genetic resources for food and
agriculture (FAQ) (2001), the Biosafety Protocol (2000) and the intemational trade
agreements o f the World Trade Organisation.

Global environmental organisations are also strongly involved (e.g. Greenpeace, the
World Wildlife Fund, and so on) as well as a huge number of NGOs and special
interest

groups.

Intemationally,

consumer

organisations

have

established

collaboration on genetic issues (e.g., BEUC (the European Consumer’s Association),
TACD (Trans-Atlantic Consumer Dialogue) and Cl (Consumers Intemational)). Such
groups are increasingly being involved at national and intemational level (for instance
in Codex Alimentarius meetings (UN) as well as in national-level negotiations, see
Burgess 2001, and the discussion in Chapters 5 and 6).
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2.2 A local case - the Norferm Story.

Food from bacteria and North Sea gas
Norferm is a Norwegian biotechnology company that aims to produce high quality
protein (‘bioprotein’) through fermentation processes that make use of genetically
modified bacteria. It has not yet got any human or animal food product on the market
that is based on the use of genetically modified bacteria, but is engaged in research in
order to commercialise this kind of GM bacteria in the future.

At the moment they are producing a novel food bioprotein in the form of a single cell
protein based on bacteria that occur naturally (i.e. has been ‘found’ in nature). The
bacteria are fed North Sea gas (amongst other things) in a fermentation process to
produce the bioprotein. In the future, if their current research is successful and if the
government allows them, they will be able to produce single-cell protein from North
Sea gas in a more efficient and commercially successful way. The genetic engineering
techniques that they are developing will allow them to make use of genetically
modified bacteria that produce the bioprotein much more efficiently.
1.

Future biotechnology challenges for gas based fermentation include potential for better
gene expression... Through new methods for genetically modified methylococci may
become the new workhorse in fermentation production... (990925 Research director,
Norferm)

The existing bioprotein (based on naturally occurring bacteria) has been approved for
animal feed use in the EU but not by Norwegian regulators. The company has not
sought approval for its products in Norway but has instead by-passed the Norwegian
regulators as far as possible. If a product is approved in the EU, they reason, then it
will later be approved in Norway too.
2.

The

“The approval process for the product is taken care of by our Danish branch. We didn’t
dareto seek approval in Norway, because we didn’t find the right know-how in the
government and the regulatory bodies, to support us... we have concerns with
legislation; Norway tends to make different mles than EU. Especially on the patents issue,
the directive will heavily influence our ability to have partners. It is important to have the
same conditions as EU” (990925) (Research director, Norferm)

research director’s comment stresses that Norwegian government and the

administration have no knowledge and that the company therefore seeks approval
from EU regulatory frameworks, which do have the competence, in his eyes, to deal
with their applications. However the company is obliged to apply to the Norwegian
government for permission to use GMOs in production processes that take place in
Norway.
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Thus the company, with its daughter company Biosentrum, sought approval from the
Norwegian authorities to make use of genetically engineered E. coli K12 bacteria
which included antibiotic resistant marker genes for small scale production of
tryptophan. (Tryptophan can be used in animal feed, as an additive to human food
(flavouring) and other food-oriented uses. However the actual tryptophan produced in
the trial that the companies were applying for permission for would not have been
used in any commercial setting but would in fact have been destroyed. The point was
to test the production capabilities of Biosentrum’s production plant, in collaboration
with a European research project). As described earlier, their application for approval
for production had to go to the Ministry of Health and Social Affairs (SHD) under the
Gene Technology Act, and the department had to assess the production process in
terms of the conditions o f social use, ethical validity, sustainability and environmental
consequences. The application was sent to consultation with interested parties.

Previously, in 1996 Norferm had also in association with their daughter company
Biosentrum sought approval for the production of an enzyme that was to be used in
the pulp and paper industry (as a bleaching agent) with the help of a genetically
engineered micro-organism.

This

genetically engineered organism,

like the

tryptophan-producing bacteria above, contained coding for antibiotic resistance. The
Ministry of Health and Social Affairs (SHD), under the then Arbeiderparti [Labour]
government, granted permission for its use for a three-year period. Thus the company
already had one genetically modified bacterium working for it in its Norwegian plant.
The new 1997 application for a trial production of a scaled-up process for the
production of the amino acid tryptophan using, as with the pulp and paper product,
genetically engineered micro-organisms in the fermentation process came under a
Christian Democratic government {Kristelig Folkeparti]. After broad consultation
with partners, SHD turned the application down.

The ensuing debates, political manoeuvring and conflicts were fundamental to
shaping the climate in which the biotechnology sector in Norway now operates as
well as revealing about the way in which policy, governance, morality and knowledge
interact in Norway around the issue of GM foods. It was as a deeply significant
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moment for the vast majority of informants from the biotechnology sector. Why was
the application turned down?

Conditional (at times highly conditional) support for the application was given by
almost all of the participants in the consultation. The Biotechnology Advisory Board’s
recommendation was doubtful about the use of antibiotic resistant marker genes, but
assessed the likely risks of the case and came out in favour of approval (see Appendix
2). Other consultation documents similarly weigh up the risks associated with their
area of concem. Thus for example the Arbeids- og administrasjonsdepartment
(Ministry of Labour and Government Administration, AAD) assessed the application
from their point of view, and recommended a number of changes to safeguard the
health of employees.

Yet the Ministry of Health and Social Affairs (SHD) rejected the application outright.
They state in their letter of rejection (30.01.98) to the companies that they have had to
turn the application down on the basis of the assessment they carried out in
conjunetion with the hearing. The letter states that an extra, broader assessment
C'bredere behandling av problemstillingen'') with further eonsultation of Ministries
was neeessary due to the teehnology containing antibiotic resistant marker genes. The
letter refers to parliamentary resolution of 18.6.97 (which was passed after the first
(successful, non-food oriented bacterium) application). This states, the letter from the
Ministry informs them, that “the Storting [parliament] asks the government to ban the
production, import and sale o f all genetically modified products that contain genes
that eode for antibiotic resistance, and to work for an intemational ban in this area”
(my translation and emphasis).

Their assessment concluded that they could not permit such a trial production. No
mention was made of the fact that the product involved did not contain genes that
code for antibiotic resistance, and that the organism that did contain such genes (the
GM bacteria) was to be used in a sealed production process to make a product that
would ultimately be destroyed.

Other than the stated reasons o f the parliamentary resolution, how can we explain the
rejection? Firstly, there had been a change of government during the period
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concerned, and this was likely an important factor. Biotechnology in Norway is, a
civil servant stressed to me, first and foremost a political issue, and “politicians want
to deal with it themselves” (000729, Department of the Environment officer). While
the Ministry o f Health and Social Affairs (SHD) had granted permission for the first
application under the technologically optimistic Labour government, the rejection of
the companies’ second application came under a more conservative coalition
government led by the Christian Democratic Party {Kristelig Folkeparti). This party
was characterised by traditional values, antipathy towards the EU, and strong
identification with traditional/rural Norway."^^

An important difference between the two applications - one that was at no time
addressed explicitly by participants either to me or in the media, or in their
correspondence with each other - was the nature of the GM bacteria used. The first
was a bacterium genetically engineered to produce an enzyme which could bleach
paper. The second was a bacterium genetically engineered to produce potential human
and animal food from North Sea gas. Their actual physical effect in production
differed greatly, and these two bacteria subsequently engendered very different
relationships with the participants to the application process. The second application
was for a technology which crosses the social boundaries between science and
society; from science/medicine/non-food manufacturing (the bleaching enzyme) into
the sphere of animal husbandry and food production (human foods). The first
bacterium was no more ‘natural’ than the second, but its use was in an area which was
less close to the absolute values of nature that are so important in the Norwegian
context. Thus the second genetic sequence is treated very differently from the first; it
is perhaps responded to specifically for its ability to threaten and make people uneasy
with its close proximity to food and nature. It is a frightening bacteria, rather than
simply a mundane industrial one.

The Christian-led minority government at times appeared to see themselves as victims of global
circumstance; they felt they were put in an unfortunate position by (global) forces outside of their
national control. Their response was a shift in policy towards more explicitly ‘ethical’ policy. Harriet
Berg from the Ministry of trade and Industry in her speech to the Biotechnology Strategy Conference in
the autumn o f 1999, for example, placed politics and ethics on the one hand, and (global)
biotechnology firmly on the other (00026 250999).
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The silence on the different uses was fairly acute. The one time the issue is referred to
indirectly in the letter of appeal, the company seeks to reassure government that the
tryptophan (i.e. the amino acid/foodstuff) produced will not be sold or consumed but
in fact destroyed. The implication is that it does not represent a real threat to
Norwegian concepts of food purity. Difference between the bacteria is here “tactfully
ignored” (Gullestad 2001: 35 my translation).

If we return to the point that the final product (tryptophan) does not actually contain
antibiotic resistant marker genes, there was little agreement about what was actually
being regulated. Was it the product or the process that was regulated under the
resolution? Was a GM bacteria a product or production technology? Was a product a
product when it was destroyed? Was a product (produced by genetic technology but
not containing any modified sequences) a product when it was to be used for research
and not commercial sale? None of these issues were addressed, there was no sense of
the scientific definition of the matter in hand being of importance. Instead, the
government legitimised their decision not in terms of science but in terms of the broad
consultation process and the parliamentary will (of the people) codified in the
resolution o f the 18^^ of June 1997.

Parliamentary debate
Parliamentary debate on genetic technology illustrates further the terms of discussion.
An intervention from the Socialist Left Party, from the proponent of the resolution
passed 18.06.97, prior to Norferm/Biosentrum’s rejection provides an example:
The fight between humans and microbes is the most important fight in the history of humankind
and far more important than any war. Far greater numbers of people have been killed as a result of
infectious diseases than have been killed in any acts o f war. In this century the greatest
breakthroughs have been made in this fight, and the greatest element of this victory is the
development of several types of antibiotics.. .We are now facing a situation where the effects of
antibiotics may cease as a result of humankind themselves contributing to the bacteria becoming
resistant...

[...]
In Sweden, for example, they have approved a case where genes that are resistant to antibiotics are
inserted in a potato, on the grounds that that particular antibiotic does not exist in Sweden, but is
only used in the third world - as though people don’t travel, as though bacteria do not traverse
continents! Is it possible to be so nationally narrow-minded?
Bacteria are pollutants that we can never be free of, amongst other thing because they reproduce
themselves. So, some will say that Erik Solheim and others are exaggerating and frightening. Let
me quote the World Health Organisation; “The world is standing at the edge of a global crisis in
relation to infectious disease”. This is the job that Gro [Harlem Brundtland] will have to take on if
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she is nominated there. Erik Solheim, Stortinget, Wednesday 7'^ May 10.00 hrs 1997 Case no. 6
(my translation) Source: www.odin.dep.no

The (Labour) government’s response to this question included the following
observation:
The department of the Environment has a broad process for dealing with every single application
[to use GMOs] that we receive. We consult with all affected groups in society. I cannot enter into
detail here, but in general I can say that the assessments that emerge are the result of
thoroughgoing and full consideration of all the consultative responses we receive. Thorbjorn
Berntsen ibid.

In this exchange we can see that antibiotic resistant bacteria potentially created
through genetic engineering technologies are considered to be a mortal enemy of all
of humanity. Sweden is castigated for putting this kind of self-replicating, highly
dangerous ‘poison’ o f genetics into the potato, a staple of the Norwegian diet. The
moral imperative is clear, to Solheim’s eyes, and Norway should take on a leading
role in ensuring antibiotic resistant bacteria are defeated and contained. Solheim’s
reference to ‘Gro’, (previous (Labour) Prime Minister Gro Harlem Brundtland) who
was in line for a leading role at the WHO, strongly signifies the important role of a
small individual nation on the global scene. The ‘us’ and ‘them’ is here (in the person
of Gro) against (or ‘in’) the rest of the world"^^, and draws on a perception of Norway
as traditionally having a role as ‘ethical world leaders’^®.

In response, the government spokesperson stresses his broad agreement with his
critic’s concerns, and importantly that the Norwegian decision-making process itself,
at least, is fair and based on regulatory translation of broad concerns into policy, i.e.,
is consensus based, it is fair. Like the rejection letter to Norferm/Biosentrum quoted
above, he stresses full processes of consultation.

After Norferm/Biosentrum’s application was refused, in parliamentary question time
on the 4**^ Feb 1998 Jan Johnson (Conservatives) asked the Minister for Health

It is an extremely interesting question how far this relates to traditional cultural perceptions of ‘the
Norwegian’ as a poor, solitary, sometimes despised and generally slightly ‘dim’ barefoot figure who
takes on the big wide world, and solves the riddle and marries the princess (e.g., in fairy tale figure of
Askeladden). This is a prevalent figure, which also lies at the heart of more parodie modem literature
such as Loe (1999) who’s main character is portrayed as slightly dim (he sets out to prove a new theory
for how the Polynesians arrived from South America. Rather than by balsa wood rafts, as Heyerdahl
asserted, Loe’s character suggests that they arrived on skates, during a previously unrecorded cold
winter) and is obsessed with ‘putting Norway on the map’. This theme of finding Norway’s place in the
world, in the shape of the simple man finding his place, is a familiar one.
This perception of Norway’s leading, ethical, global role goes back to the 1947 nomination of
Trygve Lie as first secretary general of the UN
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(Magnhild Meltveit Kleppa) specifically about Norferm/Biosentrum’s case. What, he
wanted to know, were the consequences of this ban for current practice of importing
important medicines such as insulin and human vaccines that were produced by
similar methods? Minister Kleppa responded that the ban had been taken on the basis
of the parliamentary resolution calling for the banning of products containing
antibiotic resistant marker genes. But, she continued:
the terms o f the parliamentary resolution are scant. The Minister for Health wishes to clarify
whether the resolution... applies to medicines that are already approved. It is the fere-var^^
principle that forms the basis for the Minister’s decisions thus far... (ibid.)

Her point was that medicines already approved would be allowed to continue until the
terms of the resolution were clarified. In the meantime new applications could not be
approved. The questioner responded:
A letter from the Ministry of Trade and Industry states^^... “[The main aims of the Norwegian
Research Council] are to exploit the possibilities that modem biotechnology provides, and promote
socially useful applications within the accepted ethical and safety norms. We are of the opinion
that this project contributes to this aim ... we believe that the application from Norferm should be
approved” (ibid.)

He pointed out that the Ministry’s department of research, technology and
competence, (i.e., a site of great expertise) had written this letter in support and that it
was therefore strange that this application was turned down. The Minister responded:
I would like to underline the importance of exploiting the positive aspects of genetic and bio
technology . But it is no less important to set limits in relation to ... ethical and long-term
environmental effects... I cannot here evaluate the Minister for Trade and Minister for
Health’s statements against each other. I have explained that it is the fere-var principle that
underlies the rejection, but that further investigations will be held (ibid.)

The legitimacy of Norwegian governmental response is thus asserted as ethical and
just, on the basis of consensus-processes and fere-var processes of governance.
Expertise does not here play a legitimising role. Johnsen’s remark with regard to the
Ministry’s ‘department of research, technology and competence’ tries to enlist
expertise as a legitimising factor in governance, but is instantly quashed with
Kleppa’s reference to the fore-var principle.

Precautionary Principle
As part of the consultation
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Norferm ’s appeaf^
Norferm\Biosentmm subsequently appealed the Ministry’s decision. In their appeal
the companies tend not to focus not on the details of the technologies, but instead on
the right of the second (frightening) bacteria, to be treated on an equal footing with
the other (less interesting) bacteria. Their products should be treated as fairly as other
products (such as medicines), and they address the companies’ right to be treated
equally with other companies in Norway and abroad. The following extracts from
their letter o f appeal illustrate this (for the letter in full Appendix 4).
§1 It is our clear understanding that the parliamentary resolution o f 18.06.97, which forms the
basis for the government’s rejection, cannot refer to medical and industrial products based on
sealed use of GM bacteria, due to the far-reaching consequences such an effect would have. If it
were the case that the resolution applied to these products then Norway must desist from
importing a wide range of pharmaceuticals, diagnostics, research chemicals, and other
consumer products which have been imported over the last ten years.
[...]
§7 It is our view that the government, on the basis of health and medical criteria, cannot stop the
well-established importation and use of important medicines and diagnostics produced with the
help of genetically modified bacteria which contain genetic codes for antibiotic resistance. Against
this background it seems entirely unreasonable that Biosentrum stands to lose substantial
contracts, as the - as far as we know - only company to be affected by the parliamentary
resolution. If the government were to implement the parliamentary resolution consistently,
then the government should long since have stopped the wide-reaching import of genetically
modified products. It is hard for Biosentrum to accept that such a reconsideration [of the
terms of the parliamentary resolution, being carried out by Kleppa, see above parliamentary
debate] is only now being implemented, and only as a consequence of Biosentrum’s
application, and that at the same time the rejection is based on the fere-var principle. For
Biosentrum such an approach appears meaningless and unfair, and entails a clear competitive
advantage fo r foreign manufacturers [italics are original emphasis].
[...]

§9 We are forced to question SHD’s claim that Biosentrum’s application has had ‘‘broad
consideration”. A consideration of the consultation responses from other ministries shows
that there is in general a positive attitude to Biosentrum’s application, especially on the part
of the department of trade and industry. We find that this places SHD’s arguments and the
rejection itself in a curious light, and makes it difficult to understand the logic of the
assessment procedure and its conclusions. In our view SHD should, on the basis of the
consultation, have approved the application. The rejection has already had serious economic
consequences for Biosentrum,

Norferm/Biosentrum’s letter does make reference to the loss of expertise, knowledge,
value-creation and industry that is threatened by this decision (see Appendix 4 §8)^'*.

” The refusal by the government to allow production represented a real blow to the biotechnology
sector’s prospects in Norway. Almost two years later, acquaintances of Norferm’s managing director
told me in good humour that he had still not recovered his composure. The outrage felt by the sector as
a whole, and the threat to their existence, was palpable. The most severe threat, they felt, was the lack
of respect for their knowledge. They felt that they could be ‘policy-ed’ out of existence on the basis of
no scientific judgement, and that it was in many ways “a witch-hunt”.
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However the main claims of their appeal are not based on scientific or expert truths.
The dominant theme of the letter is the issue of fairness, and it is this ‘truth’ upon
which their claims are based.

§ 1 points out that any fair treatment of their genetic bacteria would logically lead to
the banning of other products such as medicines. In pointing this out the company is
in fact insisting that all the different genetically modified micro-organisms be
considered together in a group of “same” bacteria^^. The reconsideration of the terms
of the resolution that Kleppa (see Parliamentary debates, above) felt that she needed
in order to process these applications properly, and to consider the status of existing
products, becomes meaningless and unfair in the view of the company. Firstly, Kleppa
argued that the need for further consideration was due to a fore-var approach to
governance (better safe than sorry). Yet it is unfair, as in the meantime the ban applies
only to one company.

Norferm/Biosentrum was joined in its appeal by the efforts of other companies active
in genetic technology (from the oil and pharmaceuticals industries), in addition to a
university professor. Their interaction with the Ministries illustrates the importance of
close contact between competing companies in the biotechnology sector, and the
value of personal friendships. Research directors from several companies co-operated
on lobbying government in this case, and worked closely with supporters in the
Department of Trade and Industry. In the end, such personal contacts and appeals on
the basis of fairness led to a successful outcome for the companies^^.

In dialogue with me, with each other and with government the company stresses the value o f their
scientific knowledge and the importance of genetic knowledge for Norway in economic and social
terms (this aspect of discourse is discussed further in the following chapter on the biotechnology
conference). Yet they insist in private (amongst each other and in conversation with me) that there is no
chance that their scientific and technological knowledge, their GM bacteria or their technological
processes will be respected by politicians, the public, or the media. In fact it is this fear that lay behind
their prevarication on whether to make use of the support offered by a Professor, as it was perhaps not
in the interests of their appeal to present themselves as ‘overly scientific’.
To a certain extent this contradicts their private views - 1 experienced them as far more likely to
pride themselves on more specialised and differentiating approaches to genetic techniques.
^In the event, it was a temporary success, and Norferm/Biosentrum are not currently in production
using genetically modified micro-organisms (Filippa Comeliussen, personal communication).
Comeliussen (forthcoming PhD) is exploring at some length the legal aspects of the ‘Norferm case’
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The U-Turn
The government did a U-tum on the case, as a director of Norferm informs his friend
at a pharmaceutical company by email:
Hello XX
After our appeal was considered at a select committee meeting on Friday 20.03 the Ministry seems
to have done a U-tum on the sealed use case. We received very good support from the secretaries
of state in the Ministry of Trade and Industry after meetings with them. The letter from [your
company] was, I am sure, a great help in this process. It now remains for the Ministry of Health
and Social Affairs to inform the rest o f the government about the new interpretation used in this
case. We will assess when/whether to tell the media about this small ‘victory’ over ignorant
politicians.^’ Pass on the news in your system.
Best wishes,
yy

XX in turn informs actors within his own network by passing on this email,
commenting to his colleagues that that “the Ministry seems to have come to its
senses” after the best efforts of the allied group of biotechnology actors.

The Ministry of Health and Social Affairs (SHD) presents the U-tum in a different
way; the government had to reassess whether the resolution to ban the use of
antibiotic marker genes also applied to processing technologies in order to ensure that
medicines and other important products would not be negatively affected. To them,
the success of Norferm’s appeal was a result of changes in government policy, and not
lobbying activities or pressure from people involved in the consultation round. Thus I
was told by a civil servant:
3.

The government decided that production processes should be exempt [from the ruling that
banned antibiotic resistant marker genes], thus they were allowed to continue. First they
[Norferm] were turned down, then they appealed, and in the meantime the government
distributed their new interpretation of the ban in order to ensure that medicines and
so on should not be damaged. So then they were allowed to continue because it is in
the production process and not the product... It wasn’t pressure that made the
situation change. It was the will of parliam ent and the government’s interpretation of
that. (002229)

The most important element in her account was that the new interpretation
safeguarded medicines, and only secondly does the scientific basis for their appeal
emerge (i.e. that the genetic technology is in the production process and not the
product). She stresses again it was not external (scientific) pressure that changed the
situation, but the internal, fair processes of governance.

The companies in fact decide not to go to the press with their success, although they went to the press
initially when turned down.
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This case raises a number of questions in relation to biotechnology as a global force
and process. Global technologies do not simply enrol their local contexts, but are met
and negotiated according to local contexts. The following section provides material on
the political and historical landscape o f the Norwegian context before we turn, in
Chapter 3, to a more in-depth account of the meeting between biotechnology and local
traditions of governance in the Norwegian context, with particular reference to the
values and meanings embedded in the exchange.

The following section examines the government responses. What response does the
introduction of genetic technology in industry provoke? The biotechnology sector is
introducing genetic technology into the market, and it falls at the feet of government
to provide national-level response. The following section considers this response with
a view to uncovering further the values embedded in government practice and
discourse evident in their interaction with the biotechnology sector as a whole as well
as in the example given of Norferm above. The above account of Norferm and
government interaction offers an interesting starting point, for entry into the
technological field of the genetic technology in Norway.

2.3 *Ethica[’ political responses: ensuring business as usual for the nation?

Legal conditions and application procedures
“We are the strictest in the world” (000350)

Norway was one o f the first countries to develop legislation banning antibiotic
resistant marker genes from commercial use, and has some of the strictest genetic
technology legislation. Against the background of public reports (NOU 1989 - 8,
Moderne bioteknologisk sikkerhet, helse og miljo, 1898 Bioteknologi og patentering,
and 1991 - 6 Menneske og Bioteknologi) the two Acts mentioned in Chapter'5 were
passed. In the current context we are concerned only with non-human biotechnology
as covered by the Gene Technology Act, Genteknologiloven of 1993 (this covers
plants, animals and micro-organisms).

GM foods and genetic food technologies are regulated on two levels in Norway; 1) by
the Gene Technology Act, administered at ministerial level and 2) by food
regulations,

administered

by

the

Government

Food

Agency

{Statens
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næringsmiddelinstitutt, SNT). The Gene Technology Act is regulated by two
government departments, namely Ministry of Health and Social Affairs (Sosial- og
helsedepartementet,

SHD)

and

Ministry

of

the

Environment

(Miljovemsdepartementet, MD). Other Ministries such as the Ministry of Children
and Family Affairs (Bame- og familiedepartementet, BFD), Trade and Industry
(Næringsdepartmentet, ND), the Ministries of Fisheries (Fiskeridepartmentet, FD) and
Agriculture (Landbruksdepartmentet, LD) also have important roles in consultation
rounds. Applications to use GMOs in production processes or to introduce new GMOs
into the environment go to either SHD (Ministry of Health and Social Affairs) or MD
(Ministry of the Environment) respectively.

Applications for permission for trial planting - i.e., the release of GMOs into the
environment -go to the Ministry of the Environment (MD) which is responsible for
approval of genetically modified organisms in the form of plants or living organisms.
Applications to use genetically modified bacteria in food production (discussed
below) go to the Ministry of Health and Social Affairs (SHD). These are not
considered as foods, as they are not part of the final product but fall under a category
of industrial use. Meanwhile, the regulation of GMOs in foods in particular is carried
out by the government food agency SNT^^, which assesses individual cases not
covered by SHD.

The Norwegian Gene Technology Act {Genteknologiloven) (1993) is one of the most
demanding pieces of legislation in a European context. Its main aim is to:
"... ensure that production and use of genetically modified organisms takes place in an ethically
and socially responsible way, in accordance with the principle of sustainable development and
without negative consequences for health and the environment.”^^ {Genteknologiloven 1993
Chapter 1 § 1.)

Consequently, each individual application by companies for permission to use genetic
technologies is assessed according to the criteria of social and ethical responsibility as
well as sustainable development. These criteria reflect deeply ingrained practices of

To put it simply, GMOs that are capable of reproduction (GM soya plants, fresh GM tomatoes in
salads, GM com on the cob) are regulated at ministerial level and fall under the remit of the Gene
Technology Act. Foods containing GMOs that are not live or capable of reproduction (e.g. GM soya
powder, GM tomato puree and so on) are regulated at the level of the food agency. This agency is
discussed in more depth in Chapter #
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governance in Norway, and are not simply decorative. The ethical and social
conditions ingrained in the Gene Technology Act have direct consequences for the
regulatory response to biotechnology company practice and genetic technology in
Norway. The Act for example allows access to the regulatory process for actors often
excluded elsewhere (e.g. environmentalists, consumers, and lay people) through
public hearings {Genteknologiloven Chapter 4 §13) on each application by a company
to use genetic technologies (at the discretion of the enforcing Ministry).

The Act also specifies the role of the Bioteknologinemnda, a Biotechnology Advisory
board^® {Genteknologiloven Chapter 5 §26) as an independent forum through which to
address issues raised by genetic technology. This forum has substantial clout in terms
of recommendations to Ministries. Thus in administrative practice, as far as possible,
scientific knowledge in the realm of the private sector is thus subject to democratic
control and consensus decision-making processes on the basis of ideals of ‘ethical and
social responsibility’. Ethics thus forms a powerful index of the proper order of things
and the processes by which relations should be ordered between the technology and
society.

As discussed in Chapter 3, the Gene Technology Act of 1993 is the main
governmental response to the use of non-medical genetic engineering technologies.
This act covers the use of, for example, genetically engineered micro-organisms in
production processes, the use of genetically modified organisms as inputs to
manufacturing, and the cultivation of genetically modified organisms. Embedded
within the law are ethical and social ideals (Gene Technology Act Ch 1 §1), reflecting
what Nielsen et al (2001; 238) identify as the main trait of the Norwegian response,
namely “moral concem”. Such ethical response was called for, they argue “because
ethics was considered basically as the right to say ‘no’; a potential veto which - vis-àvis a risky technology - could legitimately suspend routine politics” (ibid.: 239).

“har til formal â sikre at framstilling og bruk av genmodiflserte organismer skjer pa en etisk og
samfunnsmessig forsvarlig mate, i samsvar med prinsippet om bærekraftig utvikling og uten helse- og
miljomessige skadevirkninger.”
The Board was established 1®‘ April 1991, but had its role spelled out and established by both the
Gene Technology Act (1993) and The Biotechnology Act (1994) (cf. Nielsen, Monsen and Tennoe
(2000: 275)
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Ethics, in their view, was thus a way to legitimately suspend normal procedures. In
contrast I found that the ‘right to say no’ was in fact a right to hold at bay external
(i.e., global) procedures, and a way to ensure that routine (domestic) politics
continued uninterrupted. As such, the use o f ethical governance was a way to ensure
business as usual for Norwegian politics in the face of disruptive, foreign, genetic
technologies and their associated practices of governance.

The following examines the underlying cultural basis of the explicitly ‘ethical’
governmental response, in particular through focusing on the Precautionary Principle.
Codified in Rio 1992 this principle (cf. Principle 15 of the Rio Declaration on
Environment and Development) states:
In order to protect the environment, the precautionary approach shall be widely applied by States
according to their capabilities. Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of
full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to
prevent environmental degradation^'

Known as the fore-var principle in Norway this principle is nowhere explicitly
codified in Norwegian law^^ but has “nevertheless taken a central position in
Norwegian environmental policy” (NENT 1997: 5, my translation). That the fore-var
principle is nowhere explicitly codified is striking, in that it was present at every turn
during fieldwork and appears as an important policy tool or guiding principle to help
manoeuvre the ‘moral maze’ of genetic technological development, and was strongly
evident in daily practice.

Having a fa ir say: fore-var and equal access to law-making
The lack of explicit legal codification means that the fore-var principle is not easily
defined. The Norwegian National Committee for Ethics in the Natural Sciences
(NENT)

report,

Fore-var prinsippet:

mellom forskning

og politikk

(‘The

precautionary principle: between research [or science] and politics’) provides one
example of how the fore-var principle was perceived, namely as a tool mediating
between ‘science’ and ‘society’. As mediator the principle can provide a method with

“Cost-effective” is largely ignored in the Norwegian literature
In contrast to e.g., European law. The Amsterdam treaty amended Article 130r(2) of the Treaty of
Rome “Community policy on the environment shall aim at a high level protection taking into account
the diversity of situations in the various regions of the Community; it shall be based on the
precautionary principle and on the principles that preventative action should be taken, that
environmental damage should as a priority be rectified at source and that the polluter should pay” (in
EC DGXXIV Consumer Policy and Public Health Protection 1998)

74

which to incorporate what appears to be a conceptually separate sphere, ‘science’, into
the pre-existing social relations between state and citizens^^.

NENT argue that “it is not possible to give a clear definition of the fore-var principle
or to produce a singular strategy on the basis of such a principle. Such decisions will
depend on the value decisions that are made” (1997:6 my translation)^"^. Refusing to
provide a singular definition the report subsequently treats the issue as one of process
rather than judgement^^. The process involved should be to assert consensual decision
making processes in the face of scientific uncertainty about genetic technology. The
f 0re-var principle entails rejecting scientific knowledge as a sufficient basis for
decision-making in cases where there is reason to believe that there may be a threat to
the environment or human health, and where the risks involved are not easily
quantified (NENT 1997: 6). The report stresses that instead, “ ...the fore-var principle
shall build on a broad social consensus amongst affected parties”, and its main
recommendations are to bring society (in the form of lay people and others) to
science, as well as the need for science to take on board ethical values. It suggests a
number of procedures through which to ensure this, including
§ 1 Environmental ting (councils) to be set up in selected municipalities and counties where ... lay
persons are brought in to the decision making process in cases that have relevance to the
environment...
§2 Research milieus must take greater responsibility for clarifying
- all relevant uncertainties
- the weaknesses o f theories of future development
- decision making processes where the environment conflicts with others’ interests
- the ethical basis for decisions taken
(...)

§3 In concrete cases of development funds should be earmarked for im proving visibility of
uncertainty, possible negative consequences, and ethical aspects
§4 Teaching of ethical aspects of research should form a part of postgraduate training.
(NENT 1997:7, my translation and numbering)

This is in line with much current thinking on ‘ethical’ forms of governance and public participation
see e.g. NEM NENT NESH 1996 for example o f public participation in Norway, and Holeman 1999
for critique of this approach, and his point that ‘public participation’ is not ‘public control’
^ This is in contrast to European approaches to the need for clear definitions of the term itself, (see e.g.
EC DGXXIV Consumer Policy and Health Protection 1998: 3)
Just as Ho and Saunders (2000) argue that the precautionary principle is not an “algorithm for
making decisions” but is rather a “principle for assigning the burden of proof’, the Norwegian report
thus stmggles to establish the principle as a procedure, a way of proceeding in making decisions, not
the provider o f decisions (content)
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The main emphasis o f a fore-var approach is thus on ‘democratic’ inclusion of those
usually not heard in the decision-making process. Through democratic institutions
such as the ting^^ (§1) lay persons, i.e. people with no expert knowledge, should be
allowed to have direct control over questions such as genetically engineered food
production. In addition, scientific milieus themselves are required by the report to take
greater responsibility for clarifying the weaknesses of their theories and methods and
also, strikingly, to incorporate ‘ethics’ into their teaching. (The implication is that
science is in essence without ethics (§2,3,4).)

The Norwegian government has taken a three-pronged approach against the
background of the values of ethical governance encapsulated in the fore-var principle,
based heavily on the principle of democracy and consensus^^. Firstly, as mentioned
above and in accordance with the Gene Technology Act, they rely on the
Biotechnology Advisory Committee (Bioteknologinemnda^^) as a forum for questions
pertaining to biotechnology. Secondly, they have initiated broad-based public
participation

through

the

establishment

of

citizens

juries

(organised

by

Bioteknologinemnda and the national research ethics committees NEM, NENT and
NESH (NEM NENT NESH 1996, Sognen 1997)). Thirdly, and again in accordance
with the Gene Technology Act as well as the recommendations of NENT 1997
discussed above, they make use o f broad consultations with interested parties to assess
individual applications to use genetic technologies.

What characterises all these responses is that they are based on consensus processes;
the aim is to include the views and concerns of as many people as possible in the
regulatory process. Thus consultation exercises include environmentalists and the
Housewife’s Society as well as other Ministries. Similarly the lay persons’ panel

^ Legislature, parliament, is also historically term for “legislative and judicial assembly of free men in
Scandinavian Middle Ages” Haugen 1984: 438, which is deeply associated with political traditions of
equality among all free men, and ‘one man one vote’.
These approaches build on a long tradition of consensus based decision making processes in
Scandinavia, cf. Fullerton and Knowles.
“The Norwegian Biotechnology Advisory Board is an independent body consisting o f 24 members
appointed by the Norwegian government. Each member has a background and/or education which
makes him/her competent to discuss questions regarding modem biotechnology. Eight members of the
board represent different public organisations. The main tasks o f the Norwegian Biotechnology
Advisory Board is to evaluate the social and ethical consequences of modem biotechnology and to
discuss usage which promotes sustainable development.” (www.bionemnda.no)
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established to consider GM foods^^ includes ‘normal’ people, in an effort to get a
view that is representative of the Norwegian people as a whole to provide
recommendations to the government/^

The Biotechnology Advisory Board (Bioteknologinemnda) has a crucial role to play
in consultations and as a mediating force that legitimises government decisions
through providing a consensus basis for public evaluation of applications.
4.

[The laws] say explicitly that before any [genetic technology] activity starts then we - the
Biotechnology Advisory Board - have to be consulted, although we have no final
authority. This is good, because we’re nominated by the government. Some
institutions, such as NFR [the research council], LO [the trade union organisation] and the
consumer association have the right to elect a representative, and then there are free
representatives which are nominated by the Dept of Health and Social Security... but the
final decision for members lies with the Minister. We must have broad
representation... (Head of Bioteknologinemnda 991101)

All in all the governmental approach has been based on maintaining a careful balance
between consensus and expertise; the need to listen to the public, to promote debate,
and to provide democratic legitimacy for government policy in this area, has been
paramount. Legitimacy is contingent upon the Board having no say in decision
making. They serve as a witness to the government’s ability to listen and include. In
its assessment of genetic technology and biotechnology more generally (e.g.,
reproductive biotechnology) the Board serves as an inclusive forum and not as a
source of expert-based decision-making. Thus fore-var is not simply about making
decisions which avoid danger: it represents a way of doing things that aims to include
as many voices as possible (whether or not actual consensus is achieved).

Is fore-var Norwegian? - The view o f informants
The origin of the fore-var principle was constantly raised by informants as an
important issue. Many supporters of the principle justified its use with specific
reference to its international origins, and its ability thus to cross perceived boundaries

Such consensus conferences first arose in Denmark in the 1980s (cf. Reiss and Straughan 1996 for a
brief discussion of their position in the role of public understanding, and Durant 1992)
Initially the panel consisted of non-experts, who were distanced from (i.e. not tainted by) any
organisation or group that might claim to have ‘expert’ knowledge. Thus “[w]hen the Lay Panel were
gathered for the first time (1996), it was a premise that the members of the panel should not have close
connection to occupations or organisations with a pronounced policy in this field”
(Bioteknologinemnda 2000: 1). As the lay panel learned more about the field and many got involved
with the issue on other areas of their lives, this condition was no longer upheld. This provides an
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between the local and the global, in a way which positively reinforced existing
traditions of governance in Norway. In general political and regulatory discourse it is
indisputably international (being used in The North Sea Treaty 1984, EEA
agreements, UN declaration on climate change, UN convention on biodiversity and
the Maastricht Agreement, (NENT 1997: 5)) and is seen as possibly German in origin
(NOU 2000: 29 p. 21).

The justification provided by stressing its international origins was combined with a
strong sense that Norwegians use the concept in a way that no one else does. In
political discourse its use at the heart of policy marks Norway out as a ‘world leader’
in ethical approaches. The principle locates its user in opposition to the global
corporate world, and thus accentuates the particular locality in which we are situated:
5.

There are many principles worth re-evaluating, but there is one principle that is always
valid, the fere-var principle... it should change laws and practice ... but then you have
the WTO, which has the opposite of the fore-var principle (991123, Manager,
Naturvernforbundet (the Norwegian Friends of the Eartii))

Yet its particular localisation in Norway was also used by informants to emphasise its
negative qualities. In such instances it was seen as evidence of Norway’s
backwardness. One informant, who had previously worked in France as a scientist in
the private sector, insisted that in no other country he had worked did they use this
principle in the same way:
6.

David L shows me the 1997 NENT publication no. 10 “Summary of the precautionary
principle - between research and policy” {Sammendrag av fore-var prinsippet - mellom
forskning ogpolitikk)
He says “They say that Norway is a pàdriver [driving force] ... but everyone uses the
fore-var principle intuitively, always... In industry as well we practised the fore-var
principle... always.... Now it is formalised in the law...
The term doesn’t exist in France. It doesn’t carry th a t... magical legitimacy. Instead you
say ‘being careful’ or ‘showing caution’ and so on; use other words in practice. It’s
embedded in thought in the food industry and other sectors... (Food Safety Agency
991207)

David L insisted that the f 0re-var principle did not need to be separated out from
practice as a special concept in the way that it was in Norway. For him, caution and
ethics are essential aspects of all scientific thought and activity, ingrained in its
practice. For him science was not something external and dangerous that needed to be
controlled, but was a social (and ethical) practice in its own right. The Norwegian
usage of the fere-var principle was excessive, in this view, and during the interview

interesting shift in perspective; are these people now classed as ‘experts’? What status can we now give
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he gave me a copy of the EC DGXXIV (1998) Guidelines on the Application o f the
Precautionary Principle. These guidelines, he said with some relief, gave advice both
on how the principle should be applied and how to limit its use.

In the view of biotechnology sector actors also, government use of the fore-var
principle is problematically linked to its Norwegian-ness:
7.

[the law] is too strict in Norway because politicians operate with a fere-var principle
which allows them to ban and regulate without establishing the actual situation. There’s
an emotional basis for many political decisions, with no root in the real world. 990813
(Diagnostics company research manager)

The fore-var principle in this view enables an emotional response to fear and
uncertainty without the need to establish a scientific basis for decisions. Industry
players perceive a political and regulatory irrationality which masks the real
(scientific) nature of the situation. The use of the fore-var principle is seen as a
Norwegian idiosyncrasy that obscures reality and that they could escape if only
Norwegian politicians and regulators were more global in outlook. This view of the
fere-var principle as a sop to irrational worldviews was most frequent amongst people
with long experience of working or studying abroad, or among those working in the
biotechnology industry.

The dominant view in the technological field, however, was offere-var as a mediator
and instrument for enrolment in ethical governance. For example, when interviewing
a food company scientist about sources of pressure on the company not to develop
genetic technologies, the following was said:
8.

I asked whether the farmers are a source of negative pressure [because they own the
company through the co-operative model]. “No, it’s not so much the farmers. Much more
important are the consumers. Since January, since all the WTO mess [World Trade
Organisation meeting and the demonstrations and media debate that accompanied it], the
fere-var attitudes have emerged much more strongly. All the negative stuff about GMOs
has become much clearer... In the short term regulation will be more restrictive but in the
long term I think [society] will open up for genetic technology, when it has clearer aims.”
(090300 Food company scientist)

For the food company, which is situated between consumers, global competitors and
Norwegian regulators, the fere-var principle exercises a certain constraint over a
situation. In this informants view the principle will allow expertise to mature and
develop “clearer aims”.

their views, if they are no longer untainted by any involvement?
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We can see from the above that the fere-var principle marks both Norway’s difference
from and connection with the rest of the world (it connects and disconnects, for better
or worse according to the point of view). It plays an important role in assuring the
continuation of daily political process, embodying as it does central values that are
important to Norwegian social and political relations. The fere-var principle is
fundamental in guiding the governance of genetic technology, and has a power to
manage situations and conflicts.

Against the background of the Norferm case and the government response, the
following chapter examines the development of genetic technology in Norway from
the industry perspective. It covers in greater depth the biotechnology sector
entrepreneurs and their experience of engaging in genetic technology development in
the Norwegian context. This will allow a perspective from the supporters of
biotechnology and a deeper exploration of how and why genetics disrupts local
values, and how it is being incorporated.
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CHAPTER 3 GENETICS INDUSTRY AND GOVERNMENT RESPO NSE
3.1 Biotechnology in Norway: An overview
“Norwegian biopolitics is a European Sonderweg: a specific national solution to a general
problem” (Nielsen et al 2001: 237).

As member of the European Economic Area Agreement, Norway is obliged to
implement the two EU directives (1990) on contained and released use of GMOs^\
However, they have also passed two more restrictive Acts on human (1994) and non
human (1993) use of biotechnology^^. These Acts are more restrictive than their
counterparts elsewhere, and the one which concerns us most directly in the current
thesis (namely non-human, i.e., non-medical, use of genetic technology) is considered
in Chapter

This is a prime sight of local negotiation of the global, and as we will

see, it can certainly be understood as a “specific national solution” (ibid.).

Nielsen et al (2001) identify three periods in the development of genetic engineering
in Norway: the early years (1972-1992), characterised by discourses on “risk, R&D
and moral concerns” (ibid.: 237); the second phase (1993-1994), which saw these
discourses embedded in the two Acts; the third phase (1995-2000), the “years of
application” (ibid.), which witnessed the application of technological developments in
industry and the further development of regulation.

The early years, 1972-1992

During this period research into risk was prompted by international concerns (in
particular those of the European Science Foundation). The main focus of the research
was to follow international developments and assess how far these posed actual risks
for Norway. The Norwegian committee “found legal regulation unnecessary ‘in a
country like ours, where the circumstances are this transparent’” (Nielsen et al 2001:
238). It is likely that this reflects both low levels of activity at the time as well as the
sense of trust that characterised (and still does, to a certain extent) the Norwegian
situation.

Directive 90/220/EEC The Deliberate release into the Environment of GM Organisms and Directive
90/219/EEC The Contained Use of GM Micro-organisms
The Gene Technology Act (Genteknologiloven) in 1993 and the Biotechnology Act
(Bioteknologiloven) in 1994
An in-depth account of legislative developments is beyond the given scope of the current thesis, and
the cultural context of legal development is what concerns us here. See Comelliussen (forthcoming
PhD) Nottingham university for account of legislative development.
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This period also saw government investment in biotechnology research programmes,
with particular emphasis on marine biotechnology. Finally in this period moral
concern was raised in relation to biotechnology, mainly in relation to the possible
medical uses of biotechnology (in particular in vitro fertilisation) but also in relation
to cross-species transfer of genetic material (e.g. human genetic material in the
modification of salmon).

•

The second phase (1993-1994)

This phase saw the development of the two Acts, the Gene Technology Act (discussed
below) and the Biotechnology Act. Both Acts are expressly based on ethical concerns,
unique in a Euro-American perspective, and ‘ethics’ plays a prominent political
conceptual role. Human genetic technology, i.e. medical use, should be used to the
“best interest of human beings in a society where everyone plays a role and is fully
valued” (Nielsen et al 2001: 239), whilst non-human use should be geared to the
needs and ethical standards of society.

•

The third phase, 1995-2000

This phase is characterised by the integration of genetic technology in the everyday
life of industry, in particular in diagnostics and pharmaceutical companies (see below
for an overview of a small-scale survey carried out in the autumn of 1999 in
connection with fieldwork). Little use is made of genetics in other industries, although
many companies are involved in basic research.

Overall, government can be seen to manage genetics as a politically risky issue by
focusing on encouraging research rather than allowing production^"^. However
government policy has been restrictive here too, with R&D as a percentage of GDP at
a below average level for the OECD countries. Despite assurances that further
investment will be forthcoming (and see e.g., Naturejobs 417, 02 May 2002, 4 - 5
(2002); doi: 10.1038/nj6884-04a for recent attempts by the Christian led coalition

Norway is currently investing 100 million krone (approximately 9 million pounds) in a functional
genomics initiative and another 100 million krone into ten centres of excellence.
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government to encourage marine biotechnology in particular) research priorities are
often steered away from sensitive areas of application (such as GMOs).

The biotechnology sector surveyed
On arriving in the field the Norwegian Research Council {Norges Forskningsràd,
NFR) provided me with a list of around 20 companies that they knew of that were
active in biotechnology (both traditional biotechnology and genetic engineering).
These were not necessarily dedicated biotechnology companies - for many of them
biotechnology was a secondary activity - and it was by no means an exhaustive list.
In 1997 Nordic companies in Biotechnology (Bioprint: an industry guide) already
identified 10 dedicated biotechnology companies in Norway, 31 biotechnology
companies if we include large, diversified companies with only minor biotechnology
activities (Kraft 1998)^^. The list did provide me with initial contacts, and I conducted
a telephone survey in order to get a feel for what was going on in the sector. The
results provide an introduction to the concerns and views of participants on the world
in which they carry out their activities and the problems that they encounter.

I had a response rate of around 55% to my initial telephone survey. Of the 20 or so
companies 11 gave me full interviews. 8 of these were engaged modem biotechnology
activities to some degree and 3 were engaged in traditional biotechnology activities
only. It was mostly small companies (>50 employees) that were involved in modem
biotechnology (see Table 1). Most of the companies on the list were based in southeastem Norway, in and around Oslo (74%), while some were in Trondheim, Tromso
and Bergen (26%). This is not necessarily a representative distribution, as start-up
firms which may not have been included in the list are being established in the
regions. Most of my respondents were from companies in and around the Oslo
region 76 .

Recent reports suggest that in 2002 there are 45 dedicated biotechnology companies in Norway, with
at least half o f these being only three years old or younger {Naturejobs 417, 02 May 2 0 0 2 , 4 - 5 (2002);
doi:10.1038/nj6884-04a ). This indicates both the rapidly growing nature of the sector and that my
survey findings were fairly close to the mark.
One reason for this (apart from their predominance on the list) may be that companies in Oslo are
larger; subsequently employees are more specialised and are therefore more likely to be in their offices
when I called. Companies in regions are often small, with research directors spending as much time in
the field or factory as in the office, and far fewer specialised roles.
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Figure 4. Biotechnology Com panies by size/area of activity
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Other than asking about their activities and about their collaborations with partners, I
asked them how they experienced current legislation in Norway; did they find it strict,
did it affect their biotechnology innovation strategies, and how did it compare to
European legislation? I also asked about their views on public perception of genetic
technology issues and how they felt that consumer resistance affected their companies
and their future planning. Finally I asked them what they felt that the Norwegian
government should do in order to make it easier for biotechnology companies to
pursue genetic technology innovation strategies.
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Firms were generally speaking non-food oriented (over 80% non-food), working in
areas such as diagnostics. These developed for example kits to detect hidden alcohol
use amongst uncooperative patients, or to detect levels of cholesterol in the blood.
Other areas included the development of kits to test for the presence of dangerous
bacteria in foods, or the production of chemicals and other inputs to manufacturing.
One company is a major pharmaceuticals company that is developing new
recombinant DNA-based products in collaboration with research hospitals. Of the
food-oriented companies most were traditional biotechnology actors (e.g., dealing
with yeast and yoghurts rather than genetic engineering) and their concerns with
modem biotechnology were largely limited to ensuring that their products were GMO
free, rather than potentially using genetic technologies themselves. One company was
involved in researching animal feed based on genetically modified bacteria. None of
the food-oriented companies were developing food for human consumption based on
genetically modified organisms^^.

Underlying concerns and fears
The picture that emerged from the conversations that I had while carrying out the
interviews was of a small number of companies, a core group of whom were in
frequent contact with each other. Often employees from different companies signalled
that they knew each other from having previously worked or studied together.
However several of the smaller companies did not have any contact with other
companies and asked me to let them have feedback from my telephone survey;
importantly, everyone I spoke with felt that the Norwegian milieu was desperately
small and isolated.

Most research directors and other staff that I spoke to expressed frustration with
Norwegian regulators, the Norwegian government and with consumers. Many felt
almost criminalised, most felt that there was no respect for their knowledge, whilst
others felt vilified for combining scientific and commercial areas. The following
quotes illustrate some of the views expressed.

The food company that was to form my main case study for gm foods technology in Norway,
discussed in the following section, was not included on my initial list, and was not contacted until a few
weeks after I completed this initial survey.
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On the regulators:
9.

They are incompetent; they don’t have the courage to be the first country to approve
our products.., we have no dialogue with the Norwegian authorities (991211)

10. They operate with the precautionary principle [fere-var prinsippet] which allows them to
ban and regulate without establishing what is actually going on. Their political decisions
are founded on emotional basis... they are not rooted in the real world. (990813)
11. Regulations in Norway aren’t particularly strict, and you can’t box the EU countries in
one group either... cultural practices are much more important factors than the
regulations themselves.. . the most important point, is that the authorities are very
reserved about biotechnology. Whilst they are not strict, they are very cautious in their
comment about biotechnology and this has a huge affect on whether firms can get access
to capital. If the authorities say that this is an important and socially significant sector
which we wish to encourage then it will make a huge difference. As opposed to saying, “I
don’t suppose we can stop biotechnology but...” Everything else springs from this issue
of general attitude. (990813)
12. There is a sense of hypocrisy about the way politicians pretend in public to be snille
gutter [lit. ‘good boys’] about biotechnology while not being logical [konsekvent] in
their bans. Medicines and so on that are the product of biotechnology or the result of
biotechnology-based research, should also banned, not just foods. (990804)

Regulators were thus considered to be ignorant and cowardly (§9), with little or no
respect for ‘scientific facts’. Political decisions are based on emotion (§10), and are
not rationally applied (§12), while politicians themselves are hypocritical (§12). The
informant quoted in § 11 stressed that in his eyes, while regulations in Norway are no
stricter than in other EU countries, what differentiates Norway is the culture of
disapproval behind the policy. Political attitudes might not result in outright bans on
genetic technology, but the underlying disapproval or fear seriously affects
companies’ possibilities.

On public opinion there were two main views that the following extracts illustrate:
13. Public opinion on biotechnology seems more negative in Norway than in other
countries... instead of looking for information or educating themselves, the public finds it
easy to reject everything associated with biotechnology. It’s very unfair, especially as our
company - whilst a biotechnology company - is involved in developing methods for
detecting GMOs in foods. We’re stigmatised... biotechnology is a dirty word [dàrlig
klang]. (990813)
14. Consumers have been frightened... and shopkeepers are being terrorised by activist
groups [he refers specifically to the sticker-campaign where environmental activists who
identify GM food products can label them in the shops. See Chapter 6 for details] how
can companies who are behaving within the law be terrorised in this way? ... Activist
organisations are in it to create publicity for themselves... they market fear and
uncertainty - not least uncertainty^*. (990813)

This is a very interesting point in relation to Douglas (1985, 1992) and her observations on the need
for groups to maintain boundaries through the establishment of moral communities on the basis of
perceived risk.
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The public are seen in general either as more negative than ‘elsewhere’ (abroad)
(§13), or as the victims/dupes of environmentalists (§14). Public views are felt to have
a massively negative effect on companies’ abilities to innovate in genetic technologies

In general, interviewees quickly translated the problems presented by regulatory
strictness, consumer scepticism or negative attitudes into concrete obstacles to the
development of genetic technologies - obstacles that appear frequently in innovation
studies, such as difficulties in raising capital. 75% of the independent, small
companies I spoke to that were developing products based on genetic engineering
technologies cited difficulty in raising capital. (This compares with a 29% national
average citation (of companies experiencing difficulty in raising capital as an obstacle
to innovation) for all companies and a 19% average for all chemicals industry, 25%
average for all pharmaceuticals, 31% for food and beverages (Nâs et al 1994)). These
companies cited regulatory and consumer scepticism as a major factor contributing to
the difficulty in raising capital. Larger companies, those that were part of larger
concerns, and those working with traditional biotechnology were more likely to cite
other difficulties, such as slow bureaucracies, differences between conditions for
European companies and themselves, and the lack of a biotechnological milieu. In
general, companies working with traditional biotechnology or in areas such as
medicine or diagnostics, did not feel as negatively about the effects of regulations and
consumers. Some of the interviewees from such companies felt that such influence is
indirect, and often based on healthy scepticism.

The companies involved in foods directly or indirectly felt very strongly about the
experiences that they were having since the issue of genetically modified foods had
become a public and regulatory one. They felt that food is a more contentious area,
regardless of whether they are involved in developing GMOs or keeping them out, as
food production is susceptible to publics concerns and broader social and cultural
influences in a way which other sectors are not.

People raised the notion that there was something culturally specific about the
situation in Norway, for example the tendency for the “culture of the political
process” and bureaucracy to be more important in putting off investors than the actual
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terms of government and research council policy (e.g., §11 above)^^. The way in
which the research council distributed its grants to small businesses, for example, was
seen as a result of hidden cultural and social processes, rather than being related to
official policy.

The weaknesses and strengths of survey-based approaches (albeit here one involving a
small-scale and incomplete and certainly non-random sample) become very apparent
here. That there are patterns of concern amongst companies is important to know, and
there are shared interests becoming visible. But while surveys can indicate general
themes and concerns they cannot, of course, provide the kind of in-depth ethnographic
knowledge needed to reveal the meanings underlying these positions. The following
section presents more in-depth material from a biotechnology strategy conference I
attended during fieldwork, as well as material from personal interviews carried out
with research directors and others involved in modem biotechnology.

3.2 The biotechnology sector strategy conference

The dilemma: entering the market
The Biotechnology Strategy Conference was held in the plush Peer Gynt hall in the
centre of Bergen. Every second year the city’s ‘High Technology Centre’ (HIB) holds
a strategy conference, and the theme for 1999 was the biotechnology sector. The
technology centre itself is a science park, one of several in Norway that reflect
government innovation policy of recent years which attempts to foster collaboration
between research centres and businesses, and is thus a space that exists as a bridge
across economic and scientific boundaries. Around 100 participants attended, mainly
from the private sector, with government and academic participants also. There were
no consumer representatives or environmentalists present. The conference stretched
over two days, with the main focus on exploring issues arranged in the following
categories;
1.

Policies for Research Based Industrial Development

2.

Public and Private Investment in Biotechnology

It is interesting to note that the notion of ‘culture’ as used by informants here is being used as
Strathem (1995) points out in another private sector context, “with just that set o f connotations with
which anthropologists have invested it in their writings”; she continues “The concept points to
differences between systems o f value, to the link between practice and ethos, to the need to change
habits if one is to change the way that people think”. Above all, ‘Culture’ in this context is seen as an
“agent for change” (Strathem 1995: 2)
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3.

The Role of Biotechnology for Sustainable Economic Development

4.

Innovative New Biotech Businesses.

The conference thus had a question and answer structure, with the first day
introducing the problems of government policy and raising capital, while the second
day looked at the positive achievements of biotechnology and also presented success
stories.

The conference opened with a speech by the chairman of the Science Park^®. He
concentrated on the core themes of the need for government and industry to “bridge
the gap between universities and colleges, and industry”, and the responsibility that
government in particular has to “foster biotechnology innovation.” The conference
itself he described as an element of this bridging/fostering; “From the laboratory to
the business world... this conference aims to be a practical step towards achieving
technological development”.

Aside from the rhetorical nature of such statements, I considered his claim to be literal
in many important respects. The conference was very much an event that forms part
of the practice of the biotechnology sector, and was not simply a display of
biotechnology sector issues and concerns. Participants were also engaged in furthering
their companies and their careers, establishing contacts, lobbying ministers,
developing strategy with the trade association and so on. Coffee breaks, the gala
dinner, the drinks and walks to and from the hotels, were all moments that were full of
such activity. The talks themselves were also powerful discursive elements of practice
within the market policy/industry interface.

A moment o f disquiet
After the chairman’s introductory speech came an “artistic interlude”, which framed
the start of the conference^*. The lights were dimmed, and two smartly dressed young
men stepped up on the stage; one played the piano and the other stood playing the
flute. Behind them on a screen a succession of photographic images was projected at a

The conference language was English, and most of the quotes reflect this. It is worth noting that
English is the second language of most of the participants
There were a number of such cultural framing events, for instance the performance of medieval
music and songs at the conference dinner. Such performances are common in Norwegian conferences.
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slow pace. These were classic images of Norwegian landscapes in winter and spring.
We saw the sea, rocks, fjords, fields, snowy branches, snow on a broken fence,
children playing, running water. The images suggested purity; water in the many
forms that it is found in Norway, as ice, snow, liquid, as vapour (thin, frozen winter
clouds). The music and the images, combined with the dimmed lights, produced a
silent, church-like feel in the auditorium. When LA^^, the chair of the first session, got
up on stage once the lights were back on, he appeared to be wiping tears from his
eyes.
15. He started by saying that he himself played the violin and that he had been moved to tears
by the music. He carried on to the main talk and started by discussing the local elections
in Norway... how political discussions focus on how to split and share welfare, and focus
very little on the issue of value creation which is needed in order to have welfare in the
first place. (Field notes. 00025 250999)

The reason I draw attention to this moment was that it, like other moments of ‘art’ at
later points in the conference, seemed to signal the need to identify the conference as
a highly Norwegian event. This was despite the fact that English was the conference
language, and despite the fact that the technology that was the subject of the
conference was considered a ‘global’ technology. The ‘artistic interlude’ was
recognition of the participants as first and foremost Norwegian, despite the fact that
the conference participants were all keen to identify themselves as global players and
to distance themselves from the Norwegian general public both in public and in
conversation with me. (It was frequently pointed out to me that the Norwegian public
were fools (in contrast to other nations), ignorant of science, unworldly and hysterical.
A phrase that was used repeatedly was “We live in a country of four million idiots”).

What then was signalled by LA’s emotional response? My initial interpretation of this
moment was that his tears expressed sadness. This is clear if we see what he spoke of
immediately after talking about his tears. He turned immediately to the fact that
politicians in Norway in his view do not discuss what appears to be a kind of
necessary evil, namely value creation. Politicians concentrate on welfare distribution
(i.e. fairness, equality). His sadness it seemed was provoked by the tension that
recurred throughout the two days both in the presentations and in dinner

both in the private and public sectors and in academia (the Anthropological conference at Lillehammer
in 2001, for example, included performances by local groups).
Director of the Norwegian Research Council, and a champion of biotechnology in Norway.

91

conversations. The tension seemed to lie between commerce and ethics, and whether
one could actually be a Norwegian and a commercially successful biotechnologist at
the same time. The images of Norwegian cultural markers (snow, music and so on)
provoked awareness of tensions between professional identities, personal aspirations
and Norwegian identities.

Another speaker also stressed that “if we want to maintain welfare twenty years from
now then we must create 300 billion Norwegian Krone of business... Maybe more, if
there is going to be any welfare to share”. His contrast was between value creation as
something unspeakable, that politicians dare not name, and welfare distribution, as a
public requirement for fairness that the public desires but doesn’t ask where it comes
from. In such a context the role of the biotechnologist becomes that of the lone and
despised warrior fighting to create value for his people whilst they despise him for the
fact that he must work with mammon. The speaker who gave the concluding remarks
to the conference actually used the term ‘white knights’ to describe their position, as
potential saviours of the Norwegian population.

In her discussion of the difficulties encountered by immigrants in Norway Gullestad
suggests that an important marker of belonging in Norway is identification with “vz
som bygget landed (we who built the land/country)^^. The biotechnologists strongly
stressed their role in this regard. Is it the bringing together o f science and industry that
is so disruptive, as they seem to suggest? Why can biotechnology not bridge the
Market and scientific spheres successfully in Norway?

Is commerce unethical?
Biotechnology is often (both by informants and in literature) considered the most pure
form of capitalist science. The very definition of biotechnology places it firmly within
the ‘Market’ sphere, as its implicit and explicit aim is the commercialisation of the
results of science. Thus students of biotechnology are taught:
Biotechnology is concerned with the production of commercial products generated by the
metabolic action of micro-organisms. O r... “the application of scientific and engineering principles
to the processing o f material by biological agents to provide goods and services”
Click, B.R: and J.J.Pastemak (1994) p.4-5

Indicating in particular the creation of post-war Norway and the welfare state, which is seen as a
symbol of state-citizen unity.
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This view is echoed by participants in my study (I have found none who disagree). In
the words of one informant for example, biotechnology is 'Heknologisk anvendelse av
kunnskap” (“the technological application of knowledge”) which he contrasted to
biology which is ‘'grunnforskning^' (basic research) and more purely academic.
Biotechnology takes place in the realm o f the commercial world, the world where
commercial-technological uses are found for science.

The commercial aspect of biotechnology is often emphasised as the aspect that makes
it unethical, for example the patenting of genetic sequences, or financial influence on
the direction of scientific research. Biotechnology is considered an activity that is in
practice placed firmly within the commercial sphere; it is something that takes place
in relation to ‘the market’ - the sphere of relations mediated by money. It is almost
without exception considered to be in an oppositional relationship with society, ethics
and social solidarity. Thus Ho (1998) for example tells us “Science is not bad, but
there is bad science” (1998: 6) and accordingly that “[gjenetic engineering
biotechnology is an unprecedented alliance between bad science and big business
which will spell the end o f humanity as we know it” (ibid.: 1). It is science’s marriage
to industry that brings it into ethically dangerous waters.

However, somewhat paradoxically in this view, conference participants seemed
extremely keen to establish themselves as commercial actors just like any other. To
identify themselves as commercial actors seemed to offer relief, not condemnation. A
Finnish speaker, for instance, talked about the elements of his success. He first
stressed the importance of entrepreneurs thinking differently, to stop considering their
country to be the centre of the world, and instead to see themselves as part of a global
business community.
16. S starts with showing a picture which illustrates how his thinking about Finland in the
world changed. “The nation is not big... the world is big”. From believing Finland to be
big, “to seeing the opportunities for partnerships in the wide wide world”. .. “International
partners are the most important”. (...) He compares Finland with San Francisco, talks
about clever money, and cultural and attitude differences. “What is most important is
skilled management, money, risk capital, and science”. (00029 240999)

He finished his talk by showing an overhead with an illustration of a fist full of
dollars, saying “to encourage entrepreneurs... look for money!” The hall filled with
laughter and a sense o f relief at the open way in which he talks about money and
greed.

Figure 5. A fistful of dollars

ATTITUDE IN THE FUTURE
P e o p le a r e t h e m o s t im p o r ta n t
From r e s e a r c h and industry to SME’s
T he driving fo r c e =

P e o p le w a n t ot m a k e m o n e y
by en trep ren eu rsh ip .
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The Finnish speaker identified biotechnology as ‘just another money-making
endeavour’, and advised people to focus on money and the global perspective - to not
get trapped in the local. The laughter in the hall was relieved; his paper allowed them
to identify themselves with the ‘greedy’ ideologies of the neo-classical economic
school associated with the conventional understanding of the market^"^. They sought to
present themselves as, perhaps reassure themselves that they are, simply like “those
who populate this cultural world of the Market” namely “free individuals with their
eyes securely on material reward” (Carrier 1997b: 131).

Economic activity, making money, is not generally despised in Norway. It may be
considered distasteful to display one’s wealth (and thus one’s difference), but there is
no sense in which stockbrokers or high-profile business men and women would
somehow feel a sense of painful exclusion, or difficulty with reconciling their
commercial activities with their sense of themselves as ‘Norwegian’

It is equally

clear that it is not the commercialisation of science per se that is considered
problematic in the Norwegian context, and in fact the market was seen as an identity
providing relief for the biotechnologists.

Overall, their presentation of themselves was that they should be considered as
entrepreneurs. They insisted rather on understanding their activities exclusively in
relation to the market. Although some speakers did indicate the ‘good’ aspects of their
work (the perceived ability of ‘golden rice’^^ to prevent blindness in the ‘third world’,
and of genetically engineered fish to grow faster and subsequently feed more people)

Adam Smith (1976) [1776] being the ‘founding father’ of this model of thinking in 18 Century
Britain
Kjell Inge Rokke, for example, a high-profile businessman in Norway (who now also owns
Wimbledon FC) is widely castigated for his wealth and success, but is nevertheless not considered
beyond the boundaries of ‘Norwegian-ness’. Recent newspaper reports show that he is well-liked by
the public, despite recent accusations of corruption and dishonesty “Rokke wins the people’s approval.
Despite accusations of cormption Kjell Inge Rokke has secured his position as popular businessman in
Norway. Since 1999 his popularity has increased by 10 percent, a new opinion poll shows” {Dagbladet
8^ June 2002). It is interesting to note that he compounds his popularity by suggesting that he is just
like everyone else, so that now, facing the threat of imprisonment over allegations of corruption, he
says “1 can make pallets like anyone else” [i.e. do prison-work]” Dagbladet 11^ May 2002. The
example of Rokke, in fact, suggests that capitalist success is highly respected in Norway, and that the
personification o f capitalism is enjoyed in the wider culture. There is an interesting contrast to be
drawn here with businessmen in the UK, few of whom would be as well-known and none of whom,
that 1 can think of, would have their popularity checked by opinion polls.
So-called for its genetically engineered, beta-carotene content, which also makes it yellow in colour
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their main boast was the ability to create more wealth. Ethics was considered the
burden of government, not industry.

How they see the problems they face
Whilst the biotechnologists saw themselves as almost heroic actors fighting to create
wealth on behalf o f the people of Norway, one of the central points of the conference
was to address the question of why they were not seen in this way. This was one of
the many problems facing the sector, which, from the papers presented and the
interviews and conversations I had, can be summarised thus:
•

Lack of investment/clever money

•

Lack of expertise in the government (tendency to rule by consensus)

•

Too much public impact on policy

•

Public scepticism and fear

•

Lack of expertise in the Research Council

•

Research Council politically driven and influenced by public fears

•

Ignorance and fear surrounding genetic technology in general

The disparity between their own understanding of themselves as wealth-creators, loyal
to the nation, and the public’s view of them provoked much questioning. Why, it was
asked, was Norway doing so badly in establishing a (modem) biotechnology sector?
Why were they feared and hated? Why was genetic technology seen as ‘evil’? From
what did it come? And why were the public allowed so much influence?

Explanation: ignorance
Ignorance, or a lack of expertise, was a major factor in the eyes of the sector, affecting
everyone from policymakers to investors and the public. Such perception of ignorance
and lack of education was spoken of in papers to the conference and were always
stressed to me informally or in interviews often in jest. Thus one informant from the
pharmaceuticals industry told me how industry actors like to make jokes about the
public. He said they particularly liked statistics like the one about how 60% of people
think that there aren’t genes in foods that haven’t been genetically modified. Whilst
he expressed concern about the fact that the industry doesn’t respect the public, he
also led the conversation towards jokes about ignorance and fear (for example the
joke about ‘dangerous jeans’ (genes). The joke being that the indigo dye used to dye

97

jeans (the most Norwegian of all articles of clothing) is from a genetically engineered
plant; if the public knew, he joked, they would expect their jeans to eat them).

That policy-makers should be steered by the need to pander to such fears was a source
of intense frustration. Examples were often given - the Norferm example discussed in
the previous chapter was repeatedly presented to me in interviews as an example of
the ignorance o f government, or the lack of government willingness to engage in
scientifically based decision-making.

Genetic technology as a moral problem
An explanation for such ignorant fears was the emotional or religious basis for
people’s responses to genetic technology. The public is scared and therefore considers
all genetic technology to be wrong, or misunderstands the nature of scientific
knowledge and imagines that genetics will run out of control. The question of whether
genetic technology is ‘good’ or ‘evil’ in a moral sense or in relation to religious
sentiment was not explicitly addressed in the official discourse of the conference, nor
was it addressed as a serious concern by informants that I interviewed individually.
People did however make jokes about religious judgement of genetic engineering.
Thus the Tree o f Knowledge was referred to in reference to biotechnology’s “use of
new knowledge”. The image gave rise to much amusement in the conference hall^^.

This illustration was met with a great deal of light-hearted laughter. It clearly represents the way in
which (disinterested) ‘science’ in historically dominant Western views (and in anthropology’s
genealogy, from Tylor and Frazer, cf. Nader 1996, Tambiah 1990) is a linear development and
progression from religion and superstition, from the grasp of which ‘science’ can rescue humanity.
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Figure 6 The tree of knowledge.

D e c i s i o n t o u s e n e w k n o w l e d g e is t a k e n a îong
tim e ago.

I

Sim ilarly I was frequently assured that the hysteria and irrationality o f N orw egian fear
o f genetic engineering w as best understood in relation to religious texts. One man (a
senior and m uch-respected figure in the sector) delighted in telling me that “it’s all in
the B ook o f R evelations! G o on, take a look !” as a w ay to poke fun at public worries.

Despite the jocular w ay in which religion was addressed religious issues nevertheless
seem ed very present in how d ialogue was framed both at the conference and
elsew here. For exam ple, the im ages and m usic described above (A m om ent o f
disqu iet) w hich produced a church-like atmosphere at the conference. Sim ilarly, the
devotion to the technology d isplayed by the biotechnologists in their discourse o f selfsacrifice held religious echoes. The sen se o f belief, self-sacrifice, and serving a higher
good, were all present in p eo p le’s presentations.

Nature, and whether their actions were ‘unnatural’ or not, were more prominent as
concerns in the official discourse, an issue that is not unrelated to religion. A s

genealogy, from T y lo r and F razer, cf. N a d e r 1996, T am b iah 1990) is a linear d e v elo p m en t and
progression from relig io n and su p erstitio n , fro m the grasp o f w hich ‘sc ie n c e ’ can rescue hum anity.
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discussed in Chapter 8, religion is embedded in Norwegian discourses on nature^^ and
Norwegian “eco-piety” (Witoszek 1998: 20 my translation) represents the importance
of nature as a special place of belonging and attachment that is deeply religious in

form^^.

Biotechnologists explanations: local and global
Underlying all the explanations for these problems, at the conference and elsewhere in
interviews, was the perception of a conflict between global and local perspectives.
The conference participants posited a general idea of Norwegian ‘culture’, of public
fear and ignorance and poor government response described as “a culture of
disapproval”. “Norwegian culture” was timid and backward. Public ignorance and
emotion, and government failure or reluctance to educate them, were seen as
particularly Norwegian problems. As with the responses to the survey discussed
above, biotechnologists tended to translate problems of “Norwegian culture” into
concrete obstacles to innovation. “Norwegian culture” was seen as responsible for
overly restrictive regulation (such as that experienced by Norferm/Biosentrum),
failure to accede to the European directive on patenting and lack of capital due to
sceptical investors, amongst other things.

In the eyes o f the industry, if only Norwegians could be convinced to take on a more
global outlook they would be less ignorant, less hysterical, and more rational; there
would be no problem. Similarly, Norwegian investors didn’t know enough about
genetics to invest freely in the sector. They too had to be more educated and global;
they had to learn that returns are not instant, but that the sector offered a bright and
exciting future. Thus almost every speaker stressed the need for two things; “cultural
change” and “clever money”. In this way ‘culture’ was identified by informants as “an
agent for change” (Strathem 1995: 2); if they could change Norwegian culture, by
educating Norwegians, then Norway would embrace the potential of modem
biotechnology. Similarly knowledge can be an agent for change, with the ability to

Witoszek suggests these are the result of the “predominant, unrivalled position of Christian discourse
and somative patterns" (1997: 74). She continues “This discourse and these patterns ... constitute ...
‘cultural cosmologies or meaning worlds’” which shape social communications and relations.
The close association of the essence of (Norwegian) ‘Man’ and the essence of Nature mirrors the
rural fantasies that accompanied the Christian Enlightenment and the close association between rural
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change the relationship between investors and their capital by educating them and
thus producing ‘clever’ money^°.

Sector responses and strategies
The biotechnologists appealed to the fact that everything humans do is ‘unnatural’, be
it plant breeding or modem farming methods. In those contexts nature is seen as a
pragmatic source of usefulness for Man. Why is biotechnology more problematic than
farming? “Unnatural? Everything we do is unnatural!” and “Farming is unnatural!”
were frequent responses to my queries. In general there were a number of responses
put forward:

To be useful
The most appropriate response was seen to be to develop good applications, i.e.
“good

quality

of life

goals”,

in

contradistinction

to

“biotechnology

for

biotechnology’s sake” (00042 250999). This distinction again stresses the need to
make their technology ‘usable’ and acceptable by integrating with social needs. In
order to become ‘good’, it must deal directly with issues of everyday life. Evident
here is a strong need and desire to translate biotechnology from the mental (scientific)
to the social sphere.
17. Why are Norwegians so much more sceptical than others? W hat have we [i.e. the
industry] done wrong - what have we done to deserve this and what can be done?
... we must define good goals. Use research to find carrots. Not biotechnology for
biotechnology’s sake, but good quality of life goals
(00042 250999)

To show humility and deference
Another response was to take a position of humility. A director of highly successful
Danish dedicated biotechnology company presented a paper on day one of the

common sense (bondevett, ‘farmer’s sense’) and the good uses of knowledge. This is discussed in
Chapter 8
The stress on the need for “clever money” is interesting in the Norwegian context. This can mean
many things, and in UK/US literature would refer to investments made with some knowledge about the
technology of the company invested in. I.e., embedded in the money is the technological knowledge
necessary to assess the investment in technological terms. For money to be ‘clever’ is to endow it with
properties that are not usually associated with commerce in Norway. As I suggested above, making
money is a purely commercial activity, not associated with scientific know-how. This is a challenge to
Norwegian traditions; biotechnology sector companies and genetic technologies demand that an aspect
of their technological field (investors) change. Norwegian investors have to become ‘clever’ and their
money must contain the knowledge to assess biotechnology companies in terms of their technologies.
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conference. His problem, or question, was “Is the customer always right?” His
message was that in order to address customer concerns, industry must show
“humility” and “learn to communicate”. “We must use the Principle of Caution \f0revar principle]”, he stated. Only through such an approach can the customer be
persuaded o f the ability of biotechnology to be embedded in everyday, ‘good’
domains, in products that are useful and bring benefit to the customer.
While he was clear in his presentation of Norwegian customers as irrational, he was
equally clear that they must be met with patient and sympathetic understanding from
the more knowing (global) industry. Global industry must defer to the ignorant
consumer and show humility. He (fascinatingly) advised the sector not to act
according to their scientific beliefs (in refusing to go along with the labelling
scheme^’) but to meet the demands of the consensus. If the public want labelling, then
they should get labelling. Scientific credibility must take a back seat. Science, the
claim to know better, must subsume itself to the will of the people.

His talk ended on an evangelical note, as though he was trying to awaken fervour in
the audience, to make them understand that they have to go out and explain to
consumers that biotechnology is great:
18. .. .mankind has always tried to form nature. Genetic technology is based upon a profound
understanding of nature. Genetic technology is precise and safe. It is not new, it offers
unsurpassed benefits for mankind, and it is our joint responsibility to make it
happen.(00030 240999)

Embrace evangelism
Such evangelistic fervour was evident on several occasions; most notably the
following day in a presentation by a highly successful American entrepreneur working
on the sequencing of the human genome. His appearance was greeted by relief, and
the previous day’s gloom after sentiments such as the one quoted above (“we shall
have no industry”) seemed to lift a little. He was presented as a witness to - or living
proof of - the fact that ‘it could be done’; biotechnology can succeed. “He was a
strong academic, started with one machine in one room and the company is now a
multibillion business,” the session chair noted with satisfaction.

The industry had rejected a call for labelling as they saw labelling as scientifically meaningless and
inaccurate
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There was a sense of religious zeal and wonder present in the way the American, J,
opened his talk.
19. “the year 2K bug is a non-event compared to this. The sequencing of the human genome
will have a massive impact [...] we are the only organism in history to sequence itself
[...] we will have complete knowledge of our own code” he paused “it’s overwhelming, it
will have an impact beyond our imagination.. .”(00033 250999)

The ‘year 2000 bug’, which was widely feared at the time (autumn 1999) as a
potential disaster, global in scale with the ability to affect all our lives, would be a
‘non-event’ in comparison with the sequencing of the human genome^^. His
characterisation of humankind as the ‘only organism in history to sequence itself is
dramatic in style. It stresses the close relationship that ‘man’ has to God in the
Christian tradition, and the special relationship that ‘man’ has to knowledge, since the
Fall. His language reflected this sense o f fervour; “overwhelming” “on the verge”
“impact beyond our imagination”.

Great importance was attached to the role of “individual visionaries”, which links up
with western management theory and indicates capitalist individualism. Yet it also
links with a sense of enchantment and wonderment, religious awe, and indicates
perhaps the enduring idea of priestliness; that they can bring science to the people,
and convert them, through special relationship with science.

Thus the notion of spirit was central to their strategy:
20. One of the questions from tlie floor was quite simply “What is the key to your success?”
JS answered “We had some bad luck and we had such a bad time and we turned bad into
good by staying dynamic and keeping moving. Flexibility and the spirit - to hold on to
that spirit in a big company is very important”. (00033 250999)

To keep science (and uncertainty) separate: black-boxing the product
Another strategy that appeared throughout the conference was one of black-boxing the
biotechnology product. The American presentation was highly technical in its
discussion; he presented not only thoughts on practical supportive issues like
management, innovation processes, raising capital and so on that formed the bulk of
many of the Nordic papers, but also entered into technical issues. Interestingly, these
issues to him represented not uncertainty in a negative sense but a magical world of an

it might be commented that both the ‘millennium bug’ and the HGP were slightly anti-climactic
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impressive technology. He talked in detail about tissue types, about the relationship
between RNA and protein, and even went so far as to throw open this scientific debate
and acknowledge the existence of scientific uncertainty on such points. He did so with
a spirit of vocation and wonder, as though the uncertainty itself was enchanting.

In contrast, the tendency of Norwegian biotechnologists at the conference was to
separate out scientific aspects from their papers. Few of the Norwegian presentations
displayed this kind of enthusiasm for technical detail. Their talks focused on the
products or financial processes of business. Genetic technology as such was discussed
by an academic (Swedish, though working in Norway for 12 years) in a separate
technical paper, and was not included in business-oriented talks.

Norwegian biotechnologists’ papers tended not to mention scientific uncertainty. In
fact, even in their informal conversations with me they tended to stress the certainty
that they felt about the science involved. This contrasts markedly with the findings of
anthropologists in other contexts^^. If they did, it was usually in relation to other
aspects of biotechnology unrelated to their own field.

Thus the biotechnology conference and interviews gave greater depth to the concerns
voiced in the survey, through examining their discursive, rhetorical and practical
negotiation of perceived expectations and desires of the Norwegian ‘public’ and
administration.
•

They attempted to identify themselves with commerce, which in contrast to
genetic technology was not considered ethically tainted.

•

They expressed a perception that the Norwegian public and administration was
ignorant, religious, unworldly and emotional. Policy was seen to be founded on
ignorance and fear.

•

There was a particular tendency to keep genetic technology outside of the ‘social’
sphere.

•

The market was seen as a political-social domain dominated by Norwegian values
in contrast to global values.

See e.g. Squires (2000) working with scientists in the US and West Africa, who finds that scientists
are likely to stress certainty in public and uncertainty in informal settings
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•

There was sadness that they felt excluded from the Norwegian.

•

There was a sense that vocation, spirit and belief were important to their
relationship with the technology

•

Perception that greater knowledge would change Norway; make them more
rational and less hysterical.

•

There was a strategy to turn to values of social usefulness to meet the concern of
the public.

Genetic technology thus places its proponents outside of the ‘Norwegian’, as signalled
by LA’s tears. This terms of this exclusion are important to understanding how
genetic technology acts and interacts with its context. Before examining in greater
depth a case of engagement in genetic research and development (Chapter 4) the
following provides an overview of the Norwegian context within which the
biotechnologists operate and from which they feel at least partially excluded.

3.3 The local context: Norway as a nation

Norway is a young nation, only securing independence from the Swedes (who gained
control of Norway from the Danes under the Treaty of Kiel in 1814) in 1905^"^.
Norway was previously part of the Royal Kingdom of Denmark and Norway (from
1661). Under Danish rule “every citizen was an equal subject of the nominally allpowerful sovereign” (Derry 1973: 1). However Copenhagen was the capital of both
countries, and was the seat of power and education. Norway did not have its own
university until the nineteenth century (established in 1813). As a dependent nation, at
times almost a Danish “province” (ibid.), Norway thus found that strong centres of
power and learning existed outside of its borders, and its own such centres are
relatively young. Parliament (the Storting) was established in 1814.

Rural and urban people
Norway is sparsely populated with 4,525,000 spread over 324,220 square kilometres
(13.9/km^) (Statistics Norway, SSB). As of January 2000, 77.3% of the population
lived in a total o f 925 tettsteder (urban areas with populations of 200 and over). Only
Oslo, Bergen, Stavanger/Sandnes and Trondheim have populations of more than 100

As a result of the Napoleonic wars, where Sweden gained control of Norway from Denmark in return
for supporting Britain in the Napoleonic wars.
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000^^. Taken together these four major urban areas account for a population of 1 281
971, which is 28.6% o f the total population^^.

Norway’s landscape is in many places severe - there are vast mountainous regions
where farming is difficult, and coastal areas (coastline of 21,925 km) are characterised
by fjords and complex rocky coastlines. The south-eastern part of Norway has rich
farming country. Historically the landscape dominated economic activities, with
fishing and trade important in the regions, and farming historically important in the
south.

In terms of industrialised urban environments, it is only southern Norway that really
experienced industrialisation in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
largely in the south-east around Oslo as well as in Vestlandet in the south-west. These
areas remained the only widely industrialised regions until the 1950s (Wicken
1998)^^. Regional differences in industrialisation were reflected in voting patterns and
were important in shaping the political landscape. Political parties arose to represent
the interests of farmers and rural areas (the Centre Party, Christian Democrats), the
Oslo industrialised workers (Labour party) and the less industrialised Vestlandet
(Venstre)^^. Voting patterns has been shown to be closely tied to economic activity
(Wicken ibid.) Lacking a strong tradition of class conflict as in the British system,
parties were and to some extent continue to be tied more closely to the different
regions and the contrast between urban and rural.

The figures are 773 498 for Oslo, 205 759 for, 162 083 for Stavanger/Sandnes and 140631 for
Trondheim.
While officially 77.3% o f the population live in urban areas, it is important to note that the definition
of urban covers areas with more than 200 people. Thus 727 ‘urban’ areas are areas with between 2002000 inhabitants, while 179 areas have populations of between 2000 and 20 000. The majority (over
70%) of the population live in areas with fewer than 20 000 inhabitants, and over 30% live in areas
with fewer than 2000 inhabitants. Almost 23 per cent live in areas that are sparsely populated (with
fewer than 200 inhabitants). In total only 0.7 % of the total landmass is made up of urban areas (2,139
km^).
Employment figures give a useful indication of the vast difference between north and south: in
Northern Norway, manufacturing employment rose from 3.8% in 1909 to 10.4% by 1952. For the Oslo
region the figures are 18.7% and 31.7% respectively, and for Vestlandet (south western Norway) 8.5%
and 26.1% (Wicken 1998: 245).
The different types of industrialisation in Vestlandet and Oslo area have been characterised as
‘French’ (i.e. rural) and ‘English’ (urban) respectively, leading to different political affiliations and
representations (see Wicken ibid.)
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The contemporary Norwegian economy is characterised by a combination of free
market activity and government intervention. The government controls sectors such as
petroleum (through ownership of large-scale state enterprises such as Norsk Hydro).
Natural resources - petroleum, hydropower, fish, forests, and minerals - are strongly
exploited and the economy is buoyed up by oil production and international oil
prices^^; in 1999, oil and gas accounted for 35% of e x p o r t s ^ 74% of employment is
in services, 22% in industry, with agriculture, forestry, and fishing accounting for 4%
(in 1995).'“'

Current political landscape
Changing economic patterns and employment are reflected in changing political
landscape. The historical division between urban and rural persists, though the
traditional urban Labour party has suffered enormous setbacks (they received 24.3 %
of the votes in the 2001 general election, a fall of 10.8 %, their worst result since 1924
and the worst loss of actual votes ever experienced by a Norwegian political party).
The far right Progress Party has gained enormously over recent years, currently
commanding 14.6% o f the vote. They play an increasingly important role in the
proportional representation parliament with for instance the present budget approved
thanks to their support.

Norway is governed by proportional representation. The current government (since
19^^ October 2001) is a Christian led coalition government headed by Mr. Kjell
Magne Bondevik (a priest by profession). It consists of the Christian Democratic
Party {Kristelig Folkeparti), the Conservative Party (Hoyre) and the Liberal Party
(Venstre) and with 62 mandates (of a possible 165) is a minority government. During
the first part o f my fieldwork Norway also had a Christian-led government, from 17^^
October 1997 to 17^*^ March 2000 (Christian Democratic Party, Centre Party and
Liberal Party). Halfway during fieldwork on the 17^^ March 2000 the Christian

It is a moot point whether Norway’s ' solidarity ’-characterised welfare system is ‘artificially’
maintained by oil production, and debates centre on the need to maintain spending levels at a ‘golden
mean’ point whilst also ‘saving for a rainy day’ (Freeman 1997)
http://www.odci.gOv/cia/publications/factbook/geos/no.html#Econ
http://www.odci.gOv/cia/publications/factbook/geos/no.html#Econ
Recent opinion polls show that The Progress Party have the support of 30.6% o f voters, with the
Conservatives at 18.1%. Source Dagbladet 3 P ‘ July 2002. 49% of those asked agreed ‘partly’ or
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minority government resigned, as they failed to get support for their position on the
building of a gas-powered power station. From the 17^^ of March 2000 until the
general election in October 2001 Jens Stoltenberg, Labour party leader, headed a
minority Labour party government. It was at this election that Labour failed to
improve their position and Stoltenberg declined to form a new government. At the
1997 and 2001 general election the votes were distributed thus:

Party and % share of vote election

1997

2001

The Labour party

35.0

24.3

The Progress Party

15.3

14.6

The Conservative Party

14.3

21.2

The Christian Democratic party

13.7

12.4

The Centre party

7.9

5.6

The Socialist Left Part

6.0

12.5

The Liberal Party

4.5

3.9

The Red Alliance

1.7

1.2

Norway’s Communist Party

0.1

0.1

The Coastal party

-

1.7

Others

1.5

2.5

(Source: SSB - Statistic Norway)

Welfarism, social democracy
One of the most distinctive features of Norwegian economic structure vis-à-vis
Europe has been - in common with other Scandinavian countries - the commitment to
a strong Welfare State. As Fullerton and Knowles point out, this is one of the “four
cornerstones of Scandinavian social democracy” (1991: 144), which in sum are “full
employment, a comprehensive Welfare State, redistribution of income through a
progressive taxation system and a regional development policy to reduce spatial
inequality” (ibid.). That the Welfare State is ‘in crisis’ due to the costs involved and
the ageing population is a commonly held view^^^, but the values upon which it is

‘wholly’ with the suggestion that the Progress party should have a place in the cabinet. (Dagbladet 27^
June 2002)
cf. Fullerton and Knowles pp. 153-156
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founded (equality, collective responsibility) are deeply ingrained (though perhaps less
straightforward than they first appear)^

On the peripheries o f European integration
Separateness from Europe has been an important theme since Norwegian
independence, and was reinforced in 1994 as Norway voted ‘no’ in a closely split
referendum vote on HU m e m b e r s h i p a s they also had in 1972, However despite the
failure of government référendums, Norway is “solidly attached to the European
construction”^®^ as a member of the European Economic Area (EEA)^®^. It is also a
member of all “relevant” (again in the eyes of the EC, cf. europa.eu.int) multilateral
organisations including (Nordic, Barents and Baltic Councils, EFT A, OECD, WTO,
Council of Europe and OSCE).

Signed in 1992 the EEA allows Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein to take part in the
Single Market without being full members of the union. EEA signatories have to
implement all new Community legislation, yet have no formal control over its
development other than the right to consultation (as they do not command a vote in
the EU). The agreement covers, in the main, the “four freedoms” : of movement of
goods, of persons, o f services and of capital. Fisheries and agriculture are exempt and
covered by separate provisions, ensuring a degree of protection for these sectors in
Norway. The agreement ensures that Norwegian companies are included in EU on the
basis of equality of competition. Equally, EU companies have free access to the
Norwegian market. This has led to the appearance of new actors on the Norwegian
marketplace, in all areas.

It is interesting to note that the welfare state in Norway is controlled at the local level, with areas
given budgets from which to meet the needs of social security clients. Moneys received are therefore
dependent both on amount spent in the local area, as well as on the assessment o f your case by case
workers with who you meet on a regular basis. The possibility of local-institutional and individual
discrimination is an to be addressed and is perceived by users that I interviewed to be rife. A study of
these practices would be important to understanding the mechanisms by which principles of ‘equality’
does not necessarily extend to the everyday practice o f welfarism.
52.2% voted ‘no’, and turnout was a massive 89% (Todal Jenssen and Valen 1995)
In the view of the EC. See http://europa/eu/int/comm/extemal_relations/norway/intro
Main agreements with the EU are 1) EU-Norway Free Trade Agreement (EFTA) (1973), European
Economic Area Agreement (EEA) (1992), Schengen (1999) and the Dublin agreement on asylum
(2001). As well as other subsidiary agreements it is worth noting that there is also an agreement on
fisheries, an area which can be a source of friction between the EU and Norway. (Source:
europa.eu.int)
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Norway has to implement provisions in social policy, consumer protection,
environment, company law and statistics. Norway also takes part in a variety of other
community activities, in particular research and development (R&D) IT, environment,
etc. Such collaboration is one aspect of the R&D that many biotechnology companies
(such as Norferm) take part in^^^.

Political arguments for and against EU membership have centred on certain dominant
themes that are suggestive o f how Norway is conceived in the public domain as
belonging in a special, peripheral space. Crudely, the themes are:

For.
(Labour) Economic stability, welfare and employment, peace and security, environment,
participation in political process.
(Conservatives) Peace and security, private sector interests, policing and crime,
participation
(Progress Party (far right)) Defence and security, Norway’s place in the European cultural
sphere.
Against
(Centre party) Folkestyre [rule of the people, grassroots democracy]. Solidarity,
environment
(Socialist Left) Welfare and distribution, environment, democracy, employment
(Christian democrats) Democracy and self-determination, regional and agricultural
interests, solidarity with the developing world, border control
(Left) Folkestyre, offentlighetsprinsipp [transparency].
(RV (Communists)) Self-determination, international solidarity, welfare state.
(Source Todal Jenssen 1995)

Regardless of how accurate such discourses are in reflecting deeper concerns of the
population, it is clear that the debates on EU membership were characterised by
ideological divisions that cut across traditional party positions, and that core values
were seen to represent the ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ (self and other) of Norway vis-à-vis
Europe. Such core values were appealed to in political campaigning (Todal Jenssen
1995) and represent certain key moralities (i.e. what is ‘good’ about the respective
positions of inside and outside Norway/Europe). Both sides stress the value of the
‘collective’, through emphasis on welfare, solidarity, environment and participation.

For instance, Norferm are currently involved in a project called “Feed for aquatic animals that
contains cultivated marine micro-organisms as alternatives to fish oil” (Contract no. QLK5-CT-199930271)
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However the rights to ‘autonomy’ and self-determination specifically are stressed
most strongly by the farmers’ party (Centre party) and the Christian democrats, the
Left, and Communists. These rights are the ones considered particular to Norway
alone. ‘Autonomy’ and self-determination through folkestyre is seen as belonging
exclusively to the Norwegian sphere. Folkestyre refers to government as the rule of
the people, to a notion of parliament as the people, rather than as an elite governing
body’^^.

Traditions o f governance - ‘det norske hjem
The dominant picture that Norwegians have of themselves, also held by many others
who regard Norway (and Scandinavia in general) from the outside, is as a nation that
is inclusive and fair. Its strong bureaucracy and extensive statistical machinery,
associated with the rationalities of modem states (Foucault 1991), does not generally
have negative associations in the case of Norway. Norway, and Scandinavia, were
(are) considered to have inclusive states, states which are modelled on the family, or
home’' ’. Foucault’s comments on the anti-Machiavellian approach to governance
encoded by La Perrière suit the Norwegian State remarkably well. This is a form of
government which sees itself as
essentially concerned with answering the question of how to introduce economy - that is to say,
the correct manner of managing individuals, goods and wealth within the family (which a good
father is expected to do in relation to his wife, children and servants) and of making the family
fortunes prosper - how to introduce this meticulous attention of the father towards his family into
the management of the state (Foucault 1991; 92).

An excellent example of this perception of Scandinavia is Miller’s (1998) account of
what makes Scandinavian capitalism so special:
[Scandinavian states in the 1960s] achieved what I believe to be an unequalled ability to create
from capitalism a machine for the service of human welfare through extremely tight forms of state
control... though capitalist, these were genuinely welfare states, and Scandinavian social
democracy serves as an example of where history might have led us... Instead of intrinsic
contradictions between capitalist and worker, the region showed that states can create structures in
which workers, either as partners or as holders of pensions and other assets, can become aggregate
capitalists who retain an interest in profits being converted into mass welfare. Workers there
enjoyed vast wealth and services previously not imagined” (1998: 191-2)

This relationship and perception is reinforced by measurements o f trust in public authorities.
Europabarometer results show that 21% of Norwegians trust the public authorities most for information
on biotechnology, while for the EU as a whole this figure is 7%.
The Norwegian House
See Klaus Hoyer (2001) who emphasises the importance of the Swedish ‘folkehemmet’ (home of
the people) in relation to the creation of the Swedish welfare state, and its continued importance as a
factor motivating blood donors to genetic technology companies.

Ill

Miller’s observation that historically there was little or no contradiction between
workers and capitalists during the immediate post-war period is widely shared and
accurate (see e.g. also Fullerton and Knowles for their account of this economic and
political unity). It is also impossible to disagree that workers enjoy better health and
social security rights than in many other countries. These are aspects which reflect
deeply held beliefs in the state and citizens as existing in mutually beneficial unity.

However such familial unity and inclusion was (is) premised on the exclusion of some
categories. In particular the weakest groups of society have been vulnerable. Miller
indicates this himself, mentioning the eugenic policies of Sweden. Such policies were
not Swedish alone, and Tater families, Romany, Sami, the elderly and disabled,
people with physical and mental challenges who fall outside of the norm of the ‘good
(white) worker’ have been extremely v ul n e r a b l e ' Th ou s a n ds of people, mostly
women (“the mentally ill, the mentally deficient, epileptics, and patients suffering
from hereditary diseases”) were forcibly sterilised in Norway after the passage of
Laws in the mid-1930s. Bastrup (1998) gives the following account:
From 1934 to 1942 an average of 76 persons a year were sterilised in Norway. Under Quisling’s
regime [the Nazi-collaborator under occupied Norway] which initiated a new and stricter
sterilisation law, an average of 181 people were sterilised each year. Not until 1946-55 did
sterilisation take off. The average yearly number for this period is 285! Not until the beginning of
the 1960s does this figure plateau, subsequently declining... Documentation for the forced
sterilisation of people on the grounds of racial hygiene has been found as late as 1971. Registers of
racial-biological “minus-types” were however kept until the beginning of the 1980s. (Bastrup
1998, my translation)

Eugenics, forced sterilisation, was particularly intense in Norway during the post-war
period, the period which saw the successful construction of the welfare state, on the
premise of equality. It is important to bear these facts in mind when approaching
genetics in Norway, in particular when considering why some genetic technologies
are less problematic than others'

Thus the strong bureaucracies of Scandinavia were associated with strongly normative
categories (such as ‘worker’); “classifications within which people must think of
themselves” (Hacking 1991: 194). The unity perceived between self and state, the

’ I was told a number o f stories relating to these practices during fieldwork. For instance, one girl told
me about her own mother who was taken into care as a young child due to her “sigoyner” heritage (lit.
gypsy), and whose life had followed a path of neglect, abuse, alcoholism and early death.
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folkestyre, is positively associated with Norwegian traditions of governance. Like the
family metaphor (above) it is premised upon the rational well-being of the greatest
number. It is experienced as a strong moral unity - such political unity is experienced
as explicitly moral, rather than as the result of objectively true categories of
governmental expertise. The case of Norway may thus provide a strong contrast to
other European traditions o f governance.

Having followed the technology from one of its firms (Norferm/Biosentrum) into a
number of the key domains that it interacts with we gain a window on to deeper social
and cultural concerns and conflicts. We have so far looked at company-govemment
interaction and biotechnology sector concerns as a whole. Dominant cultural themes
and tensions that hinder and help genetic technology have begun to reveal themselves
through practices and interactions with and around genetic technology. At this point
we can ask can genetic technology be included in the "norske hjem'' (The Norwegian
Home/House)? If not, why not? What traditions of governance, sociality and morality
are made explicit in relation to genetic development in Norway?

3.4 Fairness: the moral logic of ^det norske hjem'*

Political anthropological approaches to power in the west have centred on the way in
which political technologies conceal the way in which power operates (Foucault 1991,
Shore and Wright 1997). Political problems, it has been pointed out, tend to be recast
in the amoral language of science in order to legitimise them (Abrams m.s.). Central
to such recasting is the notion of expertise; expert knowledge provides the
classificatory systems, the language and the self-understanding through which the
subject is subjugated both externally (through the operation of state institutions) and
internally (cf. Rose 1994, 1996). The techniques through which subjects self-regulate
are entirely dependent on normalisation legitimised through the powers of expertise.
Medical knowledge, for example, offers an “ontology of ourselves” (Rose 1994: 69)
which is based on anonymous expertise and simultaneously integrated into the living
of our everyday lives. Such expertise forms a key resource for modem forms of
government in advanced liberal democracies (cf. Rose 2000).

Medical genetic technologies are not treated with the same fear and suspicion as foods, for instance,
with (approximately) 55% support for genetic testing and medical use, (approximately 30% against)
and 22% in favour of GM foods and 65% against. (Nielsen Monsen and Tennoe 2000: 272)
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In Norway we find a contrasting political culture where science and expertise do not
have such highly respected and amoral roles. Vike et al (2001) point out that “political
life is characterised by the fact that it is not just the ‘best argument’ in abstract sense
that comprises the central criteria for relevance, but also questions of personal
integrity” (2001: 23). Personal integrity, personal morality, is ensured through
“consensus, agreement and loyalty to majority decisions” (ibid.); personal integrity is
ensured by believing that all are equal, and that everyone has a right to be heard. As
the Jante Law says’ Thou shall not think that thou art better than us. It is this world
view that the political discourse associates itself with.

The way that the fore-var principle is expressed in relation to genetic technology
manages to embed within it these concepts that are so central to political legitimacy.
As we saw in Chapter 2 politicians, when challenged on the issue of genetics, call on
the consensus-based nature of their processes, and the fact that their decisions are
based on the fore-var principle. Political discourses and processes in Norway, instead
of trying to distance the policy maker from the subjects of his/her policy in an amoral
position founded on scientific legitimacy, seek in fact to draw them closer in an
explicit moral bond based on opposition to ‘scientific’ values of anonymous
‘expertise’; a refusal to privilege scientific views over the views of ‘every-man’.
Positioning themselves as equals with the collective illustrates the moral bond
between state and the public, illustrates their personal integrity and, hence, their
political legitimacy. In short, political legitimacy rests on the assumption of
folkelighet, that is, being ‘of the people’ or ‘like the people’.

Thus successful political reform and policy relies on adherence to strong moral
models; if they are ignored, failure will follow (as illustrated by Vike 199?” ^). The

' The Jante law comes from Dano-Norwegian writer Aksel Sandemose’s book (1933) about a town
called Jante, dominated by moral laws called Jante Law (see Appendix 5). These laws are considered to
dominate Norwegian thinking, both derivatively and jokingly but also quite seriously - thus an
informant tells me; “Everyone says that [the Jante Law] is terrible, but then we’re just like that. It’s
bard to admit” Gopal (m.s.) considers the Jante law to act as a signifier of doxic knowledge, an
observation that my experiences in the field would tend to affirm.
My interpretation of Vike’s material suggests that be shows bow Norwegian policy-makers will fail
to find broad approval in Norwegian communities unless they draw the subjects of their policy close in
an explicit moral bond. Where policy-makers draw on the ‘expert’ language of economic strategies and
efficiencies they are doomed to fail.
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picture is of course complex in practice. The moralities embedded in policies are
made selectively explicit and some are emphasised while others are hidden. However
the central point - that science does not function as a legitimising factor and that
policy in Norway is explicitly and necessarily made moral - is fundamental to grasp.
It is not that scientific legitimation does not exist (hence Norwegian Labour party
comfort in such s y s t e m s ^ I t is rather that the proper order of things is found in a
conflicting field, wherein the most important and basis for truth is the moral one.
Scientific or anonymous expert knowledge, so important in for example a British
context, is rarely an appropriate legitimising factor for political action, and in the case
of genetic technology is likely to be entirely undermining of political positions.

The disruptive genetic technology and the pacifying fore-var principle
The Norferm/Biosentrum example was held up by biotechnologists as an illustration
that the values underlying Norwegian governance are ‘irrational’. Closer examination
revealed that there is a conflicting rationality at work, with governance based on
moral values that prioritise collectivity over scientific legitimacy. Governance is thus
rational in terms of the dominant morality of the traditions of 'det norske hjem \ and
strongly normative in character. The fore-var principle revealed the process by which
this system is maintained in the face of challenge. Governance appealed to processes
of majority rule, on consensus processes which value the opinions of ‘everybody’
rather than the expertise of an educated few. In this context genetic technology can be
seen to have a particular effect on Norwegian political processes.

Its most important macro-level effect or challenge is to bring into play emergent
European and international systems of governance, a fact which Norferm/Biosentrum
consciously avail themselves of in the approvals process (seeking approval through
their Danish branch rather than through the Norwegian authorities). These
international systems embody unfamiliar and external processes, based on
anonymous, expert-led systems o f governance valued by biotechnologists, and not on
the explicit moral bond that Norwegian traditions rely on.

' The previous Labour government was less focused on die moral and more at ease with ‘amoral’
‘neutral’, ‘expert’ approaches associated with British politics (e.g. as presented in Shore and Wright
1997).
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Thus genetic technologies demand assessment on the basis of anonymous systems of
expertise, and cannot be ignored. WTO, UN Codex, EU/EEA agreements all include
conditions of governance that mean that the Norwegian administrators must deal with
genetic technology and cannot simply reject it or ban it. The manner in which they
must deal with it is closely specified; they must scientifically prove the danger it
poses to health if they want to ban food additives, for example (see e.g. European
Parliament and Council Directive EU 95/2/EC). To do so means privileging the
anonymous systems of expertise of modem governance that are so problematic in a
Norwegian context. Genetic technologies must be governed in a global style,
incorporating hierarchical systems of expertise, status and anonymous system of
appraisal. This is dismptive to the face-to-face traditions of Norwegian regulatory
practices and traditions of self-policing that were in place (cf. Elvebakken 1996^^^).

Thus the initial response to genetic technology in the 1980s and the non
interventionist approach borne out of early experiences with genetics no longer holds.
Previously regulation was felt to be unnecessary because conditions were so
transparent in Norway, (i.e., everyone knew each other, add tmst formed the basis of
policing, and, in fact, genetic technology hardly existed). However, once genetic
technology established itself government was obliged to respond to its demands, and
these were not insubstantial.

The consequences for government are significant. The Ministry of Health and Social
Affairs stmggle to perform their role in relation to two contradictory systems of
legitimacy. On the one hand they are, through the very presence of genetic
technology, enlisted in unfamiliar knowledge systems and asked by the international
agreements governing genetic technology to govern on the basis of expertise and not
morality. On the other hand they are acting in relation to a traditional system of
political legitimacy grounded on personal integrity displayed through fairness,
equality and fore-var.

Norwegian traditions of regulation are based on ''Tilsyn not kontrolF, {tilsyn can be translated as
‘inspection’ or ‘supervision’ while kontroll translates as ‘inspection’ or ‘control’. Informants explained
that the first term is more to do with guidance and advice, whilst the second is associated with policing.
Elvebakken (1996) explores how Norwegian traditions of food control are more guidance-oriented,
based on equal relations between inspectors and e.g. shop-owners.
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The Ministry achieves an uneasy balance between the local and the global. Firstly by
rapidly assimilating (Kleppa’s ‘reconsideration’ or clarification, in the parliamentary
debate above) the minimum ‘knowledge’ required to judge the situation. Secondly by
allowing the genetic technology (briefly) to continue its role in Norferm/Biosentrum’s
fermentor, thus treating genetic technology equally with all its subjects according to
the dominant value of fairness^

It becomes clear that the morality embedded in Norwegian legal response to genetic
technology, the fairness of the fore-var principle, is also the most important and
facilitating aspect of the law. It is interestingly similar to Fujimura’s (1992)
standardised package. Standardized packages create fuzzy boxes (“grey boxes”)
allowing sufficient consensus around an idea or technology in order to allow it to be
used. Yet in the meeting between government and biotechnology sector the genetic
technology and its associated ideas were not packaged in any satisfactory way, in fact,
their scientific tools, the conceptual apparatus surrounding them, posed incessant
challenges and operated as an irritant across social domains. Instead, it is the ideal
process of consensus that is boxed, and which appears as a standardised package
which “used as a dynamic interface to translate interests between social worlds”
(Fujimura 1992: 177) Once applied to the technology or sets of ideas, fore-var
principle enables political practice to continue despite disagreement about the status
of the technology. The reassertion of consensus-based practice strengthens the
perceived close moral bond and unity^^^ with civil society, ensuring political
legitimacy and splitting science firmly from the social and political spheres. As such
the fore-var is also an important entity (perhaps best understood as an immaterial or
spiritual index) enrolling its recipients into a relationship that permits compromise
between the parties in the technological field. The genetic technology itself in contrast
is a ‘technological index’ causing conflict and upsetting traditional processes.

' Melhus’ (forthcoming) work on sperm and ova, and their regulation by law in Norway, suggests
interesting comparisons with the morality of equality/fairness. Sperm and ova are regulated differently
(sperm can be donated, but ova cannot), yet it is clear from her work that the core value of fairness
nevertheless governs their regulation.
Danielsen 1998 illustrates one aspect of this with regard to technologies of reproduction, and the
way in which body, sexuality and state were connected through the establishment of new ‘rational’
modrehygienekontor (lit. mother-hygiene-office). Frykman’s work (1993, 1994) similarly illustrates
this moral bond in Sweden). It is this kind of moral bond that led directly to a ‘no’ to Norferm.
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The chapters so far have considered the biotechnology sector as a whole, as ‘importer’
of genetic technologies into Norwegian manufacturing industry, as well as
government-level response to such import and use. We have seen the emergence of
key cultural issues; an inside-outside boundary is for example maintained by actors in
these parts of the field, founded on keeping not only genetics but also ‘science’
outside the social/political sphere. We have seen how the “purgatorial” aspects of
actors engagement with genetic technology have emerged in the form of sadness,
jokes, representations of money and power, nostalgia for lost identity and so on. The
inability of biotechnologists to integrate their technology with market practice marks
them out as excluded from 'det norske hjem’; they are unable to serve their country as
wealth creators in the way that they wish. These concerns permeate encounters
between these two domains.

Bearing in mind the guiding, pre-fieldwork notion of a technological field (see
Introduction), we have begun to sketch how interactions between domains and groups
of actors take place around the genetic technology. The most important actors
surrounding the dairy company in the following chapter are outlined in bold in the
following figure.

Figure 7. The technological field: Most im portant institutions surrounding the dairy
company
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The fo llo w in g chapter exam in es in greater detail the w ay in w h ich a food com pany in
the dairy industry relates to genetic technology. It explores the position o f the
tech nology, the m eanings attached to it w ithin the com pany, and h ow daily practice in
the com pany can only be understood in relation to the cultural con text in w hich it is
em bedded, historically as w e ll as in the present. W e can exam in e in m ore detail the
discourses and practices o f people involved w ith genetic tech n ology innovation
processes on a practical and everyday level, and can m ake clearer the them es and
underlying cultural concerns.
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CHAPTER 4 THE DAIRY COMPANY: RESEARCHING GENETICALLY
ENGINEERED BACTERIA

In order to understand the technological field of the company and its genetic
technologies, I present information on the company itself, the agricultural sector and
the food and beverages sector. I also take up a number of issues arising from
Norwegian culture more widely as these are experienced by the company. The
company considered here is engaged in basic research into lactic acid and propionic
acid bacteria. Such bacteria are familiar workhorses in the dairy industry; they curdle
the milk before rennet {chymosin) is added. These bacteria are now subject to
investigation and experimentation by company scientists based at a local agricultural
university. The aim is to develop the bacteria in such a way that they can produce
cheese that is guaranteed free from listeria. The scientists are seeking to insert genetic
codes that will cause the bacteria to produce bacteriocins^^^ - antimicrobial peptides
(short proteins) that inhibit listeria growth. They want to help these bacteria to kill
listeria at the same time as it does its work to produce cheese. Thus potentially the
company could one day produce cheese that ‘kills its own listeria’.

Whilst the company has contact with suppliers and customers in many other sectors
(ranging from e.g., suppliers of equipment, and customers in the pulp and paper
industry) I limit my focus to agriculture as a supplier of raw material and the food and
beverages sector as the sector within which they operate^^\ In providing cultural
context I discuss core symbols/actors such as the cow and the matpakke (home-made
packed lunch) as particularly useful windows through which to understand issues such
as morality, knowledge, food and responsibility in Norway, and how these might feed
into company development.

Bacteriocines are anti-microbial peptides (short proteins) that are produced by a number of bacteria,
e.g. a number o f lactic acid bacteria and propionic acid bacteria. These are bacteria that are used in food
production. A number of bacteriocines inhibit the growth of pathogens such as listeria and clostridium
In terms of understanding innovation processes within the company it would clearly be useful to
examine precisely such issues as contact with suppliers of equipment and e.g. funding opportunities,
EU competitors and clients, as these are central inputs to the innovation process. The current thesis
limits its examination of innovation such that it focuses on the social and cultural context of that
particular technological innovation and thus has a frame of reference that is simultaneously much
broader and more limited than traditional innovation studies.
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4.1 Food, Agriculture and the Dairy industry—

Agriculture and food
Lien (1997: 39) characterises the latter half of the twentieth century for the Norwegian
food market as undergoing a change “from scarcity to affluence”. In the immediate
post-war period the main aim of the market was to secure sufficient supply. In
contemporary Norway scarcity is not an issue any more, and the food and beverages
sector is highly innovative and modernised, although it continues to have high levels
of state protection.

‘Food’, in daily life is more likely to means agricultural produce (dairy, meat and
grain) than fish^^^. In purely economic terms the sector is small; agriculture, hunting,
fishing, forestry and logging combined account for 1.9 % GDP. The percentage of
man-hours worked is slightly higher, representing 5.9% of the total. Agriculture and
hunting accounts for 1% of GDP (4.7% m an-hours)^D espite its relatively modest
size, agriculture plays a particularly strong role in Norway in relation to a) retaining
population in rural areas and maintaining rural ‘ways of life’ and b) defining how
Norway relates to the idea of nature (expressed e.g., through the notion of
bondevett^^^). Agriculture is also politically important historically, as agriculture in
the 1800s and early 1900s lay at the heart of political power (Wicken 1998, Lien
1997:41).

The role of agriculture as a guarantor of proper rural ways of life and as a kind of
‘backbone’ to Norwegian society and the idea of the nation state is made explicit in
political speeches. Thus Kâre Gjonnes, Minister of Agriculture, highlighted the
challenge for agriculture to “build thriving and strong rural communities”. He

The chapter is mainly based on semi-structured and unstructured interviews, conversations, lunches,
dinners and ‘hanging around’ with company employees, based at the research headquarters in Oslo as
well as a short period of fieldwork in the laboratories of two of the company employees who were
based at an agricultural university. It is also based on analysis of company documents, observation of
company-sponsored seminars, examining public discourses through media and advertising, and
obviously draws on much of the fieldwork covered in other chapters in order to contextualise and frame
the data.
More than 90% of production from the fish industry is exported, and it accounts for approximately
two-thirds of Norwegian exports from the food and beverages sector (source: www.odin.dep.no). In
terms of political landscape the export strength of fishing is significant: fish is seen as a viable export
product (almost equivalent to ‘oil’) whilst agriculture seen as a drain, a tax-burden and subsidy-rich.
Source Statistics Norway (SSB)
‘farmer’s sense’ viz. ‘common sense’
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explained (to a meeting of OECD ministers, thus consciously explaining and
justifying Norwegian agricultural policies vis-à-vis the international situation),
In Norway, agriculture is a cornerstone in the rural economy. At present, however, outmigration
poses a serious threat to many mral communities, and social and environmental problems often
follow in the wake of urbanisation. In addition, Norwegian culture and identity depend to a
large extent on the viability of the rural communities along our fjords and in our mountains.
The Norwegian government is therefore receiving widespread public support in its current efforts
to ensure the population of rural areas, and in this context agriculture plays a central role'^®
[emphasis added].

The Dairy Industry
Historically the dairy industry has been of massive importance in the project of
Norwegian nation-building (Lyngo 2001). After independence in 1905 dairy was vital
to building up national wealth, and milk consumption bolstered the economy of what
was basically a poor rural country which was in a European context under
industrialised.

Daily food habits in Norway continue to be based around the consumption of milk
and bread. Breakfast usually consists of bread and milk, lunch similarly (Figure 8 the matpakke), with the main (hot) meal eaten at home after work at 4 or 5 in the
afternoon. The fourth meal of the day is a snack at bedtime, usually consisting of
bread and milk, or nowadays perhaps cereal (and milk)'^^. Milk, in fact, has been
described as a “national totem” (Eriksen 1994).

Statement by Mr. Kâre Gj0nnes, Minister of Agriculture, Norway to the OECD Ministerial Meeting
5-6 March 1998 available on http://odin.dep.no/ld/engelsk/aktuelt/taler/020061-090005/index-dok000n-f-a.html
Thus Kjæmes (2001) identifies the following national meal system for Norway “breakfast with
sandwiches, lunch with sandwiches, a hot meal in the afternoon (4-5pm) and sandwiches later in the
evening.” See also Bugge and Doving (2000), who trace the development of Norwegian meals and
conclude that there have not been any radical changes in the structure of food habits during the last
century.
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Figure 8 The matpakke
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Non adherence to this pattern causes disquiet. I found that similarity in food habits is
extremely important marker of belonging as an equal member of society. An inability
to consume milk can mark you as significantly different, in relation to the nation.
Thus one informant told me, at a nutritional event sponsored by Tine Meierier, that
she had to comfort her lactose-intolerant native Norwegian daughter, telling her
“There’s nothing wrong with you, my love, you were just bom in the wrong \gale,
which can have a double meaning of crazy/wrong] country”.

Similarly, a decline in the consumption of brunost - a brown goat’s cheese - is used
by journalists to indicate a decline in the moral backbone of the nation. In December
that year Aftenposten^^ reported that ''brunost in greaseproof paper is passé”. The
article described new “exclusive

habits”;

Continental eating patterns are about to beat even the most Norwegian of the Norwegian: the
matpakke. Now we eat lunch at cafés.

The article contrasts traditional Norwegian habits {brunost, matpakke) with
continental habits (eating in cafes). The continental is associated with wealth, and a
rather reckless attitude to money. “It’s much more expensive to eat out,” says one
person that they interview, and she appears to feel a need to justify this by adding,
“we use the time to discuss work”. The article continues to discuss eating habits and
the price of eating lunch in a restaurant (120 krone) compared to matpakke. It finishes
by highlighting another way in which people (foolishly?) spend their money
Backe [a shop] in Grensen has noticed that people are better off than before. The new best-seller is
an espresso machine retailing at 4000 - 5000 krone (approx. 350-440 GBP) “Many have cool
designs, and people think its fun to have an orange coffee machine in the kitchen, says the sales
assistant.

Norwegian eating habits are associated with a sensible and careful attitude, as
opposed to reckless and morally dubious continental practices.
Brunost is popularly considered to be the most Norwegian of foods 130
In 1991 Nitimenn [a radio show] held a competition to name the most Norwegian of the
Norwegian. More than 30 000 called in with suggestions such as the cheese-slicer, wool stocking
cap, 17^* of May parades and so on. With a massive majority brunost came in first place and was

The main broadsheet newspaper
This word can indicate fine, good quality, refined, chic, snobby, pretentious, or delicate.
See http://www.geocities.com/grimsbylover/brunost.html for an English-language Norwegian fanpage
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characterised the “most Norwegian of the Norwegian” by 1/3 of the callers.
(www.forum.no/norskmat/presse/9815tin.htm in Bugge and Doving 2000:185)

As such it is interesting that this is considered a peculiar, special, unsophisticated
product (Eriksen 2002 writes for example that “It is undoubtedly Norwegian and is so
peculiar that it is unlikely to ever be globalised”). It hearkens back to peasant values
and the ideal of a simpler time.

On a daily level at school, work and the home, drinking and eating milk and milk
products is intimately linked to the development of government nutrition policies in
the 1930s. Milk was the central component of these policies; as Lyngo puts it, “Pure,
fresh, white milk in glasses or bottles may be taken as the very symbol, of the new
national diet [in the 1930s]” (2001: 151). As such milk, cheese and yoghurt food
choices were choices to be healthier, a better citizen. Fundamentally ‘good’ and
nutritious, milk was described as a “magic substance” (ibid.: 155) with the ability to
transform the population into healthy citizens at the same time as it strengthened the
economic health of the nation. Consumption of milk and dairy products continues to
be an act of faith in the nation, faith in government policy and advice, and an
expression of the ideals of natural purity and national authenticity. The less dairy we
eat the less moral we are, and the less moral, the less Norwegian.

4.2 The heart of the Company: the farmer and the cow

Organisational form
Tine Norske Meierier has held a monopoly on dairy production for over a hundred
years. Since the middle of the nineteenth century, the company has carried out all
milk collection and distribution on behalf of all Norwegian dairy farmers; the
company is nationalised and owned in co-operative form by the farmers themselves
(they are unit-holders as long as they supply milk, but not capital investors). The
company is a strong unifying force, closely associated with the state, and experienced
daily by every Norwegian at their breakfast table.
TINE'S vision: Tine Meierier creates value in close interaction with nature, agriculture and the
market. TINE Meierier processes pure and natural raw materials into good and healthy food that
consumers prefer, and is the country’s largest food supplier. TINE Meierier is owned by the
country’s milk producers in co-operation.'^'

'^' Company vision as presented on web-page and other promotional materials
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In 1856 the first Dairy Co-operative was formed in Norway, inspired by developments
in Rochdale in the

Other local co-operatives were formed, and in the early

1900s a central organisational unit was established to facilitate the export of dairy
products, wherein lie Tine Norske Meierier’s roots as an organisation that is
responsible for marketing, distribution, research and development, and so on. In
addition to the central organisation there are ten Tine local dairy companies (Tine
Meierier, (i.e. without the ‘Norske’)) that are responsible for the collection and
processing of milk into the 200 products available under the brand name ‘Tine’.
Profits are passed on to the farmers in the form of set prices for milk. The company
has only recently been obliged to compete with other dairy companies on the retail
market, but continues to control wholesale and distribution.

TINE NORSKE MEIERIER

(administrators)

(owned by the 10 companies)

TINE MEIERIER - 10 local dairy companies owned
by the 23 000 dairy farmers (one farmer one vote)

70 LOCAL PRODUCTION UNITS (run by the
ten local companies)

Not counting the 23 000 farmers/owners. Tine Norske Meierier and Tine Meierier in
total (central and local) have 4 730 employees. TINE Norske Meierier (the central
organisation alone) accounts for 787 employees.

The agricultural sector in Norway is in general characterised by co-operative
corporations, which control wholesale and distribution. Tine Norske Meierier is one
such collective. The collective nature of ownership is highly regarded by most people
that 1 interviewed within the central organisation. It is seen as a barrier to
organisational change and innovation in products and processes, but is seen also as a

There is a long history of technology transfer and contact between companies in Norway and the
UK, (see e.g. Bruland). Such interaction also brought with it contact with political ideas and activities.
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basic and positive base for loyalty of the administration, who share their loyalty
between the owners (the farmers) and the consumers (the marketplace).

Farmers and decision-making
The

ownership

structure

dominates

company

decision-making

on

genetic

technologies. Georg, a research director at the R&D department of Tine Norske
Meierier was the first person I spoke to at the company and was one of the most keen
to see genetic technologies established. At our very first meeting - in fact as we
walked up the stairs, before we had even reached his office - he explained to the
relationship between the farmers and the company:
21. Tine Norske Meierier is the company acting for a co-operative of Norwegian dairy
farmers... the Norwegian farmers are the most conservative group of people
imaginable... Our genetic activities are research-side only, and won’t be applied to
production until it would be acceptable to the public and to the dairy farmers...

Later in the interview he explained the double bind they were in:
22. The [local] dairies are owned by the milk producers - they decide the guidelines. We’re
running a double race; we have to be loyal to the milk producers but your thoughts go
elsewhere ... when you know that this [genetic technology] is a train that is coming, and
going
But we would never employ genetic technology in products without permission of
owners.

The conservatism of the farmers as a group, and the impossibility of doing anything
that they fundamentally disagreed with, was stressed by most people that I
interviewed at the research headquarters in Oslo. Thus Jane, head of R&D, similarly
told me “We have a relaxed and sensible approach to microbiology and
technology.. .But the farmers have taken a restrictive line..

I asked Georg’s view on

the source of this conservatism, where did he think it came from?
23. The milk producers are a conservative group. Their rhythm of life... They live in rhythm
with the animals... they feel threatened... there’s a fear that when you mess around with
nature then it will damage the animals’ health... like with the antibiotic resistance [there
is a voluntary agreement in place amongst Norwegian farmers not to feed them antibiotics
in their food]. It’s an almost religious perspective. Now there’s a new, younger generation
of farmers - those that can bear it [i.e. who can endure the difficult position of farmers in
modem society] - it will probably change. (00045 031199)

Georg’s response to this question shows that although he may be irritated by the
difficulties that the farmers present, this is tempered by an acknowledgement of the
organisational form as a good in itself, one which was closely linked to core
Norwegian values. This ‘good’ way of life is highlighted by Georg’s reference to the
rhythm of their lives, their proximity to nature and their refusal to take technological
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short-cuts (antibiotics in their feed). Change, acceptance of technology, is something
that he associated with a generation shift, which he also associates with almost
unbearable conditions for modem farmers.

At a later date, when he had got to know me better and also under the stress of work,
Georg expressed more fundamental irritation with the farmers. His ambivalence was
brought out in particular in relation to coping with the new demands of
internationalisation of markets.
24. G: Being owned by the farmers... [he sighs] the conservatism. They should receive with
open arms anything that increases efficiency.
25. “Do you believe them?” I asked [i.e., that they were protesting the genetic technologies
because they didn’t like the genetic technologies, and not out of other motives such as
organisational politics that was an issue because of restructuring]
26. G: Yes. Because if they could see that there was no ill-effect for them, that they won’t
get stung... It’s totally against their interests this situation; there’s too little thinking [lit.
too much bad thinking] about what this w [...]
27. S o... perhaps in the next 5 or 10 years Poland will take over all dairy production for
the E U ... Chirac taking on the Presidency of the EU - he said that there was a need to
look at where in Europe things are carried out... Will our company even exist in 20 years
time? [...]
28. If we only bought from the farmers and they didn’t own us, then we could turn
around in the market situation... It’s a political issue too, in a way. W e’re obliged [by
government] to accept all the milk that we are given, while our competitors can just order
their requirements from us; they don’t have to worry about it.
29. What the cow provides, we have to buy. We have to think about the lowest production
levels and make sure that they cover daily requirements. The rest of the year we operate
with surplus production that just goes to animal feed.
30. At Voll [one of their research department in a rural area] they have a different attitude to
the farmers. They’re closer to the farmers. The R&D department there has 50 people in it.
Away out in the country. They live there and come from the area. Have their roots in
agriculture. More than here, in the urban. The somewhat more urban [he jokes]. (000628)

The farmers, the heart and soul of the company, are a strain on their ability to change.
Georg doesn’t considers the farmers irrational, or outside of market logic. On the
contrary he insists that if they could see that they would not suffer (i.e. financially)
then they would accept the technology (§26). But they are susceptible to ‘bad
thinking’. If they could think clearly (not think so ‘badly’) about the situation, they
would understand the logic behind genetic technologies. Clear or ‘good’ thinking
means understanding the modem w o r l d T h e y would understand that the company

That the world is changing, and that ‘even’ ‘little Norway’ is changing, is brought out by his remark
that attitudes are different at the research department in Voll (§30). There they are closer to the farmers
(traditional ways of life) than here in the city. For despite the fact that it is only “somewhat more
urban”, Oslo is part of a more modem, complex world.
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has to be competitive in a European context, a context that might ultimately threaten
the industry itself (§27).

The position of the farmers as constraint and yet also as raison d’être was brought
home by the organisational director, who had worked in the company for fifteen
years. He characterised the company as a ‘'BorskatedraF’ (literally stock-exchangecathedral). I looked at him blankly, ''bors refers to the commercial part and the
cathedral part is the ideological part, the interests [i.e. the farmers’ interests],” he
explained. He then emphasised the following point
31. Tine is owned by the milk producers, we exist to give the owners market profits on their
raw materials... That’s how the company is built up at the moment.
32. We are as strong, as weak, as they want. (000313)

I asked him whether this really reflected the real balance of power in the organisation.
“There’s a balance”, he says.
33. And there have been some battles over this. W e’re dependent on having a fair bit of
consensus in order to ensure progress. It’s a fair-weather organisation, there are lots of
advantages and disadvantages ... There’s an organisational emphasis on processes,
working with that... getting acceptance [for change, technologies etc.] demands
involvement. Concerns can make decisions quicker but they may have trouble carrying
out changes. (000313)

The organisational form is in tension between market needs on the one hand and
traditional ways of thinking on the other. The phrase he used was to characterise the
organisational form was '"godvœrsorganisasjorF' (fair-weather organisation) that
functions best when things are going okay. In difficult times, times of technological
change and economic challenge, a concern model might be more sensible, he told me.

The cow and the farmers are not only seen as a source of milk, i.e. as an input to
production processes, but are also a precondition of the company’s existence
(historically and politically). Hence Georg’s complaint that “what the cow provides
we have to buy”. Tine Meierier is not simply a food manufacturer that buys milk as a

raw material for its products. Instead they are mutually responsible for the existence
and condition of that raw material. Whilst their competitors operate according to
market rules, and thus have an advantage in economic terms. Tine Norske Meierier
operates according to the rules of nature and the farmer, and thus has a disadvantage
due to financial and political obligations. Yet the organisational form is not only a
burden but also an advantage. No Norwegian dairy company is able to compete on
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price^^"^, interviewees consistently stressed, they have to compete on trust. And that, at
the end of the day, is what Tine Norske Meierier has by virtue of its historical roots in
farming.

There is a sense of pride and legitimacy in the consensual nature of their decision
making processes, and how it serves the best interests of the farmers and the company
and even the interests of the Norwegian cow. The managing director tells me with real
pride, “we were the first to discuss ethics - long before the bank crisis in 1987.” “For
example” he says, “we decided that we would work on the basis of the animals’
needs, not technology’s, and rejected artificial stimuli, growth hormones and
antibiotics to increase productivity. We had internal discussions... developed a course
and produced a pamphlet which we sent out in the organisation. We had 30 000 milk
producers and 15 000 of them took a pamphlet”. He impresses upon me the sense of
wholeness, of unity, agreement, information exchange and feedback. Again, this unity
extends to citizens and state, and at times the company employees even conflate their
role completely with that of the state, telling me “We are basically carrying out
regional policy for the state”.

Traditional unity
When talking about genetic technologies, functional foods and the company, the
company’s nutritionist, Karl, drew parallels between the farmers, the company and
then the nation, as a conservative force. He then explains how ‘we’, the regulators, the
company, the consumer council and the research institutes (in this case Matforsk, a
research institute located outside Oslo attached to the Agricultural University in As)
are working together. There was a strong sense of them all having shared interests,
despite the ‘conservatism’ of the farmers, or perhaps because of it.
34. In functional foods - Norway is very restrictive. Biola [yoghurt and milk products
containing ‘good’ bacteria (though not gm)] has been researched for the last twenty years,
and has been in use since the turn of the century ... there’s lots of clinical research... Our
owners [the farmers] ask, but they don’t dare. Scared of a backlash. Tine is a
conservative organisation. Norwegian companies are conservative. The authorities
are quick to respond; we have a national nutritional policy, we were first in the
world to establish one. Norway is unique in a global context. How the authorities
influence people... Norway has highest levels of tmst in the authorities... There are
exciting developments; we have dialogue with the consumer council. In agriculture
there’s greater focus on consumers. And the Agricultural Ministry is developing risk
communication projects with Matforsk [a Norwegian research institute]. (060400)

I.e., the large concerns such as Danone can always outdo them on price
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Thus the dairy company, the regulators, the farmers and Norwegian society at large
are drawn together in the way that Tine Norske Meierier staff in Oslo explained the
company to me. Thus in fact it is not simply that the company has close ties with the
farmers. It is rather that they farmers are a part of them. The farmers’ conservatism is
thus not one that is necessarily in opposition with the demands of the market, and the
company is thus not in a pull-push situation. The demands of genetic technologies are
conceptually external to Norwegian borders - they are agents of EU competition and
represent global knowledge.

The cow
The cow is the key provider of raw material for the dairy company. Animals, and the
cow in particular, are central to Norwegian agriculture in general; 75% of agricultural
production comes from livestock, and Norwegian dairy farms typically have 12 cows.
The Norwegian cow (her name is Dagros, meaning Marigold) was bred for
Norwegian conditions after the war, and is known as Norsk Rode Fe (Norwegian Red
Cattle, NRF). There is little variation in breed of cow, with almost all cows in Norway
being recognisably NRF (Risan n.d. (a)^^^).

The way in which the cow acts as a symbol for a particularly Norwegian pragmatic
relationship with nature, and as an animal which is common to the national culture is
reflected in the Tine Norske Meierier promotional material. The cow as an animal that
provides ‘natural’ and ‘mother-like’ milk to consumers forms a core aspect of the
company image, marketing and information services. The animal is tied closely to the
product as the source of that product, with little distance put between the animal and
the company; the company it is not sterile and urban, but rather strongly associated
with the biological and rural. Much of the information material gives in-depth
biological accounts of how the cows’ udders work, for example (Figures 9-10)

Risan examines the development of Norwegian Red Cattle from its hostorical roots to the present
day. Historically, the cow developed was hand in hand with a strong Norwegian state after the Swedish
union was dissolved. Loyalty towards the state and loyalty to the nation could be expressed through
adherence to the system, and inparticualr through adherence to the tye of cow, NRF, that was Red in
colour.
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Figure 9 The cow is happy in Norway
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Figure 10 Is there a Norwegian cow?

Finnes det ei egen norsk ku?

m a neiler. D e r e tle r b a r J e n on bvile
p e rio J e pa to m a n e J e i m e n m e lk . loi

m o n e r . lajin e r speoelP

e n ny kalv b lir I'oJi. I >e I leste k y r lar

gar J e i en b e sk jeJ til I

Ib rsk u io g oj; a visiiibeul Put Ihiin cii

alis.i e n kalv i a ie i. o g Im lJe s som

so m p .iv iik n m usklcnc

kur.N- iom ojiuor scy lOile Ku

n ie lk e k y r i i n e a i .

I IV35 lïU* ( b rf iin ij'f ii N K I - s u lie i, J c i
s û r lui A vkl.iyct Kir N o rs k R i» ll Po.
D i'im e f o iv n iu i'n ) Ii.ir jy cniK un

b lo Je l N â r kalven brj^

M n s k ln ie iie k k c r sej

I m e lk c p e r io J e n g n ei ku vanligvi:.

m e lka piesses n i. I lo rn

u u isk c iurtuiiil. D e n u e kiiniscii Ultr

2(11 m elk u rn J a g e n , m e n ekstra p.nJe

kali N o rs k R o J l Pe. I tl.ig e r iieslen

ky r ka n gi o v e r 25 I pr. J a g . M a ksim ab

p:l sa m m e m.Ue nâr
b â n J clin- b rn k e r inelL

alic no rsk e k y r a v cFmiho r\'|U'ii

kan ei giul ku m e lk e o p p (il •Id - 15 I

im H liiksjon o j; k ju u p æ iU ik sjtm u iuler

pt. J a g i lie u k e n e ile n m e lk e r m est.

r -0 is t k a iv , sa ku
Jurct u tv ik lc s c tre rl/v crr 5 o /u kuk.i)i--cu
vokser. A Heretic n â r tie n e r J r o y i e it

Ik ke ta rt b o n J e n e e r g la J i k y ia sine!

H v o r k o i ii ii ie r iiie lk a Ihi?

Ar g a n u n e l - o g kalics k v ig e - blir J e n

D u v e t j o at J e n k o n n u c r l b kua.

lie lru k te t m e J sa rj l b o k se n {in

M e n b v o r (Hr ku a m e lk Ira? Svam i

sc m iiiasjon). H vis b e fru k tn in g c n
iykkes, - o g J e t lÿ o r tie n so m regel,

fin n c r tlu i e t av n a tu re n s m est
Pm tastiske systcm er. M e lk a k o n u n e i

blir e n n y kalv Ibilt vcl V n û n e tle r

lit g je n n o m fire sp c n e r n c tlerst pa

seiiiei-e. D a e r ju r e t le a iig iitv ik Jei bos
in u a -n , o g in e lk c p ro J u k s jo n c n Lir til

l)ittesm;\ blan'e r m e il ty n n e blu JA irr

D e loM te Pia*-fem iL igene kalles
m elka n iiiic lk . D e n e r g u la k iig og

r u n J i. 1 Jissc b k e re n c lages inelk:i. D el
slyer v e J at n .e rin g s sto lle n e 0 |» v jn n e i

rik ere p.l n;eiingS 5tol)er e n n vanlig

l b b loiÜ rene snges m n i b l.e ien e

g o J i vare pa. Kua

in e lk . R â in e lk a e r lilpasset J e n

settes s;m unen til m e lk .

a v b c n g ig av s td l til L .i

n y lo J te kalven.
E tie r b v e rt blir J e t m ye m e r m elk

M e lk eb k e ren e e r sa s n û a t J e t er
ea. Yi m illio n b k e re r i I c m ’ av jtiiei!

in g e n skjer to gangci

e n n ilet kalven (nrnger.o^; a lttle tte
blir til m e lk o g m c ie rip ro ilu k te r Ibi

Plere Uiscit b koa-r in à (fi i u n m e n ihi
.i lage e n e n este JrAj>e m e lk . i lo e i

OSS m e n n rs k e r.

le n k e p.1 n este g,m g J u n y ie r skole

o g lo. lllir J e n n iolig I
J e tte Irii m over inelPi

m elka til n u ip a k k a !
(t .i Itver e n este likeie {vir J e t en

b o im o n e n e til i slopp

K uas m e lk e p e n u J e v a ier i ca. 1(1

k u ju re t. Inn e i ju r e t fu m es J e t m ange

lC»i:i furljoiiur
h t J y r s o m g ir u s s m

im ^rgenen o g seint pâ
I ;ef e r v ik iig a t kna

I v e rsir fall kan loi sty,

niKji-selskanal til e t b u b o m so m kalle

(J e n noi ske knas be

tu rsisiern cn . P in l b ^ ^ r m e lk a v u ln v
n e J til S|K.*nesisiernen, e t b n b o m t
s jien e n (se le g n in g e n ).

passet pa. Stiaks ilei er
m e J kna, tilk.illei vete

N 3 r vi m e lk c r lo r b .b iJ. k l n n m e i
vi m elka m av sp e n esisiern e n . K alven

I N*ng.e bar b v n en«
b e b e k o it J e t .tllr takl.
o m k a lving ei ofj melk

s u |îc r m elka u t.o g n ie lk n n a s k in e n
v irker p;l sa m m e m a te so m kalvens

I lillejy; star J e t i
J e m eilisin en e kua

suging.
M e lk ej)»nJuk.sionen styles av b in

J e tte e r lag.t inn pa
pa 1 -ln sJyikojinullen i

133

C h eese and dairy products are represented and discussed in w ays that link the
consum er and state, farmer, co w , and landscape, with direct reference to N orw egianness as an identity. T he dairy com pany transforms the physical landscape, the grass,
through the c o w s, into the health-giving substance im bibed at every m eal. T he dairy
product represents and em bodies a set o f practices through w hich the country is
united, from grass, to co w , to citizen via the com pany.

Figure 11 The long w orking day for people and animals
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The health and well being of the cow are thus central to the company both in terms of
maintaining consumer trust and respect, but also in more fundamental terms of
personal morality and core values. The organisational director was very proud that he
had been involved in the early development of ethical animal welfare guidelines
which rejected technological ‘advance’. His pride did not appear simply to be on
behalf of the company but rather on behalf of the whole industry, as reflecting
something key and good about Norway.
35. Half of an entire sector was discussing ethics before it became an issue for industry more
generally - before the bank crisis [late 1980s collapse of the private banking sector, which
was followed by state intervention and support for the banks and widespread debate about
business ethics]. Our AGM in 1988 said a few things about ethics; I can get you the
report; that we should work to ensure that new developments should take place according
to the needs of the animals and not the technology. [000313. His emphasis]

He told me that the company had ethical guidelines on the use of antibiotics and
kutrenere (the electronic cow-trainers which are used to make animals stand in certain
positions and avoid them spreading dung). There was a basic sense in which, he said,
they “said no to using artificial stimulants to increase performance”. The overriding
need was to maintain the cow in its ‘natural’ state of health and wellbeing.

4.3 Retail and supply

The food and beverages sector
The dairy company does not simply exist in relation to inputs from the agricultural
sector, however. Its retail and supply chain end is largely in the food and beverages
sector, the second largest manufacturing sector in Norway (STEP 1995) which in
1992 accounted for more than 18% of manufacturing employment (source:
www.odin.dep.no). Dairy products account for a large percentage of gross production
in this sector (16%, STEP 1995).

The dairy industry was a state-regulated monopoly until the late 1990s. The change
from regulated to de-regulated existence has meant massive challenges to the
company, which used to be sole operator. The need for greater competitiveness has
led to increases in the number and type of products on the market, and Tine Norske
Meierier employees stressed the importance of the current situation. The company has
branched out into fore example supplying orange juice in addition to milk. Other
innovations include children’s yoghurts, ready-made deserts and continental-style
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goats cheese, Their greatest challenger, Synnove Finden, has recently branched out
into the area o f providing matpakke (readymade packed lunches). The discussions that
have arisen around this issue provide insight into appropriate behaviour for food and
dairy companies.

What is a matpakke?
A matpakke usually consists of two or three slices of bread, each eaten individually,
spread with butter or margarine and a single layer of e.g., cheese, liver pate, or salami.
To take it to work or school, each slice of bread is individually covered by a layer of
greaseproof mellomleggspapir (lit. ‘in-between paper’)^^^. After this, the slices are
placed one on top of the other, and the resulting stack of sandwiches is wrapped in
greaseproof paper^^^.

The matpakke is made at home, and is consumed at work, school (there is no tradition
of serving hot food at school in Norway, and all children bring lunch from home) or
on tur (trips, e.g. walks in the forest, skiing trips and so on^^^). Their presence in such
settings is, I suggest, representative of the home, and a child without a matpakke can
be seen as a child with little love’^^. They serve as a linkage between the home and
the outside world, and represent positive aspects of the bearer’s morality’

Adherence to traditional forms of packaging and preparation is important. I was told
of non-native Norwegians who would eat in their offices rather than display their
‘odd’ packed lunches (sushi or pasta, for instance). Similarly the anthropologist Runar

These are small rectangular pieces of paper that you buy in packs of 200. They are usually made of
greaseproof paper though they can also be found made of thin plastic material (I have never seen
anyone use anything but the paper version)
The nationwide ‘matpakke-'week' campaign (sponsored by the Department of Health) can be seen
on http://www.matpakkeuken.no/index.xhtml, a site which also gives instructions on how to wrap the
matpakke (see the top right hand comer of the main page - moving image
Such 'tur’ aie commonly undertaken either in groups, as an outing with work or school or with
family, or individually. They formed a central aspect of the government’s campaign to get the nation
into shape before the winter Olympics in Lillehammer (Skodbo 1995)
“Some parents just don’t care, while others don’t have time for their own children. Instead of
bringing with them a home-made matpakke to school, many children therefore bring insecurity and an
lack of ability to understand what is right and wrong”. Sanner, Conservative party MP, quoted in
Bugge and Doving 2000: 196). Without a matpakke you are unable to act as a moral person.
As such they are extremely intimate substances, that are rarely shared. I, on occasion, with my lack
of understanding, would offer to share matpakke with others if a situation arose where I had food and
they none. Some people would accept and others not, but acceptance was always hesitant, and I always
felt that I had crossed some unspoken boundary.
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Ü0ving (1999) writes of his embarrassment at his mother’s attempts at matpakke. As a
Swedish woman in Norway she got the rules w r o n g a n d his slices were wrapped in
in
cling-film. This resulted^bullying from classmates.

A scientist at Tine Norske Meierier who originally comes from a Latin American
country, and had worked in the Far East as well as in Europe brought the issue of
packaging up with me. When he took his lunch to the canteen with he felt
uncomfortable, and finally understood that the presentation was extremely important.
36. “Why it is so important to have them exactly that way, in the greaseproof paper?” He said
he had tried different wrappings (cling film, aluminium foil) but people were very
uncomfortable about this. “Only the paper was right... They didn’t explicitly say
anything, but I could feel... the way they looked”(John 000418)

The paper appears to act as a physical trace of movement at home'"^^. It shows others
that the bearer’s private practice is similar to their own, and not dangerously other. It
is deeper than simply ‘looking right’; it also reassures onlookers of the moral
sameness of the domestic behaviour of the bearer. As Marianne Gullestad argues
(1992) the domestic is sacred in Norway. The matpakke is a bearer of that sacredness,
and as such truly is ‘humble yet sacred’; it is sacred; like a rosary it coveys the moral
rightness of the bearer^

The lost innocence o f the dairy industry - can a company produce your
matpakke?
The fact that Tine Norske Meierier’s main rival, Synnove Finden, has branched out
into this area is not entirely unproblematic. Can the ‘humble-yet-sacred’ matpakke be
produced for profit?

In Sweden there is a tradition of hot food at lunchtime
Conversations in the lunchroom at Oslo University often centred on the issue of matpakke. One
anthropologist who works with Romany in Norway related how an informant had struggled to make
sense of what to give her child to take to school for lunch. She found that the teacher criticised her
choice of food: buns, readymade pies and so on. However, as soon as she began to wrap the food in
greaseproof paper the criticisms stopped. As long as the form of the food was right, it did not matter
that the substance continued to be much the same (e.g., a couple of sweet buns).
There is an interesting similarity to the Japanese obentos discussed by Allison (1997); Japanese
packed lunches which enrol mother and child in the ideology and culture of Japanese society. One
informant, who was not given the highly stylised obentos that were expected, felt that non-conformity
by her mother meant that her lunch “fed her, but did not keep her culturally or ideologically attached”
(1997: 310).
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Forbruker-rapporten^^^ has investigated the content of ready-made matpakker, baguettes and
sandwiches - food for people in a hurry. Standards of hygiene are unacceptable for many of the
products. Does the rosy-cheeked, ZjMnafZ-wearing''^^ Syimove Finden have dirt under her nails? ...
Is the food that you buy and eat in a hurry prepared and stored in a proper manner? [...] bacteria
were found that are absolutely undesired in food... the owner of these two companies is Synnove
Finden.. .The dairy company that has received sympathy for their brave unhesitating battle against
Tine’s dairy monopoly itself has a monopoly [lit. is sole leader], at least in this test... (Forbmkerrapporten nr 4/2000, 12 April 2000)

There are several aspects that should be highlighted here. 1) Food ‘in a hurry’ is
morally suspect in Norway, on various levels (as Guzman 2000 also highlights) 2)
Such food runs the risk of poor hygiene and bacteria, 3) The innocence of the
Synnove Finden image hides the truth, namely the presence of bacteria. There is a
disparity between the apparently Norwegian (pure, clean) image and the dirt and
bacteria. Compared to Tine Norske Meierier, which is associated with the ‘real’
Norwegian values, the newcomer is suspect and unwelcome.

There is a basic contrast here between Synnove Finden as a modem, foreign-style,
market-led company. The traditional monopoly previously provided by Tine Norske
Meierier is favourable to global-style competition where dirt, immorality and risk are
found to be present. The brand name and image (see Figure 12) which seeks to
communicate traditional Norwegian values, is revealed to be a lie. Or rather, there is a
huge gap revealed between what such a symbol suggests and the practices that it
carries out in private. Synnove Finden is shamming, and the company which would
have us believe that it is fighting the good fight against monopoly position of the old
style Norwegian dairy foods market, is in fact making dirty matpakke^^^.

The ‘Consumer Report’ magazine similar to Which? In the UK
Bunad - a form of national Norwegian dress developed at the height of national romanticism in
Norway, based on traditional clothes. Around 1 in 2 Norwegians are thought to own a bunad, it is
closely associated with Norwegian national identity and is a common view that only a true Norwegian
is able to wear a bunad. In 1999 on the 17th of May there was both great opposition and great support
for Rubina Rana, the first Norwegian with Pakistani origins to lead the 17th of May procession. She
wore the new Oslo bunad that had been designed that year for the 1000 celebrations of the founding of
Oslo. Her right to do so was subject to intense questioning in the media.
The sarcasm of the final sentence says it all - the demand (of modem market conditions, the EEA
agreement, the collapse of trade barriers and protection from foreign competition) for a ‘battle against
monopoly’ is ridiculed, as it leads to a new situation, where bacteria are allowed to pollute Norwegian
food.
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Tine Products: authenticity
Tine Norske Meierier’s presentation of its product range in its downtown offices was
striking in the way it placed tradition at the centre, and modernity and innovation at
the edges:
37. The waiting room display down at the central Tine offices in Gronland. At the centre
stands a very traditional Brunost. Also buttermilk, cream, sour cream, and at the centre a
book called Vàr garnie bondekultur [“Our old farming culture”], and traditional heavy
iron equipment for making Norwegian flatbread^'^’.
38. To each side of the display there are more innovative and ‘exotic’ products. Snofrisk
goat’s cheese (French style rather than the brown caramelly brunost) ready-grated white
cheese, (with exotic-looking dried pasta lying next to it), herb and spice cream cheeses (a
bunch o f garlic bulbs lay next to). Milkshakes, Piano puddings (ready-made puddings
such as chocolate dairy puddings) iced coffee and yoghurts specifically aimed at children
are also placed around the outside. (000506)

The products are associated with peasant culture and values, simplicity and rustic
ness.

A Tine Norske Meierier television advert at the time centred on the ability of brunost
to connect with the very heart of traditional Norwegian-ness. A returning American
emigrant, who left Norway as a young child, arrives (in a highly foreign way) by
helicopter in the midst of the Norwegian countryside. Disrupting the rural idyll he has
come to see his childhood haunts and to visit his old friends or distant kin from who
he has been so far removed. The friends/kin are unable to speak English, and the
visitor cannot speak Norwegian. Silently they eat some brunost together, upon which
the visitor breaks into fluent Norwegian dialect and everyone is happy'"^^.

''‘^The role of traditional farming implements as decorative objects in Norwegian culture more
generally is discussed in Garvey (m.s.). She highlights the importance of function and use in display
and decoration, and links this with key notions of ‘practicality’ in Norwegian culture.
Advertisements are of course indexes; representations that link company and consumer through the
advertising executive and the medium (newspaper, television) used. The prototypical relationship
between imaginary and nostalgic dimensions and projections of the artist (ad. exec.) cannot be taken as
mirroring Norwegian values per se (cf. Lien’s comments 1995 on the role of advertising negotiating
cultural norms in Norway) but rather as an intervention in a field of relations to which recipients
(consumers, company) respond.
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Figure 13 T ine Products
(N ote that the picture m in ors the display case described above, although without the
m atenal artefacts to reinforce the traditional elem ents. Brunost and pultost, the m ost
traditional style ch eeses are in the centre, with the very N orw egian Jarlsberg and
N orvegia ch ee ses at the backs. M ore adventurous products (continental style goat’s
ch eese for exam p le) are in m ore peripheral positions)
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4.3 Tine and Genetic Technology
Supporting genetics?
39. Biotechnology is the basis for dairy companies. We have a relaxed and sensible
relationship to microbiology and technology. (Jane, head of R&D)

Tine Norske Meierier is placed in the breach between new and old; it represents
tradition, continuity, all that is valuable about rural values, and non-capitalist (in the
sense that it is a collective enterprise) ways of production. Their products display a
sense of idyllic unity between farmers, consumers and the market. So bow and why
do such provocative figures as genetic technologies appear? Why is Tine interested in
genetic technologies?

The company as a whole, can be said to be excited about genetic technologies; they
present dairy companies with great potential. For example the company could produce
vegetarian cheese (already on the UK market). Jane, head of R&D, explained that it is
cheaper to produce and doesn’t carry the risk of transmitting diseases. It is made using
genetically modified rennet, rather than the traditional mixture of calves’ stomach
chymosin mixed with pig stomach chymosin. She presented the logical and scientific
arguments in favour of genetic technology in this instance, as well as explaining the
way in which genetic technology made it possible for people to buy a product more in
line with the their individual faith or personal beliefs. She cited religious objections to
pig chymosin, for instance, as well as vegetarian preferences. This was not an area of
company research (such enzymes are available on the global market).

One of the main supporters of genetic technology, mentioned above, was Georg.
Georg was in his fifties, a senior research executive who had also worked abroad in
the US. He himself was just completing a higher degree during the time we had
contact^"^^. He was passionate about the need to pursue research into genetic
technologies in foods in order to maintain the company’s position at home and also
improving their position in relation to international markets.

Georg had worked on bacteriocins, the peptides at the heart of the research being carried out by
Harald and Brian, below.

142

Georg told me about their current research in two areas. The first area was increasing
the efficiency of by-products, producing alginates from whey. Georg explained that
whey consists of sugar and proteins. While 1 kilo of whey can normally produce
around 0.3 kilo alginate, a substance used in the food industry and pulp and paper
industry, their current research aimed to increase the efficiency of their processing
technology so that 1 kilo of whey could produce up to 0.5 kilo alginate (991103).
Genetic technologies were thus a source of potential efficiency. The second area of
research was that mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, namely into the
production of bacteria for cheese production that produce listeria-killing substances.
Such technology could be a source of product improvement, with the company able to
produce cheese that kills its own bacteria.

All the personnel I interviewed in the research and development (R&D) department in
the Oslo headquarters expressed a strong desire to stay up-to-date with genetic
research, despite the disinclination of farmers or consumers for such research to be
implemented. There was a general attitude of good will and sympathy for the need to
‘have’ knowledge about genetic technology at all levels. One scientist, who made it
clear to me at the outset of our interview that he was sceptical about the use of genetic
technology in food production, stressed that the company must continue its research
anyway. “In order to be able to be critical... we haven’t even got time to read, keep up
to date... that’s why it’s important to keep one foot inside research. We are tiny in
comparison to the large corporations. Danone and the others, they will be incredibly
strong if consumers accept genetic technology. Then we’ll sit with our skjegget i
postkassen [lit. “beard in the post-box] (000309)^^^.

On the other hand, genetically technologies, either in the shape of GM bacteria or in
the shape of GM soya or maize in oils or starch supplied from external suppliers,
poses a severe threat to the company’s commercial position. As mentioned above it
was often explained to me that the one thing that Tine Norske Meierier has that the
newer Norwegian dairy companies and foreign competitors such as Danone did not

Company policy is thus not dissimilar to current (2002) government policy on genetics, pursuing
research but not production. However at the time (1999-2000) the company displayed a more emphatic
support for genetic technologies than the government, in that government policy was considered to
encourage research expanding traditional biotechnology and not the engineering of “living organisms”
(pharmaceutical company Research Director 990929). See fieldnote 990929 in Chapter 5 below).
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have was the trust of the Norwegian consumer (Georg 250100). Hilde, head of
marketing, also felt that the most important reason for ensuring that all Tine Norske
Meierier products were GMO-ffee was their pure profile.
40. Tine Norske Meierier’s profile, we’re concerned to ensure a clean [ren, meaning
clear/pure] profile, though we could have gone for it. It’s important to vcere rene pâ det
[lit. to be clean/pure on it, meaning to be honest/upfront] (000506)

Trust was the sole competitive advantage the administrative and research management
could perceive. A listeria-free cheese, produced with the aid of genetic engineering,
would undermine that trust-based relationship, and actual innovation based on this
research would not be logical in terms of the market.

This privileged position of trust is not simply seen as exploitable. All interviewees
recognised its power but also saw it as a true reflection of their role. Thus Georg for
instance feels protective of consumers in relation to advertising. He regards food
marketing that is based on health claims as p ro b lem atic^ b ecau se “it plays on
dissatisfaction with oneself. O f course these products are actually good for you, but
they are sold because people are unhappy with themselves... if you look in the shops
and at the marketing we can see which sex (kjonn) it is that is least satisfied with
themselves”. Georg feels that the relationship between company and consumer should
be based on mutual respect. A model of trust, solidarity and unity thus informs
company decisions despite their support for genetics.

Why research?
The question of what was the point of research and development (R&D) in the
company was brought up by interviewees. Jane, the head of R&D, made it clear that
R&D in general was something that related positively to the relationship between
society, the farmers and the company. Thus her initial comments stress that science
makes food safe, and in fact reflects their position as socially responsible actors.
41. Preparation for all eventualities, ensuring safe food, that’s a large part of R&D. W e’re a
large social actor and have large social responsibilities... have to build up systems to
establish safety...

Research into genetics, however, was more problematic, and her comments consider
the different parties and positions in turn:
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42. the farmers have taken a restrictive line [on genetics]...
43. but experts’ advice is to not be so black and white in your judgement. We need vitenskap
[science]. It will have teething-problems and it has great potential. Meddling with
nature... has unforeseen consequences, we have to sort this out.
44. But it’s stupid to take such a black/white view on it, [the farmers] cut themselves off from
something that is firstly unavoidable and secondly can give us advantage.
45. And there’s a long way to fall [fallhoyden er stor'\ if we claim to be better than everyone
else [i.e. free of anything bad].
46. There is a bit of conflict between pure research-based scientific attitudes and the
company’s political side.

These comments suggest a basic opposition between the farmers and the barsb
realities of the market which may embrace genetic science (§44). She expresses a
basic respect for science, reflected in the following comments on the Norwegian
government:
47. Politically, the Norwegian government has driven straight into the ditch. They passed
laws on the basis of prejudice. As commercial actors, although we can see advantages we
have to follow the consumer line. Our position is defined in relation to laws, opportunities
and consumers...
48. We have to document all our ingredients - suppliers and labelling requirements. W e’re
working intensively to document our own side of things... W o r k in g h a rd to fin d
in g r e d ie n ts to liv e up to th e a g ric u ltu re [farmers]. A lso h a v e r e sp o n sib ility fo r R&D
a n d d e v e lo p e m p lo y e e s/e x p e r ts w h o a re n o t h e d g e d in; g iv e th e m th e c h a n c e to
o p e r a te w ith in th e ir o w n faglig [lit. su b je c t a rea , ‘sp e c ia lis t’] in te g r ity .

49. Researchers are for and against it. Complicates matters a lot. Greatest challenge since the
f i f t i e s - who are we supposed to trust? ... Before, it was as though, ‘Gerhardsen has
spoken! ’ Now everything is uncertain...
50. Legge oss for flat [To lie down too much] is also ethically problematic. If we know better
then it’s not right to reinforce consumer’s prejudices. (001703)

The struggle is (§48) to live up to the farmer’s demands for no GMOs, and
simultaneously to provide a working environment for scientists that is respectful and
allows them scientific integrity. (Scientific) truth has an ethical value in itself and to
go along with consumer fears for the sake of it (§50) would be unethical. The
company has to maintain a balance^

This was in discussion of functional foods, i.e. foods that actively affect your health in some way,
such as margarine that lowers your cholesterol.
She is one o f many to talk about the 1950s and the Gerhardsen government, as the ‘golden age’
where experts were experts... where knowledge was under control?
Just as research should serve the consumers (i.e. safety) rather than the company (efficiency/profit),
it should serve the collective and not the individual scientist. One (foreign) scientist gave me an
example; “He needed a spray dryer. This costs around 500 000 NOK (ca. 40 000 GBP). When they
heard he was getting one the yoghurt department said that they wanted one, and then the cream
department, and other departments wanted one too. He felt that they would never have asked for one if
he hadn’t. Their asking slowed down the decision making process (which was already slow, when he
asked it took the six months to okay it, and had to have everybody’s approval). So they had to have
meetings and meetings to decide what the specifications of the spray dryer should be, so that it would
suit everybody’s needs. And then when they got it, no one but him wants to use it or has any concrete
projects for it.” (000418)
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Another company scientist, John, made the following observations:
51. In Norway, research is a waste of time and money. Big companies, if they experience
problems the first thing they do is cut research. ... but you mustn’t cut research. That’s a
very third-world approach, very Latin America. Leads to dependency ... if you can’t
develop your own technology you’re stuck... technologies made for somewhere else
don’t fit your needs. Need to do your own research.
[...]
52. Here in the company, Georg is having problems with people saying that they don’t want
to spend money on research. Until now they only produce everyday products... but have
to go international. ... Good for specialised products... no barriers. Georg is facing cuts in
the company. It’s a difficult situation with more domestic competition.

Research into new and contentious areas was not an easy route to pursue. Research
that was not directly aimed at consumer need (e.g., health and safety) was
provocative.

Responding to conflict
In relation to the question of genetic engineering the company has to take into account
a large number of other agencies, institutions, and individuals. These include
Consumers
The farmers
Retailers
The Norwegian Research Council (e.g., funding stmctures)
The consumer council
The environmentalists
The media
The biotechnology sector (would-be suppliers of genetic technology solutions)
Domestic and international regulators
Domestic and international clients (food manufacturers, fish industry, animal husbandry etc.)
Domestic and global competitors (the denationalised dairy industry, foreign players such as
Danone)
Domestic and global suppliers (animal feed, suppliers of additives, enzymes and so on)

The company negotiates the conflicts provoked by genetics by adhering to consensus
decision-making processes, much like the government responses in Chapters 2 and 3
above. Thus Jane, who sketched the broad range of influences impacting on their use
of genetic technology above, stressed that Tine is very proud of its “consensus
decision-making” that involves as many of the above as possible. “We have close
dialogue with the Government Food Agency (SNT), and the Consumer council... at
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the last meeting the company suggested that they wanted to bring them in ... to try to
be a little bit searching together. Because it can become too dogmatic; that industry is
seen as the big bad w olf’ she continued.

Similarly the member of the R&D department responsible for risk management
negotiated these two factors: to maintain such trust he drew up possible responses
negotiating this area by concentrating on information, transparency, consensus
approaches and processes. As a scientist he thought that people were irrational in their
fears saying “we think we’re so rational, but 70% of what we think comes from out
emotions”. Nevertheless his strategy is based on providing information: fact sheets
and overviews within the company are combined with the establishment of a new
consumer centre for information. His key focus is on transparency and humility:
53. People are scared. We must have transparency, even though people’s fears may be stupid.
Have to be fere-var. .. to be on your high-horse is idiotic ... the problem is that experts
overkjorer [ride rough-shod]. But they make mistakes... it’s stupid in the long run.

The conflict in his eyes can also be put thus:
54. The dairy industry is carrying out regional policy for the state. On the one hand we’re
pressured by competition, but at the same time we’re carrying out government tasks.

The company is caught between the new market situation and the traditional values it
still embodies, including a social responsibility that it is obliged to continue'

The company nutrionalist organised a seminar on functional foods where expert
knowledge was brought to ‘the people’, the aim of which was to bring people together
in consensus process. The seminar was organised to be inclusive. It began with a talk
by Stine, the Consumer Council specialist on food, who drew attention to consumer
concerns. This was followed by scientific talks on fibre. Omega 3, Probiotic lactic
acid bacteria (‘good’ bacteria), and a talk by a Tine scientist on their research into
whey. The seminar’s final expert was a researcher on consumer affairs, and the day
was rounded o f by a well-known a u t h o r ' T h u s the seminar focused heavily on
consumer needs, the communication of key beneficial scientific ideas, and Norwegian

The company is obliged to buy all milk that its owners supply, at set prices according to the quality
of milk. Its new competitors can buy the milk that they need, and are not obliged to buy extra.
He began, to general laughter, “W e’ve got so fat. How did that happen? ... We weren’t so fine [i.e.
sophisticated, refined] previously, we drank full fat milk and ate sugar... In the old days you worked
until you were 70 and died when you were 67, now you live ‘til you’re 90 and retire when you’re 50.”
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identity (through the literary figure). It crossed boundaries between science and
society, seeking to bring them into contact.

The description so far of the complex and messy world of the dairy company’s
relationship to genetic technology can be illustrated diagrammatically. The following
figure provides an overview to illustrate the technological field of Tine Meierier
explored in the current chapter, expanding on Figure 7 (above). The company is
represented in blue writing, non-company actors in red. Arrows suggest the direction
of actors’ activities. Note that the government and biotechnology sector do not appear
in this figure, but are somewhat in the background; instead their agency is mediated at
the ground level of everyday activity by the scientific community and food regulators
(SNT).

Figure 13 The technological field of Tine Meierier genetic technology
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The circles in the figure represent ‘purgatorial sites’, where the anxieties,
deliberations and ambitions discussed so far are made material, or made evident in
practice, in interaction between actors and domains. Such sites give rise to policies
and guidelines, agreements and modifications that are mentioned above; the seminar
on functional foods, the guidelines on risk management, and so on. These are the
points at which abstract debates and anxieties become embedded in everyday practice
and the material world (cf. Rabinow 1999).

This figure is meant as a guide, a representation, and not as an exact map. It also
indicates further points that are explored in subsequent chapters (Consumer Council
interaction with industry and the production of food regulations (SNT), for instance).
The following section now turns to the domain of the genetic technology represented
on the figure in the left-hand side of the box representing the company, namely the
laboratory. This is a domain that appears to be highly connected to other actors and is
at the heart of some extremely interesting developments in genetic engineering in
Norway. Yet is dominated by a sense of separation, raising interesting questions about
the nature of ‘connectedness’ between domains in the technological field. .

4.5 The Laboratory - A Separate Domain
At the same time as the company deals with external conflicts, internally, there
seemed to be general support for genetic research. Genetic technology itself as
practice is realised through research posts out at the agricultural university. A remnant
of industry-academia co-operation between several large food-sector actors and the
university in the eighties (of which only the dairy company’s positions remained) two
full-time positions at the agricultural university are funded by the company. These
carry out research for the company into genetic engineering technologies. A project
leader (Harald) and one assistant (Brian) were funded. The project leader did a small
amount of supervision in addition to his research, but did not do any teaching
otherwise. They worked in a laboratory at the Agricultural University, alongside
university staff, postdocs and PhD researchers’^^. This must be borne in mind when
approaching the company researchers, as it is central in contextualising the material.

PhD researchers have status similar to staff in Norwegian universities (all disciplines). They are
employed by the universities albeit on temporary contracts, and have the same rights of employment as
all other staff (e.g. sick leave, matemity/patemity and so on).
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Harald and Brian were, as described above, working to establish how certain bacteria
produced listeria-)d\\m% substances, and whether and how the genetic sequence
responsible could be inserted into bacteria used in cheese production. As such they
had a very clear set of scientific aims that were of interest to the science milieu at the
university and also to scientific and commercial circles elsewhere. The research was
part of a collaboration between German, Swedish and Norwegian university milieus
and Tine Norske Meierier. In many respects it could be argued that their research was
of more interest to other scientists than to Tine Norske Meierier and the commercial
milieu, as the Norwegian context of regulation and consumer scepticism practically
guaranteed that the results would never be applied in a (Norwegian) commercial
environment.

Maintaining distance
In their conversations with me Harald and Brian often considered their work to be
separate from the rest of society, and also from the rest of the company, in striking
contrast to the food company researchers at the main R&D headquarters in Oslo. As
we saw, staff at headquarters stressed the continuity between the company, farmers
and consumers. Here, distance and separation were stressed, both from society at large
and from the company itself.

Brian, the junior partner in the team, described the relationship between him and Tine
Norske Meierier as quite distant and inconsequential. “I’m employed by the university
and paid by the research project [that Tine Norske Meierier authored]. Harald [his
boss] is employed by the university and paid by Tine Norske Meierier. But it doesn’t
mean anything in daily life” (000607).

Brian further stated that the reason that he took part in the project was that he was
interested in the basic research itself, which related to his interests so far in his
scientific career. It is the intention that Brian will start a PhD - Harald tells me that he
hope Brian can “take over” the PhD project that he had going previously with a
student who left to go to the states. When I asked him about the term ‘biotechnology’
having ‘commercial’ embedded within it he responds “the only reason I can be
bothered to take part in this [i.e. a commercial project] is that I get to work with the
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basic research that interests me. Though it’s handy to know who’s going to use your
results.” (000607) Brian is enchanted by and desires to work with this particular
technology. He is not interested in a commercial career in the company; rather he is
interested in the technology itself. His relationship with the technology is kept
conceptually separate from the economic realities of who pays his wages.

Brian similarly keeps his family separate from his work, mentioning that they would
find it impossible to understand the work that they were doing in the laboratory. He
stresses the existence of a separateness between knowledge holders and non
knowledge holders:
55. While we are talking he is doing routinised job putting liquids from small plastic test
tubes into another, and loses count and says that maybe shortcuts aren’t the wisest. He has
to start again. And before then he spilled some on the counter ... we talk about regulatory
struggles to mediate between science and the public.
56. He says, “There’s a duty to inform the conscious consumer, but then not all consumers
are very conscious. They kjorer i seg [lit. drive into themselves] things that are a lot more
bloody dangerous... although you can’t judge people for that”
57. I suggest that the situation as become a bit vilt [lit. ‘wild’ or out of hand, referring to the
demands of consumers for information and regulation]. He disagrees, saying that it’s
hardly vilt, that there’s a duty to inform. Maybe the reason I experience the situation as
vilt, he says, is that I ’ve been talking to bureaucrats who suddenly have to do some real
work. “One can’t just presume to be above the existing ethics. This is a folkestyre [lit.
‘rule of the people’, democracy] after all”
58. “It’s difficult to inform the public... like my parents, with my hovedfag [M.Sc./M.Phil.
degree taken before PhD]. They don’t understand what I do” ...

The conceptual separation Brian presents, between scientists (those able to inform,
those who hold the knowledge) and non-scientists (who can be ‘conscious’ or not,
wise or foolish, but who are ultimately the final authority) is characterised by a
relation of duty from knowledge holders to non-knowledge holders. Knowledgeholders, scientists, have a duty to the (unknowing) public. The public, or folket, hold
the final authority in both political and moral terms, and to presume otherwise would
be simply u n e t h i c a l T h i s relationship is thus characterised both by separateness
and duty.

Conceptual separation was matched by separation in daily activities. Everyday contact
with agencies outside of the laboratory was mainly with Tine’s research and
development (R&D) department, academic and industry partners working on the same

His words thus echo the government concerns with ‘ethics’ as a form of ordering relations in the
technological field
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project or other research institutes. Harald has more direct external contact than Brian
does. He has meetings with Tine colleagues and as a more senior person, he has welldeveloped networks of friendship and affiliation^

The company structure serves as a

filter for most other actors, with the research council, government ministries, the
media and others (including anthropologists) all filtered through the R&D department,
marketing, and central administration. Harald and Brian are allowed to pursue the
genetic technology relatively unhindered^

The strong sense of separation was

reinforced physically; the laboratory was in a basement with light coming in through
the windows but with no view out over the countryside. I remarked to Harald how
separate it felt in the lab. His response was to agree emphatically that this was the
case, and to insist, strongly, again that “we really don’t think very much about
genetically modified foods in here” (000608).

Yet it was precisely the outside factors that brought about their isolation.
59. I ask if they are touched by the debate 60. “We are very touched. We are consciously turned towards genetic technology basic
research [as opposed to applied]. It won’t be commercially applied in the foreseeable
future. It’s unthinkable. We haven’t pushed for it either. Those working down in Europe
are in the starting hole. W e’re in a no-m an’s land here (000603) [my emphasis]

The separateness was, as with the biotechnology sector at large, due to the debates
about GM, the fears and the political upset. These debates remained unspoken, while I
was in the lab, yet they were the cause of their isolation in this ‘no-man’s land’.
Ethical debates, political developments, and so on were hardly mentioned. There was
a clear absence of positioning themselves or speaking about the sites of tension and
uncertainty that other agents in the technological field were so active in. There was no
sense of taking part in wider academic debate on these issues; the latest copies of the
Norwegian Research Council’s magazine Forskning lay in the magazine rack - it
discussed government policy on genetics research and was not picked up and

Ex-colleagues and friends work in key organisations like the government food safety agency (SNT).
Even when they engaged directly with other agents from the technological field, for instance R&D
departments within the company, the effect was strangely muted. One day Harald left the university in
order to give a seminar at Tine Norske Meierier offices in another town. On his return he didn’t want to
talk about it. He didn’t want to avoid the subject (he was quite happy to mention it) but seemed to
consider it an event that would hold no interest for me or for the other scientists in the laboratory.
When I asked how it was he described it as greit, which translates roughly as ‘fine’, a non-word, (much
as ‘nice’ is sometimes considered in UK English). They seemed to consider themselves first and
foremost a part of the scientific milieu at the university, and non-laboratory duties such as reporting to
the company or taking part in events that were oriented towards other technological field members
were not seen as interesting for general discussion in the lab.

153

discussed while I was there. Likewise the Simes and Sandberg (1998) report, Ethical,
Legal and Social Aspects o f Biotechnology that I discovered in the periodicals shelf
seemed to remain untouched.

In general both Harald and Brian and the other scientists at the laboratory talked little
about external events. Conversations about work subjects were also limited; people
might describe briefly what they were actually working on but would never touch on
what I had so far perceived as linkages with other actors. There were no discussions
of the politics of research, as there was at the University of Oslo lunchrooms. Nor
were there conversations about general controversies or debates surrounding genetic
research, as there might be at the Consumer Council. No one discussed, for example,
the latest Tine Norske Meierier seminar on functional foods, or the latest strategy of
the Trade Association in getting support for modem biotechnology (as the
entrepreneurial biotechnology actors did). Instead lunchtime conversation, as people
ate their matpakker together in the break room, revolved around non-work related
topics such football and fishing. Such subjects are suggestive of core Norwegian
values embedded in sport (cf. e.g. Rudie 1994) and nature (cf. Witoszek 1998,
Gullestad 1992 Ch. 9).

I was surprised at this separateness on two counts; firstly I had, in preparation for the
field, been prepared to encounter an interconnection between scientific ‘citadels’ and
the rest of society (Martin 1998, Franklin 1995). 1 had (perhaps naively) imagined a
greater sense of continuity between what 1 had identified earlier in fieldwork as
Norwegian-ness and Norwegian debates, concerns and institutions and the daily
practice in the lab. Yet the laboratory was the only fieldwork location that 1 visited
where 1 found a sense of unconcerned disconnection and non-participation. Even
amongst biotechnology sector entrepreneurs, at the University of Oslo, the Consumer
Council and the company headquarters, the environmental organisation and so on,
informants were all engaged with the technological field at large and the points of
tension and meaning making that arose between agents.

Even more striking than their lack of rhetorical or discursive engagement with the
sites of concern that arise between agents and institutions, was the way in which they
declined to take part in practices that are common to most Norwegian places of work.
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One example of avoidance of such practice particularly reinforced the impression that
the scientists sought to separate themselves from the collective social identity
processes evident elsewhere. During my fieldwork at the laboratory the annual
national ‘cycle to work scheme’ ran from the 22"^ of May to the 16* of June. Every
year, hundreds of private companies and public sector organisations in Norway keep
track (through individual voluntary acts of record-keeping on shared forms, one for
each workplace, pinned up in a prominent place) of how many employees cycle to
work in that period. The scheme serves as a kind of contract or partnership between
state, citizen and commerce in order to encourage healthy living, of which there are
many other examples in Norway’

Whilst not all the participants in the technological

field took part, at other academic locations (e.g., the University of Oslo) the list of
names was long and people signed up each time they cycled’^’. At the laboratory,
however, no one signed up, despite the fact that many of them cycled every day and
despite the fact that the form was prominently displayed on the fridge. It seemed that
an act of recording ‘healthy living’, which in other contexts was seen as entirely
unproblematic and in fact attractive, was not possible there. The laboratory scientists
did not want to or feel able to engage in this kind of contract between state, society
and workplace.

Such acts of separation and difference are ultimately vehemently ‘un-Norwegian’ as
expressed in the saying Det er bedre à vœre uenige sammen enn à ha rett alene (it is
better to disagree together than to be right alone). As with the government use offarevar, it is morally right to take part in processes of debate, whether or not agreement is
ever reached.

Personal relations: excitement, individual skill, dedication
What are the implications o f this separation for Harald and Brian? What are Harald
and Brian’s relations with the technology, in their isolated position in the lab? The
most powerful impression given by the scientists in their daily interaction with the

There is a strong tradition of state-sponsored health campaigns, mediated through employers.
Elsewhere I have considered the national ‘People in shape for the Olympics’ campaign (Skodbo 1995)
which was equally popular, and also strongly mediated by the state.
The University of Oslo came 10^ in its size category; of 2625 employees 526 signed up, managing
between them 6102 cycling days. It would be interesting to establish which institutes and departments
took part and which did not.
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genetic technologies was that of a passionate and enchanted relationship. At our initial
meeting Harald displayed a strong sense of fascination and excitement; with a degree
of self-consciousness he told me in our first interview “it’s exciting; it’s at the limits
of what’s possible” (000605). In another early conversation, this time with both
Harald and Brian, again Harald said that he felt that

and genetic engineering

are magical, that they are creating new life. His explicit reference to the creation or
alteration of life was said with an ironic smile, and Brian laughed. There was unstated
agreement that we knew that it’s silly to talk about science as magical but
nevertheless there was something special going on.

Brian often indicated that Harald has a special relationship with his work which is
based on intuitive understanding and insight. His seniority, his longer experience and
interaction with the technology, make him sensitive to the material. He can read the
gels intuitively, and understands what is happening in what is basically invisible to the
human eye through having a feeling for what is going on.

Harald, like others in the lab, was sole author of his experiments. Despite working as
a team Harald and Brian do not carry out the same experiments; instead they work on
separate aspects of the same project. Thus when Harald went away for a couple of
days he had to postpone his experiments, and he did not ask Brian to carry out
anything in preparation for his return. The individual as sole author of their work was
brought home to me when we went to check out a particular computer programme in
another room. I wrote:
61. Someone passes us from the other department and asks if it’s Harald and Brian’s heat
cabinet that is sounding its timer. Brian goes to check but it’s not. Before he checks
Harald says probably its Michael’s. There is no move to tell him and we carry on with
what we are doing. Me: They are not responsible for others experiments or stopwatches like earlier when at the bench Brian’s stopwatch goes off while he was out of the room
and no one tells him. (000608)

Similarly the outcome of the experiment is absolutely dependent on the individual
scientist’s ability to perform the experiment properly. Thus when looking at a slide
where an experiment had failed, I asked Harald if that was the one from his
experiment. It was, he says, “a total failure. I have to go right back to the beginning

The process by which sections of genetic material can be easily replicated and large quantities of
identical sequence can be obtained for use in the laboratory.
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and start again”. “You have to do the whole thing over again?” I asked. He grins. “I
have to do it properlÿ\

While Harald is the skilled individual, with a flair for his work, Brian describes his
own working practices in terms of handicraft. He - Brian - is “more empirical” he
says, less intuitive and insightful. At one point I was talking to Brian about two main
tasks that he had to perform:
62. Firstly to empirically test out the conditions for bacterial growth - oxygen or not, type and
strength of food, cell density and so on. And to find plasmids that can be used in possible
later genetic engineering, for inserting gene into other bacteria.
63. “I started at one end. 16 different ones, I couldn’t find it so I start at the other end. It’s
handcraft. Empirical. I ’m not sure that Harald thinks in this way. He thinks more
intuitively. On the basis of his experience, he can see where the problem lies.”

Harald describes his own relationship with the bacteria and their genes in terms that
are similarly ‘special’ and not based on empirical terms. When we are examining a
slide of a gel that he has done to find a genetic sequence:
64. Harald says “with a bit offantasV' [imagination"^^], he laughs, that he could maybe
discern a line further up near 4 K, we couldn’t really see anything, as dark blotches had
appeared in the relevant area. (000605)

But his relationship with the genes was also characterised by the empirical handcraft
Brian describes.
65. Harald has centrifuged the DNA. We talk while he adds chemicals and water in order to
complete the next stage of the experiment
66. “DNA is invisible ...” he says
67. “Everything here seems invisible” I add
68. “I hope it’s in here,” he says.
69. He puts water in the wrong tube.
70. “Damn” he is clearly frustrated. Laughs. “You don’t need to write that in your notes...”
71. He realised his mistake when he noticed that there was too much liquid in his test tube. I
said that he had just put water in it, when he meant to put the water into another tube in
order to dilute one of the compounds. Some things are visible, after all.
72. “You work with invisible things, there are so many steps. And then when you mn the gel,
that’s the lyspunktet [highpoint, lit. light-point], and then you see nothing and then you
know it’s gone wrong... you’re working blind”. (000608)

If Harald had to redo an experiment after running a gel and seeing from the slide that
there was a failure he said things like “I have to go into the thinking box”. There was

The word fantasi means both imagination and fantasy in Norwegian, and there is a sense in which
the two are not that far apart.
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a strong sense of the knowledge and know-how being embodied in him and his
relationship with his knowledge and his work.

While Brian had laughed at Harald’s use of the word magical, Brian’s understanding
of the bacteria and their agencies was not entirely anti-magical or ‘rational’ either.
While I was there he was working to establish the best growing conditions for a set of
bacteria. He tells me
73. “It’s unscientific to say that they learn” (he laughs)... he talks about bacteria growth, that
they get better at growing. “Once they have grown once, if they then put bacteria into
fresh test tube with exactly the same conditions, they grow better. You get the optical
density [showing growth rate] faster.”
74. ... “So if you lærer opp [teach] the bacteria and then clone it... (laughs) well, that’s what
bacteria do isn’t it, reproduce themselves.”

Later he adds:
75. “Usually you say that bacteria learn quickly”

There’s a sense of doing things ‘right’ in order to obtain the right results but also of
giving and cultivating something special; a special relationship encourages the right
sort of result. This is a relationship that marks them off from others; they are different.
Thus Harald often remarks that people in the lab have funny working hours, that they
come in at all times of day or night to start the experiments, and he in particular
comes in on a Sunday night when it’s practically guaranteed that the equipment is free
(i.e. he is particularly dedicated, even more so than the other scientists).
76. When me and Harald were going to pick up the experiment a girl passed with tray, Harald
takes it and holds it up to the light and so on. Tells her she’ll have to shake it more, asks
her how it’s falling she says well but not finished. Tells him she came in last night 11.30
to do it. He smiles and says ‘that was smart’.

Hierarchy and Norwegian-ness
The scientists in the lab are marked by separation and by difference as a result of their
relationship with the technology. Another marker of difference, namely hierarchy,
became evident during my stay. Brian insisted to me that in Norway there was little
respect for teachers. He related a story that positioned the academic hierarchy as
secondary to the ability to drink, have the gift of the gab, and have a good time:
77. A friend of his drops by, someone who he studied with at hovedfag level. They chat about
football, then relate to each other a story that they both know aheady and find tunny,
about a friend of theirs who went to his hovedfag viva with a bottle of whisky which he
set down on the table in front of the examiner. The examiner and the external censor sit
and drink and the friend talked about his work. By the end the bottle is empty and he gets
a good grade. (000605)
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Yet when Brian talked about his work, and his relationship with both Harald and the
bacteria itself, he used hierarchical metaphors. For instance he told me that the
bacteria learn to grow better (above), they reach their optical density faster after being
trained by Brian. He is thus the teacher to the bacteria, who are in a pupil relation to
him. Similarly Harald is senior, privileged and related to as senior, despite Brian’s
insistence that hierarchies don’t really matter in Norway.

An extract from my fieldnotes illustrates the way that practices contradict the
discourses of equality. Harald has just returned after a couple of days away travelling.
He asks Brian about the results of an experiment he was supposed to do while Harald
was away:
78. H- didn’t you get a result?
B- No. [...] I’ll show you the picture [slide of gel showing genetic sequences]
H-1 believe you if you say that you didn’t
B- (gets the pictures anyway)
H looks at them and says he sees something around 500 on the second one from the left
B says he doesn’t see anything
H smiles.
[I think: This is H seeing something ‘intuitively’.]

79. B then moans about the quality of the computer hardware. [For taking pictures of the
sequences]
H jokes - don’t say that, you’re looking at the guy who’s responsible
B asks about the software
Harald says something I don’t catch, “but don’t adjust it, then you get Polish telly”.
Laughs. “No, lots of people do, there’s been lots of problems with it”
B that’s strange, there shouldn’t be, once you’ve set it properly
H mmm. I’m about to do a gel now so I’ll show you.
B mmm
H exits
B looks at picture in folder where H had seen something. Shakes his head.
[...]

80. Brian talks about football with me. Weighing me up, as an Arsenal supporter. He’s got
respect for them as individual players but thinks they lack commitment. He goes on about
how Man U are so committed that they give everything to each game; even against
Watford.
81. Harald intermpts brusque-ish but not unfriendly to show him software. B gets up straight
away (mid-sentence) I follow. The software package takes picture of the gel/slide thing
and then turns it into a .bmp file. But it doesn’t do what Brian wants it to do, namely take
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several pictures 0.1 sec 0.2 sec and so on and transpose them onto each other so you get a
stronger image.
82. So B goes “I think you’re misunderstanding me” and explains. H says “No that’s not
possible with this software”, explains that “in the old days” when he bought it that cost
lots although now you can get it for about 10 000 krone. B says doesn’t cost that much.

This conversation and sequence of events shows that hierarchies are practised but not
articulated. What is articulated is equality; Harald, the senior partner says “I believe
you if you say so”. Similarly he appears willing to accept Brian’s criticism of his
choice of computer hardware. However, not articulated but shown in their practice is
the underlying hierarchy (based on knowledge and experience). Thus Harald says he
believes him if he says so, but Brian jumps up and finds the proof anyway. Similarly
Brian can question Harald’s choice of computer hardware, but has to get up the
moment he is called to the computer.

In another conversation with Brian:
83. I talked about selling my flat in Oslo, having children, becoming ‘English’'^"*. He asks me
about the class system, whether it’s as extreme as they present it (there had been
programmes on TV lately about the private school system) I say yes but that maybe it’s
not that different here.
84. He says, “We have hierarchy in Norway too, just not so much. We don’t have to act
mega-impressed by Johnson [another high-ranking scientist at the lab] and Harald but
they’re the ones who run things.”

Thus despite ‘acting and talking equal’, hierarchies still exist. There is a tension
between making things appear equal and the practice of actual difference.

‘Siberia \ articulating hierarchy?
James is a post-doctoral researcher and member of teaching staff in the department,
yet he did not share the main laboratory with the others. As he introduced me to James
Harald told me that I must interview him, but that James has been sent to Siberia.
They both laughed and I tried a quizzical smile. This was obviously a standing joke,
and I was to hear it repeated several times that first day. It was considered to be fairly
self-explanatory, it was always accompanied by laughter, and no one felt that it was
necessary to spell it out for me. Later James led me to his lab, which was located a
short walk away down two corridors. He welcomed me to Siberia, which consisted of
a couple of lab benches and three of his students. “Siberia?” I asked; he needed more
space, he explained, and this is where they had found it for him.

I am ‘second generation’ immigrant to the UK from Norway
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James told me about his experiences in Canada where he had worked for two years as
a postgraduate researcher, and told me how he had been particularly struck by the way
that in Canada the professor ‘owned’ the laboratory and James felt himself to be little
more than a ‘slave’. He found the hierarchical system difficult.
85. [The lab here in Norway] is one of the most productive. Here I have a lot of freedom... in
Canada I was a slave... his word was law. I quarrelled a fair b i t ... they gave me moody
references. But in terms of research it was very good. Good standards. But here in
Norway there are two sides... there’s a lot of opportunity for development... over there,
in Canada, people are supervised much more closely... here people do what they want,
whilst over there they are more directed [in the sense of being told what to do] ... there’s
more democracy here ... in Canada people say “this is my lab”, you don’t say that here in
Norway.

Status, the difference in Norway and Canada, as experienced by senior and junior
staff, was explicitly touched on by James more than by anyone else in the lab so far.
He explained to me that it was far better here in Norway, where there were no
hierarchies to control research or people. But the Siberia joke led me to detect other
levels to this story’

Some days later I asked Brian what the Siberia joke was about. “Is James’s lab called
Siberia because it’s far away and cold?” I said. “No, you can’t find a cold place
anywhere in this building,” he paused. “It’s just that James wanted more space and
there wasn’t enough space in here so he was given his own lab out there” he paused
again. “If I knew you were going to ask that I would have thought up a crazy
explanation,” he added.

I found his explanation surprising enough. Siberia has the same connotations in
Norway as in UK English. What he was describing was a situation where a scientist
who demands more space (perhaps upping the stakes in terms of (hidden)
hierarchies?) is given it but at the cost of subsequently being ‘sent to Siberia’. The
new lab is in effect James’ own lab. It is referred to as James’ lab, despite the fact that

I experienced an awkward moment when Harald came in to fetch me to see the results from one of
the experiments he had been showing me, as I was talking to James. “I’ll just borrow her for a few
minutes” Harald said. James simply waved me off and said, “fine”. However I felt that James was
slightly uncomfortable with being intermpted in this way. When I returned after five minutes James
was too busy to speak to me and said that it would be best if I came back later.
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James had told me “we don’t say so-and-so’s lab in Norway”. Here again we find the
recurring opposition between inclusion and sameness, and hierarchy and exclusion.

Genetic linkages
The insistence on equality and sameness, and the adherence to anti-hierarchy in the
laboratory presents a major link between the ideas and values underpinning social
relations in Norway more widely, the company at large and the laboratory itself. The
government, for example, adheres to fore-var and consensus processes when
governing genetics. The company itself does likewise, in accordance with values of
equality, collective good, and humility. Throughout interviews with company staff,
humility, collective riQeds, fore-var and the dangers of pride were returned to. In the
laboratory the conflict between knowledge (hierarchy) and equality is more acute, and
the result is isolation and separation.

The company as a whole, positioned as a union between market and society,
regulators and consumers, maintains a collective identity with Norwegian society and
state. It and its products represent farmers and consumers; its needs are the needs of
the people. In maintaining that position the company has to deal with the conflict
between the demands of the new technology and international context on the one hand
and the Norwegian context on the other. Traditional processes of decision-making
focus on consensus and value the collective; thus farmers decide through their system
of one farmer on vote, and the company would “never implement it against their
will”. On the other hand the emerging European market, the potential competition
from eastern Europe, and the integration of Norwegian dairy into international and
domestic markets that are unprotected and de-regulated, all entail adherence to and
desire for hierarchical models of expertise on the other.

However this is a difficult balance, managed by concealing genetic technology deep
within the company. Their research is separated and not paraded to the public. It was
not presented at the Functional Food Seminar, and it is not the subject of press
releases. The scientists in the laboratory themselves also maintain a sense of
separateness from the rest of the company and society, black-boxing their scientific
activity while also displaying strong adherence to the anti-hierarchical values that
characterised much of the technological field.
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4.6 Gellian figures

At this point I want to return to the issue of Gell’s approach to ‘unpack’ the agency
embedded in the technological index that we have considered here. The first figure
below (Figure 14) illustrates the sets of relationships encouraging the development of
the genetic technology initially, or close to home in the laboratory. The second figure
(Figure 15) illustrates how the same technology becomes a ‘shelved’ product, a
product that remains at the stage of research and development. Both use the type of
terminology suggested by my earlier discussion of Gell in order to make clear the
relationships that are embedded within the technologies that are emergent.

Figure 14 Selection o f relations em bedded within the genetic technology
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The figures are read from bottom to top; each set of interactions leading on to and
embedded within the next. They show how the technological indexes combine the
actions of both its designers and users, as e.g., Latour’s Berlin key does. More than
that however the indexes also embody or contain within them the sets of relations
conditioning their design and use in a wider sense. In addition, they show the
individual sets of relations that are contained^

thus opening for analysis these

relationships that are largely bracketed off under rubrics such as ‘economic pressure’
‘political interference’ ‘cultural fears’ ‘technical feasibility’.

Figure 14 approaches a number of the sets of relationships that engender the
technology’s emergence, while Figure 15 shows a number of other relationships
involved and how the index acts on others around it. Neither of the diagrams is
exhaustive; they simply illustrate how seemingly dichotomous aspects of technology
(its human creation and its mechanical effect) are aspects of its relationality, and that
this is something that is empirically approachable.

Thus, reading from bottom left to top. Figure 14 shows how the genetic technology
emerges in part as a result of the influence and interaction between multiple agents.
Initially two sets of relations influence the food company. One is their interaction with
a group of other food companies abroad, and the associated international research
community (Recipient 1). The second relationship is the historical relationship
between the Norwegian Research Council (Recipient 2) and the food company; as one
of eight Norwegian food manufacturers enrolled into a scheme o f funding research at
the universities, the company has a tradition of participating in this kind of basic
research. These two sets of relations were important (though not exclusively) in
influencing the food company to continue funding the two full time scientists at the
laboratories of the agricultural university and approving their research into the
potential for genetically modifying propionic acid bacteria to take advantage of their
bacteriocins. Existing enrolment in research and the international research community
enables and encourages pursuit of the genetic technology. Further, the two scientists
(Artist 1) engage with the technology and perfect it. As its use is unlikely (see Figure
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In the sense of Strathem’s ‘partible’ or ‘distributable’ person (1988)
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15), the perfectibility is aimed towards inclusion in the scientific community which
encourages its emergence (Recipient 5).

The propionic acid bacteria is genetically modified (index 1) and is further
transformed into an element of the international body of scientific knowledge
controlled by the international research community and dependent on approval by
international anonymous referees. The genetic technology is thus an index existing in
the laboratory as well as being represented at other localities further afield (as papers
on desks at the offices of journals, being read on the tube home by reviewers, as
inspiration to audience members at international conferences). Both in represented
form, as an idea, as a ‘prototype’, as an actual index in the laboratory, and as a form
of knowledge in journals, it exerts agency. All these sets of relationships are
contained within the index 2 P at the top of the diagram.

In Figure 15 we see that the decision of the company director (Recipient 5) to ban the
commercialisation of the genetic technology that the lab is developing (Index 4)
results in Index 5 the suppressed or shelved product. This product or technology
contains within it the entire array of other relationships described in the diagram.
Again, from the bottom left, the impact of farmers on the company (as owners) can be
traced.

Simultaneously

the

fear

inspired

amongst

consumers

by

the

idea/representation of dangerous genetics (Index 1) constrains regulators who in turn
make it difficult for the company to commercialise any product. The enchantment of
the laboratory scientist by the technology (Prototype 3) is embedded in Index 4, which
is also the index of Figure 14. Yet the final Index 5 (the banned product) contains
within it not only the enchantment of the inventors, but the fear and loathing of the
other recipients. These are all elements that are contained within this final relation at
the top of the diagram, where the product is shelved.

These figures are not exhaustive. The aim of the thesis is not to produce figures which
correspond to activities in the field, an undertaking which I think would be as foolish
as it is impossible. The purpose is instead to illustrate the conceptual relations
between terms that form the theoretical underpinning of my approach. As such they
are purely illustrative and too ‘perfect’; reality is far messier than even these messy
figures indicate.
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At the level of everyday lived experience in the laboratory we found that the genetic
technology aligns its users in semi-concealed hierarchical relationships based on
possession or embodiment of knowledge. The genetic technology is a form of
embodied knowledge and technique that teaches the bacteria at the hands of Brian and
Harald. It connects its bearers to international bodies of scientific knowledge
production and assessment (international journals, research collaboration and funding
structures). At the same time those connections are understated and a variety of
strategies are in place to compensate, stressing local values and separating the genetic
technology from the company, the society, and the market.

As we saw in previous chapters the conflict between the biotechnology industry and
government expressed itself in an avoidance of the possibility of change; both
struggled with a desire to maintain a traditional sense of identity and u n i t y T h e
dairy company in contrast, faced with the economic threat of possible foreign
competition (e.g., Danone, already and the possible future change in EU structure, as
suggested by Georg’s reference to Poland as a possible source of all dairy in the
future), attempted to straddle the two worlds through a policy of pursuing research
into genetics while keeping it hidden from view. Balancing ‘global’ and ‘traditional’
is not easy, and the disruptive agency of the genetic technology is hidden through
displays of strong Norwegian moral values such as equality, consensus and anti
hierarchy. These were visible at both the meso-level, i.e. in institutional practice as
well as at the micro-level of the laboratory.

Thus the chapters so far have presented material on actors and institutions in the
technological field that are closely associated with traditional values, forms of
governance and the negotiation of genetic technology as a knowledge borne into new
realms. The following three chapters examine areas of the technological field that are
perhaps less characterised by a stress on continuity and adherence to traditional values
(institutions/actors outlined in bold in the figure below). Actors and institutions in

For the government traditional unity legitimises their role (and is expressed in the notion of
collective government as evidenced in fere-var principle and the rejection of expertise). Industry on the
other hand seems too afraid to tackle head-on the desire that they feel to challenge traditional ways. In
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other parts of the technological field, who also interact with genetic technologies in
their everyday lives, display different relationships to the technology. The following
chapters aim to illustrate the way in which genetic technology and the disruption it
bring are being met by new forms and new meanings, and how genetic technology is
also associated with new types of relationship between self, state and future. The
‘agency’ of the genetic technology is different in different contexts.

addition, they expressed strong desires to be included in the realm of unity as it stands; folk music and
all. There was a sense of impasse and paralysis.

Figure 16 The technological field; innovative actors
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5. CHANGING RELATIONS BETWEEN CONSUMERS, KNOWLEDGE AND
GOVERNMENT

The current chapter examines the understandings surrounding genetic technology and
employs a three-level approach to explore the changing notions of consumer, state
and industry relations and how these relate to institutional practices and product
innovations. I draw on a number of interviews with regulatory, industry and science
milieu actors in order to look at narratives of experiences within the institutions.
Secondly, such narratives are related to institutional behaviour at the meso-level.
Finally,

the

tensions

and

changes

in

relations

within

and

between

consumers/state/industry are made concrete in the products of the institutions
examined (here, manufacturers, research institutes and regulators respectively).

5.1 ‘Consumers,’ not ‘the public*

Actors in the biotechnology industry, as we saw in Chapters 2 and 3, displayed a
broad tendency to scoff at the fears of the general public. As informants said,
biotechnologists feel that they live in a country of “four million idiots”. However,
there is a distinction that must be made here, analytically as well as in relation to the
data, between ‘the public’ and ‘the consumers’. The ‘public’ as discussed in previous
chapters is an imagined entity that represents the ‘other’ in a fairly vague way as
‘people out there’. As such, the role it plays in the technological field is diffuse and
difficult to pin down. Interviewees were never sure whether the ‘public’ made their
life difficult because of the media or through the media. Similarly they were not sure
whether it was ‘the public’ that influenced politicians, or politicians that were scared
of a perceived (imagined?) ‘hysteria’ amongst ‘the public’. There was a mishmash of
agency, and it was hard for biotechnology sector actors to pin down the source of their
difficulties.

The biotechnology sector’s response to the situation demonstrated that, for them, the
‘national’ sense o f legitimacy, processes of power and governance forged since the
1930s were no longer operable. The unity between ‘public’, state and market had
broken down and their shared interests dissipated. Biotechnologists were frustrated at
the difficulty they had in identifying what they could do to change the situation. Their
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ambivalence was expressed in two ways. The dominant response, and that most often
expressed at the personal level, was to seek a return to traditional unity. This was
apparent in their attempt to identify themselves with the traditional unity of public,
state and market (the ‘we’ of Norwegian sociality). A shared understanding of
‘groupness’ (cf. Brubaker and Cooper 2000: 19), consisting of autonomous
individuals who are strongly bound to the national eollectivity through adherence to
and displays of values of equality as sameness (cf. Gullestad 1992, Lien et al 2001,
Garvey n.d., Vike 1997, m.s.) has characterised informants’ accounts.

For example through their appeal to shared heritage of imagery and symbolism,
appeals to imagery of capitalism as well as their appeals to ‘farmer’s sense’ or
bondevett and their insistence on the need for industry to generate income for the
nation as manufacturing industry ‘had always done’. Similarly they also sought to
reconcile their self-understanding away from ‘global biotechnologists’ and towards
simple (traditional) ‘Norwegian entrepreneurs’, to enable their inclusion in the moral
sphere traditionally occupied by the ‘public’ the state and the market, and from which
they felt excluded. On the other hand (Chapter 2) biotechnology companies such as
Norferm/Biosentrum and their allies sought to include their genetic technologies on
their own terms; they sought legal inclusion for new ‘global’ ways of doing things.
This was unworkable, and led to frustration and anger. Dedieated biotechnologists
then, operate towards a diffuse ‘public’ that is seen to irrationally fear and hate
biotechnology, thus ensuring its exclusion from the traditional unity experienced by
industry in times gone by, between state, industry (market) and ‘public’. The ‘public’
are both feared and longed for.

However, in Chapter 4 we saw a ‘consumer’ emerging, alongside the more general
‘public’, as a foil for the food industry’s strategic planning. This ‘consumer’ has a
complex but more clearly defined agency than ‘the public’. The ‘consumer’ is directly
linked to Tine’s company strategy, to decisions made about R&D, and product
development. Yet how is the ‘consumer’ not ‘the public’? And why is this shift
important in terms of changing notions of Norwegian unity or ‘w e’ ness? How does it
reflect changing understandings of the traditional way of doing things? What can we
learn from this shift, in terms of ascertaining whether there is some disruption of the
dominant ideal of unity between the state and its subjects that is brought about by
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and/or highlighted by genetic engineering technologies (and the changing position of
manufacturing industries in general)?

Consumers and the splitting ’we ’ - the implications fo r government and expertise
The following chapter presents interviews with actors in manufacturing, research and
food regulation. These are domains of activity that are directly influenced by
government, biotechnology industry and international markets, but are more directly
embedded in the everyday interaction with genetic technology working life. The way
in which genetic technology is seen to affect notions of shared identity are explored,
in relation to emerging models of consumer identity.

The chapter first outlines two emergent and disruptive understandings of ‘consumers’
as a group in relation to genetic technology in food production, leaving aside for now
the category o f ‘the public’, that was discussed in earlier chapters. The first
‘consumer’ is experienced as an unavoidable final destination for products, but has no
particular rights or responsibilities associated with that role. In fact, the ‘consumer’ in
this view is a (properly) disempowered consumer, whose ‘right’ is to be safeguarded
by government regulation and intervention in the market. In this view, regulation of
food producers by the government takes place in order to safeguard the unknowing
consumer and should be based on power’s privileged access to knowledge;
government is legitimised through its custody of knowledge (in a Foucauldian sense).
The role of expert knowledge is vital, and the basis of institutional interaction and
industry activity is a dualistic split between experts and lay, their roles defined in
relation to access to such knowledge.

An important point is thus that such an understanding of consumers is one that splits
‘consumer’ from other social roles that s/he might have. ‘Consumer’ is here limited to
act of purchase and consumption in a ‘market’ sphere that is autonomous from the rest
of society. In an act mediated by money the consumer is cut off from other social
r o l e s I n this view, the consumer is defined in relation to a model that posits a split

I.e., it is a commercial transaction and not a gift exchange; a distinction that lies at the heart of
anthropological studies of other cultures and which has come under the spotlight in recent years (see
e.g. Strathem 1988, Parry and Bloch 1989 Carrier 1997, Carrier and Miller 1999, Lien 1999). The
tendency for anthropology to assume the universal legitimacy of this distinction has been questioned
for non-western societies (e.g. Strathem 1988) but it is also a question whether this opposition is the
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or opposition relationship between market on the one hand and social and cultural
spheres or forces on the other. S/he exists in

the marketsphere, for it is only in

relation to the market that s/he is called into being.

This is an understanding of market capitalism and its attendant relations that has much
in common with dominant western economic traditions (e.g., the neo-classical and
post-Fordist theories of production which have largely dominated policy-making in
UK, US and EU). It thus operates at both the analytical level and at the level of the
data. I call this understanding of the consumer the market-consumer.

The second understanding of the consumer that emerges in the Norwegian field is one
that has much

in

common with recent

European (andAnglo-American)

understandings. This ‘consumer’ is associatedwith a reification of consumers as a
group in society, with rights and responsibilities. They have appeared in recent
decades as an empowered group represented by ‘watchdogs’ and consumer affairs
organisations at national and international l e v e l S u c h organisations have become a
port of call for government consultative processes and are extremely influential at
national and international level in most European countries (Burgess 2001).

Culturally, this consumer is not predicated on a conceptual split between market and
society. In this second view of consumers, once a member of the public is defined as a
‘consumer’, s/he is redefined in relation to rights and responsibilities that include
participation, education, reflexive decision-making, and positioning in relation to a
wide range of ethical and nutritional issues (see Chapter 6 below for explication of
this view in the field). This understanding of the consumer closely allies the
‘consumer’ with the ‘citizen’, in that it defines the terms of their engagement with
society as a whole, and not simply the part of them which is associated with a trip to
the shops for dinner. The mutually constitutive effects of ‘society’ and ‘market’ are

most important distinction for understanding everyday practice. As discussed in Chapter 3 in relation to
the biotechnology sector, the economic domain is in Norway in many important regards conflated with
the social, and is dominated by many of the same values. Attempts to split these domains reflect
conceptual splits in informants.
Thus in Norway by the Forbrukerrâdet, in the UK by Consumer Council, National Consumer
Council and so on (see Burgess 2001). At the international level organisations like Consumers
International are extremely influential in terms of European legislative processes, as well as being a
main source of contact for Norwegian Consumer representatives.
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prominent motifs in this view. I suggest that this ‘consumer’ is best termed
‘consumer-citizen’ and is culturally linked to late modem projects of redefining
selfhood in relation to the ability, right and responsibility to choose^^^.)

Regulation of the market in this view is seen as something that is carried out by the
state on behalf of the people, all of whom are consumer-citizens. Regulation should
involve extensive consultation with consumers, in order to be as democratic as
possible. In this view, the consumer is a whole person, indistinguishable from the
market event. All citizens (or subjects) are consumers of goods and services. This,
relatively recent, understanding of ‘consumer’ citizenship is associated with recent
attempts (since the 1980s) to legitimise governance practices in the European and UK
contexts (Burgess 2001). There are extremely interesting questions here about how
the ‘consumer’ differs from traditional ‘citizens’, especially in relation to practices of
governance and democracy. Whether it is useful or legitimate to focus on consumers
as subjects of power rather than citizens is questioned by informants in the field as
well as scholars (Burgess 2001, Sirgy and Su 2000, Holeman 1999). Empowerment of
citizens in the form of consumers is one more form of government, and holds within it
the possibilities of freedom and domination (cf. Cruikshanks 1999). As Burgess
points out in relation to consumers as a group, their empowerment is also an aspect of
strengthening contemporary forms of government. The forms that this takes in the
Norwegian case emerge more strongly in Chapters 6 and 7.

5.2 A regulatory view: negotiating a failing relationship.

Everyday market regulation o f GM foods
Regulation of GM foods and ingredients, and GM production processes, is an
extremely complex field. Foods are either regulated at ministerial level (if they are
Novel Foods:
a) Foods and ingredients that consist of or contain genetically modified organisms (i.e.
genetically modified, living and reproductive plants, animals and micro-organisms, where

Thus while on the one hand it does not separate the consumer form citizen, it redefines the nature of
that citizenship and interestingly, the nature of legitimate representations (it is a basic paradox here that
while it appears to be all-embracing, it actually denies the validity of traditional forms of representing
citizens, i.e. democracy. Instead, representation is to be done by unelected ‘experts’ who research
consumer needs. Thus the appearance of the new consumer-citizen contra the citizen means the
recognition of sets of needs that are not covered by traditional democratic organisations or politics
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the genetic make-up is altered by the use of genetic technology). (See Appendix 6 §2 category
a) for full list of examples and policy'^')

or by SNT (the Food Safety Agency):
b) Foods and ingredients that are produced from but that do not contain GMOs, for instance,
tomato puree, frozen vegetables, hermetic com, com flakes, soya oil, eggs, meat, filets of fish,
milk from GMOs. [...]
c) Foods and ingredients with new or purposefully altered primary molecular stmcture. For
instance, fat-substitutes (“Olestra”), new/altered proteins and carbohydrates.
d) Foods and ingredients that consist of or are isolated from micro-organisms, fungi or algae.
For example, all novel foods from such organisms, e.g., new bacteria, single-cell proteins,
kelp products, proteins from fungi (e.g. ‘Quom’).
e) Foods and ingredients that are not genetically modified and consist of or are isolated from
plants or animals, except foods produced through traditional breeding or processing and which
are previously used as food without risk, e.g., new deep-sea fish, exotic fruits and vegetables.
f) Foods and ingredients where unusual production methods are employed, when this method
involves significant changes to stmcture of the food in terms of nutritional value... For
instance, UVC radiation of food, new drying and freezing techniques, new processes catalysed
by enzymes.
[...] Parliament resolved in June 1997 that all products containing genes coding for antibiotic
resistance should be banned. Whether this resolution also applies to processed foods and
ingredients is not yet clarified. (See Appendix 6 §2 categories b-f)*’^).

Food that is capable of reproducing is regulated at Ministerial level, whilst food that is
derived from GMOs is regulated by SNT. Since 1997 all foods containing genetically
modified organisms must have individual approval from the food agency (SNT)
before sale'^^.

Further, all foods where more than 2% of any single ingredient is genetically modified
must be labelled as such^^'^. There is often great confusion around the issue of whether
or not the labelling requirements constitute the legal requirements; thus firms often
think that their products are ‘legal’ because they contain less than 2% GMOs (cf.
Aftenposten 28.03.2000, SNT 2000). However, although products can be sold without
labelling when there is less than 2% GMOs, the product must still have prior approval
by SNT for food use.

Source: Guidelines for health risk assessment of novel foods {Retningslinjer for
helserisikovurdering av ny mat )(my translation)
Source: Guidelines for health risk assessment of novel foods {Retningslinjer for
helserisikovurdering av ny mat ) (my translation)
The exceptions to this mle are additives and enzymes. These are areas that were under clarification
at the time of fieldwork, with informants often uncertain about the legal position both inside the
administration and in industry.
See Appendix 6 §3 for extract from Directive no.: 4039 R “Directive for regulation of foods temporary guidelines re. Labelling o f genetically modified foods and ingredients” which clarifies the
types of products that must be labelled (for instance, animal products from animals fed on GM feed do
not have to be labelled)
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No genetically modified food products have been approved for the Norwegian market.
Yet there are plenty of products on the market that contain GMOs, both above and
below the 2% legal limit for labelling. SNT and the Consumer Council, amongst
others, identified dozens o f such products on the Norwegian market during fieldwork
(cf. SNT & Veterinærinstituttet 2001). Those products that contain levels both above
and below the legal limit for labelling are illegal, and pose a significant problem for
the authorities. Such products included tortilla chips, soya-based products and dietary
supplements.

Beate: Science - dividing consumers and industry^
Beate is employed by the Government Food Agency, SNT, to deal with GM foods
applications and issues. She has been working for several years in the area, and is
more experienced with regulatory issues around GM foods than many others. Her
work is within the “Department of Food Law and International Affairs” she tells me,
and adds with a smile that in Norwegian it has the rather less grand title of
''forvaltningsavdelingen” (literally ‘administration department’). This department
deals with applications for the use of GMOs, the development of regulatory
frameworks as well as dealing with international requirements in regulation of novel
foods and genetically modified foods. The department interacts with large numbers of
other actors as well as large amounts of information. She tells me:
86. “I have a lot of contact with lots of different actors; there’s so many official bodies
involved. It’s a great challenge to communication. There’s so much information. We’re
drowning in it but we never have enough.”
87. It’s very particular kind of work and very political. The last government was very
attentive... had a very restrictive policy... other governments aren’t. This is the second
change of government in four years. They were much more puritanical [the Christian
party coalition government, which fell shortly before this interview. At the time of this
interview there was a Labour minority government]. ...
88. We work with the Consumer Council and with industry. The Consumer Council is very
important, as far as regulation is concerned there are two aspects. Firstly labelling, the
right for consumer information. Secondly in risk analysis - that food should be safe.

GM food is highly political, and consumers as a group are closely linked to political
imperatives. These are in are high impact, and result in immediate and concrete
results in the form of regulations for industry. Political and consumer debate
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Fieldnote extracts from (000305) numbered for reference
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surrounding GM foods are made material, translated into practice, through the
development of regulations to suit their demands:
89. We have guidelines for approval that are stricter than in any other area, only food
additives are regulated as closely. Labelling is driven by the consumer. We, the
authorities, won’t demand labelling without objective [scientific] reason to do so. But
genetically modified foods are labelled because the consumers are sceptical and demand
the right to choose.

Beate would rather employ scientifically justifiable labelling schemes; but the
consumers’ right to chose is primary. This is a result of fore-var, consensus-based
processes, which is not simply a negative thing in Beate’s eyes.

There is a pleasure to be had from doing things ‘well’, of achieving consensus,
discussing, negotiating and deciding in unity:
90. The labelling demands were accepted in July 1997. We had lots of dialogue with
Miljeheimevernet [the environmental organisation discussed in Chapter 6] and the
Consumer Council. We had consultation meetings in the auditorium here. People were
very passionate; everyone was open and talked a lot. It was very nice, every one was
happy.
91. W e’re the strictest in the world. The 2% limit was a compromise that everyone could live
with. The Consumer Council worked with Consumers International, who operate with a
2-5% limit.

Such co-operation is positive and beneficial, and is what the regulatory authorities
want to be doing.

However in Beate’s eyes the role of the ‘citizen-consumer’, the consumer as someone
who has a right and responsibility to be heard, is mediated by only one person (Stine).
Stine and Beate have close contact; thus Stine for example faxes her comments on EU
proposals for regulations:
Sorry for the delay in getting back to you (winter half term and conferences have kept me
busy).
It’s good that the EU is moving towards a terskelverdi (limit for labelling).
The limit should be set as low as possible (more products labelled correctly) but it must be a
limit that manufacturing industries actually can operate in relation to. No one is served by
having a limit that results in us having a ‘may contain GMOs’ label. One idea may be to have
a nedtrappingsplan [plan to reduce the limit over time] for the upper lim it... I cannot evaluate
whether the limit should be 0.5 or 1%, as I am not familiar with current detection possibilities.
Do get in touch. Stine
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This is an example of the consumer council employee expressing views in her
professional role as consumer representative, in a consultation role with the
regulators'^^. Yet this form of representation may not be legitimate:
92. But it’s frustrating, because who is the consumer? We interact with one person in the
Consumer Council. She’s very on the case \pâ hugget]. It can’t be enough; one person.
Investing all that money, the consumer million [the government had pledged a million
krone for consumer affairs].
93. [I ask whether they have any direct contact with consumers] Apart from one or two that
get in touch, no, there’s very little. We have a lot o f contact with industry, we and they
need to know what’s happening. It’s a bit one-sided, and we don’t like that. We don’t
know why it’s like that. So we go into research projects on food, make suggestions... Try
to get interaction going between research and the needs of the administration.
94. It’s very peculiar. The drama that is being enacted when it comes to consumers. Haven’t
seen anything like this since the environmental movement [1970s]. Industry and the
multinationals aren’t the ones with the power. When you get so far that you involve
consumers in risk assessment in England... You’re ask consumers about things that are
actually scientifically objective facts.

In fact, not only is the representation of the consumer questionable in her eyes - how
can one person represent so many consumers - Beate is also highlighting a further
sense of unfairness; she feels that industry is being penalised, for what is not
necessarily a good reason. There are no scientific proofs that suggest that all these
regulations should be in place, and there is a sense that the pendulum has swung too
far.
95. W e’re sfruggling’’^ a bit. It’s confusing.

The GM foods disrupt the relationship between governed and governing as the
previously trusting relationship is threatened by a developing conflict between
‘consumers’ and ‘industry’ as two separate groups. Beate tries to bring the two groups
together: to include industry as well as consumers within the regulatory process and to
be fair and represent everybody'^^. Thus Beate sympathises with industry’s
predicament and the need for expertise:
96. The indusfry isn’t having an easy time. First, when I started this job I thought it was great
that consumers had so much power. My attitude first was that... well, the authorities get
cross if people don’t eat what they’re told to and so on. But then... So the problem was
what role the authorities should play, and how to communicate.

We should note here that Stine is extremely ‘fair’ towards industry - this is explored at greater
length in chapter 6 below.
The word she uses is sliter, which means to strive or struggle, but also implies exhaustion. The
derivative slitsomt (lit. exhausting, tiring, is the word used by Sylvia in Synnove Finden (see below) to
describe her engagement with consumer rights)
In this sense she is trying to do what the biotechnology industry wanted in Chapters 2 and 3; she is
extending the values of governance to them, she is trying to treat them in a ‘fair’ way, equal before the
law.
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97. Then the consumers take the stage by storm and it all takes off... and then industry has a
really hard tim e...
98. Consumer attitudes become regulations. Regulations... are based on consumer fears...
and are we helping the consumer? They want labelling, well that’s okay. But all the rest?
What sort of message... what are we doing? Everything is a big mess. There’s not enough
time to reflect on what’s going on.

Crisis o f legitimacy
This sense of ‘mess’ is a sense that traditional processes of governance are
insufficient to regulate GM foods. Beate gave me one example to which illustrated
this particularly clearly. SNT, in their role as food regulators, had decided that while
food manufacturers went through the application process to seek approval for the
genetically modified maize products, products that were already on the market should
remain on sale. This was in order not to penalise manufacturers too heavily and give
them time to adjust to the new regulations’^^. However, a consumer affairs
programme scooped the story, resulting in ministerial intervention on live TV: the
minister undid the food agency’s decision. The legitimacy of the agency’s authority is
thrown into startling confusion:
99. Who’s in charge? W e’re under the political powers that be. Minister XX, on live
television, he was interviewed about the [GM] maize that has been approved in the EU;
‘Once upon a time there was a m aize... ’ [she laughs]
100.Now, we drew up our own approval process, with retrospective force. Products containing
that maize, which were already on the market, were thus officially also illegal. But it was
our view that until the application was processed by us they should be allowed to
continue; they should be okay.
101. Anyway the media, Forbrukerinspektorene [a consumer affairs programme on the
Norwegian national channel] got hold of the story. They got their hands on the
application... They hang you out to dry...
102.Anyway, Minister XX - on the television - said in a fairly crass way that SNT shouldn’t
do this. It was quite crass. There and then on television he undid our decision.
103.This is policy by television. The focus is so strong. The pressure - the social pressure can create fear and anxiety and means that experts change their positions or don’t dare to
actually say what they really mean.
104. We make use of experts - we try to be as broad as possible. It’s not simple. They’re the
minority. This is the first approval process. It’s a huge process. W e’ll have to see what
happens. ..If we say ‘yes’ [to an application to use GM soya] it will be extremely
unpopular position in conflict with the consensus. No one has said yes [to an application
to sell GM foods]. The Department of the Environment hasn’t said yes since 1993.

Consumer fears undermine government regulation; experts will not publicly say what
they actually believe. The usual systems and procedures are unsettled. Committees are
established, expert opinions are sought out, as they would be in most cases. But this
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doesn’t work in the case of GM foods. Scientific approaches conflict with the f 0re-var
approach, which in the case of genetics involves a far greater inclusion of voices than
(most) other technical issues, by virtue of its public interest.

That the scientific approach has little legitimacy is made clear by the politician
intervening in order to maintain the traditional moral basis of government; consumer
concerns subsequently take centre stage. There is a strong sense that expertise cannot
be believed. Whilst this is of course a problem in western societies in general, in
particular in Europe (after BSE/CJD etc.), it is particularly acute in Norway. Thus
biotechnology applications, which demand scientific knowledge, may never be
resolved. This leads to a crisis of legitimacy and ultimately the system stops
functioning. The GM food is trapped in a Kafkaesque system of approval:
105.Every time we get a case like this, it’s never solved. Some cases just stay in the system
for years. In addition, we have to ask again and again for more information because you
never actually know; you can never be certain [about the health effects].

The status of scientific procedure in the governance of GM foods is tangled, and SNT
are caught between parliamentary procedures and political imperatives:
106. And then there’s the public select committee’^®- what status does it have vis-à-vis our
own scientific committee? It’s a public committee nominated by the government [due to
publish its recommendations in the autumn of 2000]. Are we supposed to wait [with the
processing of the current GMO application] until they have submitted their
recommendations? And if we’re to carry out our job properly then legally we have to go
out now and take action on all the products out there that contain illegal soya...
107.“The antibiotic resistance regulation \forskriften] is the skrekkeksempel [horror example].
They raised it in the parliamentary group ... During their considerations the (social)
committee called upon whoever they wanted. It depended on who knew who. We, SNT,
were never invited, not to the scientific committee either... Other milieus that didn’t work
with food w ere...
108. We weren’t invited and weren’t heard. The people they talked to had a different view. No
idea about food. They didn’t hesitate. They listened to them. So now we’re supposed to
have a general ban. And then we ’re lumbered with it. But our experts have never said
that it was dangerous. And the forskrift [rule] can’t be imposed until the control
mechanisms are in place. Or it becomes ridiculous. Yet we had to. Had to ban things that
aren’t bad for your health...

SNT are obliged to enforce a ban that they have had no input into reviewing, which
has no status in relation to their own in-house expertise, and which is impossible to
police.

In agreement with the Consumer Council, a fact which later caused the latter great embarrassment
and for which they were publicly criticised by environmental groups and newspaper joumalists.
A select committee was set up to consider risks associated with GMOs, which reported in the
autumn of 2000 (see NOU 2000/29)
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On what basis does their legitimacy rest then, if they cannot, firstly, regulate both
industry and consumers fairly, and secondly if they cannot protect the best interests of
the health of the Norwegian population on the basis of their scientific procedures? At
this point she makes a bitter joke at her own expense:
109

r i l end up like that Gardemoen^*' expert [laughs]. When the pressure gets too much
they always shoot downwards.

A final aspect that may in part account for the note of slight despair that enters
Beate’s account is that ultimately Beate also considers the internalist^

agency of the

GM foods to be problematic (§110). Hence her alliance or friendship with it (in the
form of extending the value of fairness to it) is startlingly problematic. Potentially,
she could end up allowing something that might cause genetic damage to her fellow
citizens:
110. At the end of the interview I ask her whether she would eat GM foods herself, as I did
with many informants. “I’ve been very concerned with that question and thought about it
a great deal, not in order to answer it but because it strikes me as being incredibly wrong
to use it as a guide for veracity or integrity. People think ‘he eats it himself so it must be
all right’ [she mentions Tony Blair as an example of this]... yet could have real scenes of
horror if we do allow it, approve the application, and suddenly one day find out that GM
genes do jump around and we end up with horns growing out of our heads - well not
really horns [laughs] but you know what I m ean...’’

For Beate too the uncontrollable nature of science remains a problem; she is
embedded within the cultural view of science as uncontrollable and asocial, despite
her involvement with and acceptance of more global style understanding. It is
understandably problematic to base governance on science, when (genetic) science
has this potential.

David^^^: strengthening the scientific basis o f governance
David is another scientist/regulator at the food agency who deals with genetic food
technologies. At the start of the interview he spoke in strongly inclusive terms
When discussing his view that consumer fear of modem biotechnology is linked to

Gardemoen is the name of the new Oslo airport. There was a great deal of scandal and speculation
around the political decision making process (centred on reconciling expertise and policy) which
resulted in an inland airport contrary to much scientific advice (lower temperatures resulting in freezing
rain, as well as fog, are two of the problems associated with an inland airport rather than a coastal one
as its opposers wanted). One of the advisors involved was murdered some time later, and it is this she is
referring to.
I.e., the inner ‘actual’ agency of the genetic technology as perceived by her.
Extracts from fieldnotes/interview notes (00057 991207). Numbered for ease of reference.
Reminiscent of the Tine Meierier nutritionist in Chapter 4, who also stressed the interconnection
between the state, the company, the consumer and the cow.
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ignorance about biotechnology in general, as well as a lack of real benefit for
consumers, he talks about the ‘we’ of consumers, identifying with them both
personally and professionally:
111 .We think that if we eat lots of yoghurt then we’ll live longer. We think that fermented
products are healthy. But really we - consumers - know little about them: that when we
eat yoghurt we eat lots of micro-organisms... I think we’ll accept GM foods once they
have real health benefits.

He is a scientist and regulator, and, as someone who has lived and worked (as a food
scientist for a major European food company) abroad, like Sylvia in Synnove Finden
(below), he has strong impatience with some aspects of Norwegian tradition. Yet initially at least - he is keen to display his affinity and belonging. His ‘we’ of
consumers is the ‘we’ of Norwegian-ness.

He tries to maintain a sense of ‘us’ throughout the interview, but there are key
moments when it is not possible, and he expresses anger with the consequences of
particularly ‘Norwegian’, uniting and ‘ethical’ technologies of governance. One
example of such ‘ethical’ technologies is the trust-based labelling demands discussed
in the section above that resulted from the consensus process that Beate described. His
anger and frustration are with the failure of this type of system of controlling GM
foods. How can they continue to favour a system of regulation which is based on trust
between company and state and consumer, when such a system will - in the case of
genetic technology - favour the bad guys, the people who are ‘out there’ and who
cannot be trusted? The 2% labelling limit is far stricter than European requirements as
Norwegian legislation is based on actual modification and not protein difference.
Thus the legal position is that even where it is not possible to trace any physical
difference between GM and non-GM ingredients, products for the Norwegian market
must be labelled as genetically modified.

David stressed how important the difference between EU and Norwegian regulation
is: “EU labelling is where there is substantial difference in the protein, whereas
Norwegian labelling rules apply even where there is no difference”. Therefore,
Norway has to rely on documentation:
112.“The basis for certification [as GM-free] is loose; the Norwegian legislation invites
trouble. Those who operate at the edge [of legality] are rewarded, whilst those who are
honest are punished... Because Norway is the only country making this a requirement,
and because the Norwegian market isn’t that big.. .it’s hard to establish a control system.
We need a control system that works, with legal right to request documentation. At the
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moment the burden of proof lies with the food agency [SNT]. We try to co-operate with
the private sector on this.”

Thus they face a difficulty; they have to rely on documentation, rather than chemical
analysis. Whilst at the same time they are involved in projects to improve the veracity
of their chemical analysis based control system (in itself difficult enough to carry out
with any reliability). This reliance on documentation is experienced as a weakness by
those involved in developing legislation, as they feel it works to the advantage of the
‘bad guys’ (fraudsters) and to the detriment of those who play by the book. It is based
on trusting documentation, as they cannot prove through controls whether the
documentation is accurate. This undermines the system of regulation itself.

It is interesting to note the contrast with the EU. In the EU GM foodstuffs are judged
on their physical, verifiable physical qualities. In Norway they are judged on the
origins and techniques of their coming into being, and not on their performance in
relation to anonymous expert-based tests of their performance as safe or unsafe. A
recent governmental publication underlines this difference “the most effective way
forward is to attack the question of technologically-associated risk by a fore-var
approach. Research based on hypotheses based on fore-var approaches can give other
results than those based on “substantial equivalence” approaches” (NOU 2000: 29 p.
37). Thus the recommendation is to trust fair and cautious processes for decision
making in the face of technological risk, rather than to trust hierarchical systems of
expertise which claim to assess risk on the basis of scientific knowledge (i.e., through
scientific notions of substantial equivalence, which allows a system of scientific
proof).

This would not be the same with any other technology. With chemicals, if it could not
be measured in the product, then no one would demand that chemicals used in the
production process be documented. But because genetic technology has a perceived
agency that is so far-reaching, consultation processes that brought about this
legislation insist on upholding trust as the basis for the relationship, and trust is the
only thing that would make it possible to keep Norway GM-ffee on these terms.
Without trust, GM foods will always sneak onto the market.
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Yet GM foods have already found their way on to the market, and in David’s view
regulators have to be pragmatic. Hence in his account this is a failing relationship of
governance, and a de facto mistrustful relationship. His response is pragmatic, and in
many ways echoes traditional values, as he tries to establish co-operation (trust) with
industry and re ta ile rs ^ B u t it is limited. They cannot control the situation; suppliers
are global. Thus David’s other response, and the response at the institutional level, is
to pursue co-operation with research institutes and other knowledge-providers in order
to find ways of strengthening the scientific basis of regulatory processes by improving
detection methods.

Institutional responses and the fore-var principle
SNT are involved in research collaboration to establish controls that are able to better
measure genetically modified soya and thus better uphold the consensus-based
agreement of the 2% labelling limit and 100% approval process. By strengthening
scientific controls they would strengthen the ability of the government agency to
reconcile the trust-based system of developing policy with the scientific basis of
governance that GM foods demand.

Institutional level responses are conditioned by adherence to government policy and
the fore-var approach, whilst attempting to adhere to their own scientific-based
procedures. The tension that this provokes is embedded in the material artifacts that
they produce: guidelines and advice to public and companies that use them. Thus the
information leaflet on genetically modified foods (Genmat pa vâre fat) was difficult
for Beate to produce:
113.How can we be non populist, and keep our scientific integrity... It’s so difficult. We need
help from outside. To build trust, and keep it. There are different views even her pà
bygget [lit. in this building, meaning in SNT]. One issue is what is smart to put in

In part David’s account suggests that he wants to trust the global players, perhaps, to enrol them in
the traditional relationship of tmsting regulation. Hence he insists that they use caution too. He shows
me EC “Guidelines on the application of the precautionary principle” (EC DGXXIV) which he likes
because it gives him a way to argue against the fore-var principle in its Norwegian form. When he
expresses impatience with the fore-var principle, he is impatient with the way that the Norwegians
make a big deal out of it, they make themselves a special case, act like they’re groundbreaking in their
use of the precautionary principle. He insists that everyone everywhere (in science) uses the
precautionary principle, they just don’t talk about it in that way. Caution lies at the heart of scientific
endeavour; it is built in to the process itself. Therefore, we can also trust science, even global science.
But this is not the trust that is based on face-to-face interaction, and on intimate and personalised
knowledge of the other. This is trust in a system of science and expertise. David wants to embrace
globality on Norwegian terms. This is an ambivalent position subject to extreme tensions.
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information. The '''genmat’ on our plates” leaflet, I was responsible for that... But you
couldn’t put any positive examples in, or you can so long as you compensate with ten
negative ones.

The institution’s adherence to the fore-var principle, which is based on encompassing
the greatest number of views, commits them to giving equal weight to the views of all
parties and equal weight to all ‘comments’ or ‘objections’. Thus “may transfer
between species” is put alongside “may provide cheaper food for starving millions”.
The likelihood of each outcome is not assessed, the equality of their concern is. When
presenting scientific information to the public there is pressure to balance the
information in a way which many consider to be overwhelmingly in favour of the ‘no’
side. In this way they show their commitment to the values of fore-var and fairness,
equality of voice.

A legal expert at the Consumer Council later pointed out to me that much of the
information on GM foods on SNT’s web pages was unscientific and in her view
blatantly wrong^^^. This raises the issue of whether their culturally specific role as
regulators they could not represent scientific knowledge without trying to ‘socialise’ it
heavily. Expertise, in this context, would have to be ‘translated’ into the kind of
knowledge that can be understood by 'folket’ (the people). The attention paid to
accuracy and the legitimacy that rests on scientific credibility is far less important
than the availability of knowledge and information to "folket’.

Despite their commitment to scientific decision-making processes the political
constraints on SNT are such that political and consumer demands have a massive
effect. Their scientific focus is subsequently often on projects that strengthen the
existing mechanisms. The dilemma, between scientific and consumer-led politics, is
unresolved’

despite their insistence that consumer opinion and political will is not a

reasonable basis for regulating the technology, and despite their sympathy for a
market-consumer model where expertise is the best basis for regulation.

This site can be found at http://www.snt.no
At the time of writing SNT is to be scrapped and a single Mattilsyn (Food Inspectorate) is to be
established. This may be relocated to 8 regional offices, and the central office in Oslo closed. This
would embed it more closely with 'folket’, and remove it, in many people’s view, from the centres of
scientific expertise
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5.3 Industry views - a ‘global-style’ food company

Sylvia^^^
I interviewed a research director of Synnove Finden, the main competitor company to
Tine Norske Meierier since the dairy market was deregulated (see also Chapter 4 for
discussion). The interview provided a stark contrast with those carried out in Tine,
expressing little of the same loyalty to the united interests of state, consumer and
company. Quite different understandings of the consumer and relations to knowledge
and power emerged.

Sylvia has worked abroad, is highly educated, and closely associates her personal and
professional values with those of ‘global’ culture'®^ Thus one of the first things she
tells me is about a party at the Foreign Office the day before. A European ambassador
had said to her, “Norway doesn’t believe that things are moving more quickly in the
outside world, but they are, and sooner or later Norway will have to learn”. Sylvia
pauses and adds “Norway is such a small country, it seems so small here, don’t you
find? ... once you’ve lived abroad.”

Like a number of other actors in the technological field who have worked or studied
abroad^^^, Sylvia continued to position her sense of self and her values in the global
realm through her use of language and her displays of indignation at the ‘Norwegian’
way of doing things. For example, she instantly told me off for my sloppy use of the
term 'genm at\ which literally translates as ‘genetic food’, and is most commonly
used in Norway when referring to GM foods. Her point was that this is a wildly
inaccurate term, as all food contains genetic material. I explained that in the UK we
generally say GM foods, '^genmat is just what everyone seems to call it here,” I said.
114.“Yes, but that’s exactly what’s dangerous. When people who aren’t fagfolk [experts] try
to find expressions like that to help fagfolk. Fagfolk can manage that perfectly well
themselves. Incompetent people, they give concepts like that to the consumer. It’s
incorrect.
115.“It’s wrong, like w ith... well, I research functional foods, for instance [she gives the term
in English], and you can’t translate that into funksjonell mat' [lit. functional food]. This
kind of “help” [she makes goose-eyes in the air] is no help at all...”

The following are extracts from my field-notes, written up immediately after my interview with
Sylvia and incorporate the notes that I took during our conversation. The extracts are numbered and
broken into paragraphs for ease of reference. Extracts are presented in sequence.
189
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Sylvia has lived extensively in the US; Washington, LA etc.
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Sylvia has clear distinctions between knowledge-holders and non-knowledge holders.
The essential value and line that divides them is education, or to be more precise,
scientific training, as the following extract from my field-notes shows. If one doesn’t
have the correct education one shouldn’t express an opinion, a point which she
extends to herself too.
116.She describes the internet as ‘a catastrophe’. ‘Destructive’. "‘Scientists [her emphasis]
know how to use this kind of information, they know how distinguish between proper and
improper sources” [i.e. unlike untrained people]. She gives the example of people who
suffer from allergies who therefore think they have the right to express an opinion on GM
foods. She herself, she tells me, hasn’t taken a stand one way or the other on GM foods
because she isn’t up to date with the necessary research.

I ask about the political handling of the situation in Norway - 1 suggest that there is a
lack of leadership, and wonder aloud about the religious aspect (bearing in mind the
Christian Party-led coalition government at the time), which she didn’t respond to.
Instead she talked about how the government is full of all autodidacts. She tells me
that there’s nothing wrong with being self-taught but “they don’t know what they’re
talking about”.
117. “The government, they all went through folkeskola. [elementary school - ages 7-14]”

She considers government handling of the GM foods issue to be flawed not because
of their principles but because of their lack of proper training. In this sense,
government has in fact failed in its acquisition of knowledge, which is a necessary
precondition for legitimate governance. She displays impatience with people being
self-taught, in both her reference to the government as autodidacts and also her
reference to the internet as a source of information that people (by implication
untaught/self-taught people) are incapable of treating with due c a u t i o n ' H e r views
express little sympathy for the idea that legitimacy can be gained from consensus
processes or consulting ‘consumer groups’. In her view, consumers are least educated
and hence least qualified to impact on policy-making:
118.We talk about consumers. It seems to me that she has had arguments about this before.
She gets fairly stiff. “What is a consumer?” She asks. She refers to the Housewife’s
Association husmorforbundet (and doesn’t mention the consumer council at all) saying
that they are “assumed to be neutral” and that in public debates, on television, they
“cancel out a Professor in Biochemistry, because somehow he’s supposed to be partisan.
But just because they ‘represent’ the consumer doesn’t mean that they are privileged and
neutral”.
119.“Just a few voices making a lot of noise. And Dagbladet and VG [the two main tabloids]
- the press is so uneducated. Even the trade press. When I worked as an editor in the trade

Interestingly, this is a point made by Line, one of the Consumer Council employees too (see Chapter
6).
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press I was suddenly a nobody. Looked down on by colleagues in the scientific milieu. I
thought, what have I done?”
120.1 ask whether this is different abroad, she says yes; that it is an honour to be editor abroad.
121 .“It should be possible to filter the arguments ... GMO hysteria has been created ... the
problem is that everyone has the right to express an opinion. It’s ridiculous. The “right of
the individual”. It’s slitsomt [lit. tiring, exhausting]. (00067 150200)

It appears that in her experience it is impossible in a Norwegian context to filter the
arguments, to present them in a form where they are arranged hierarchically according
to say, relevance or competence. Instead the (new?) right of the individual consumer
to express their opinion, in a situation where all opinions are treated equally seriously,
to her mind creates a ridiculous situation.

Yet again a scientific informant reminds us that scientific knowledge does not have
any kind of easy, privileged position in Norwegian society. Through her narrative,
Sylvia describes her own position as one that is akin to the genetic technology. Like
the technology, she operates according to international, global values systems and
systems of knowledge. (By that I mean that she, for example, asserts the need for
genetic technology to be assessed by ‘experts’ and not to be subjected to the kind of
fore-var regulation by consensus and social needs that is favoured in Norwegian
traditions.) She also tries to bring these values of expertise and education into other
areas, such as her stint working as an editor for the trade press. However, her
experience in doing so is one of intense liminality and loss of status. Likewise she
feels that the technology and her scientific knowledge have no respect in her current
position in industry, from regulators or politicians, or the media. Most actors, apart
from e.g. foreign ambassadors, ignore scientific qualifications and give as much - or
more - weight to the Housewife’s association as to professors in biochemistry.
This has consequences for her attitude to the notion of ‘consumers’ and consumer
representatives such as the Consumer Council and the consumer representative that
we meet in Chapter 6, Stine. As far as I knew, Sylvia and Stine know each other
socially and professionally, and get on very well. In their roles as representatives of
the consumer and the technology/industry they clash, however. Sylvia does not think
that anyone should ‘help’ the (real) experts, i.e. the scientists. “So-called experts” on
consumer affairs, such as Stine, should not be allowed to help, in part because they do
not have the specialist training required to be competent to make decisions about GM
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foods’

But the most important point is that from her in her view there is no such

thing as a ‘consumer’ outside of the act of purchase; only interested parties.

Attempts to redefine market-consumers as citizen-consumers (i.e. with the right to
representation, education, and participation) would conflict with Sylvia’s regard for
the status of knowledge and expertise and anonymous global styles of government.
Citizen-consumers would simply be more autodidacts; for example making
inappropriate use of the internet as a research tool which they are presumably
unqualified to assess.

Institutional practice and products
Sylvia’s views reflect, I suggest, the extent to which the private sector in Norway is
becoming dependent on maintaining a particular conceptual and political/practical
split between consumer/company/state. The ‘consumer’ is, or should be, from this
position, someone who is defined in relation to his or her purchase. A marketconsumer of this kind should be protected by government, on the basis of scientific
knowledge. That daily reality in Norway does not measure up to this idealised split is
met through efforts on the company’s part to further their ideal, separate,
relationship’^^.

In addition to such practice, these ideals are made material in their product range. As
we saw in Chapter 4, Synnove Finden markets itself as strongly traditional despite its
‘modem’ position and a bunad-ddià blonde woman adorns most of the packaging. Yet
despite its traditional image it is a highly innovative and untraditional company in
terms of its activities; it has extended its food production activities to the preparation
of ready foods, for example. Such foods rely on a break with traditional values (food
should be made at home, by mother (cf. Guzman et al 2000) and instead rely on a
consumer who is free to choose. In addition, recent product innovations include

cf. Chapter 6, where we learn that Stine is a scientist (nutrition) and that no non-scientists would be
considered for employment in relation to food issues.
Thus Synnove Finden have been involved in suing the government in order to protect their right to
operate according to ‘market’ rules which are divorced from the traditional agenda of the state and
state-led manufacturers (Tine Meierier). In their efforts to ensure fair trading they questioned the
integrity of people working in the Tine company. This led to the company being called userios (unserious, i.e. unprofessional) because to attack the integrity of individuals is not a Norwegian traditional
practice in the market place, but is rather indicative of global moralities (cf. Simes 1997).
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‘tampering’ with the urnorsk brown cheese, brunost, the caramelly semi-solid cheese
made from condensed goats and/or cows milk. Synnove Finden launched chocolate
and caramel versions of this most traditional of cheeses, to great debate and a degree
of outrage. Synnove is also involved in developing Functional Foods in conjunction
with pharmaceutical companies such as Nutri Pharma, in order to develop and launch
yoghurt-based products containing the cholesterol-lowering product Abacor™.

As we also saw in Chapter 4, Synnove does have an image problem that is associated
with its ‘global-ness’ in that it is quick to be associated with bacteria and dirt, despite
its traditional and pure marketing image. It is a stmggling company^

although there

is confidence in the company’s performance. Thus the company itself, which employs
people with ‘global’ attitudes, such as Sylvia, makes such attitudes material, through
the development of distinctly non-Norwegian products (a brown cheese with
chocolate is not only untraditional, but is practically anti-Norwegian!). Their products
thus embody agencies of company and express ambiguities and ambivalent
relationship to concepts that previously were all determining; the use of bunad-c\ad
woman signifies tradition, but the content of products is radically innovative and
centre on individual ‘choice’.

Biotechnology products and the market-consumer model
Similar changing understandings of the nature of the marketplace are also embedded
in other types of products being made available by actors in the biotechnology sector.
The following examples are from companies that I interviewed during the early stages
of fieldwork. I asked the research director of a diagnostics company about the type of
products that they were developing:
122.He gave me some examples of their company products. Homocystein, which is used as an
indicator of heart disease.
123.Also CDT, which analyses how the body metabolises carbohydrates: It is used to identify
alcoholics who do not tell their doctors that they drink heavily. Heavy drinking produces
a number of difficulties in relation to carbohydrates and produces other diffuse bodily
symptoms. This test reveals whether someone is a heavy drinker and allows the doctors to
assess them. “It measures drunks,” he says.
124. Another test that they produce is for Glykosylert hemoglobin. Haemoglobin, he tells me,
transport oxygen in the blood, and there’s lots of it in our blood. There is a variant of it
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Having suffered substantial losses each year for the past five years, before extraordinary items are
taken into account. They have taken approximately 20% of the market share of so-called ‘yellow
cheese’ sales. Their share price suffered dramatically in the first few years, falling from 45 to 18 krone,
but has shown recent signs of recovery.
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that diabetics produce which can be identified and measured and which gives a much
more precise and sophisticated measurement of their health. It allows doctors to quickly
establish whether a patient needs advice about diet and lifestyle well in advance of
problems such as kidney failure which can arise in diabetics and which have massive
social costs involved. Drew me a diagram. [Strikes me that both the dmnk test and the
diabetic test allow blood/doctor access to “deep” information about patient’s lives. About
lifestyle.] Other activities include vitamin analysis (extract fieldnote: 990907).

The point here is that the first type of product (§123) developed is one that has an in
built assumption of deceit, of institutionalised mistrust, between doctor and patient
(hence the need to uncover hidden alcoholism). The second product (§124) aims to
access ‘deep’ information about the patient’s lifestyle and behaviour, in a way that
was perhaps not only not possible before, but was perhaps not thought of before. The
role of industrial medical science cannot then be seen (any longer?) to support the
unity of the state/citizen trust. Instead, through genetic engineering, the sector allows
greater information and knowledge to accumulate in the hands of the doctor/state,
without the necessary co-operation of the patient (other than the patient’s need for
medical treatment).

The agency of the genetic technology in these diagnostic kits is clearly powerful in
this instance, and is closely associated with splitting the ‘we’. Re-conceptualising the
relationship between state and patient in explicit terms of mistrust is new and would
not have been thought of before by a commercial company as a way to make money.
Whether or not such mistrust existed, the point is that it would not be made
explicit/material in products in this way; the creative impulse in innovation would not,
I suggest, be geared towards such a perceived ‘need’.

5.4 A view from the research sector. Peter

Peter^^^: terrifying science
Peter is a senior researcher at the Institute for Nutritional Research (Matforsk).
Situated 45-minute drive from Oslo in beautiful countryside surroundings, the
institute is located at the same site as the agricultural university. On arriving there
Peter took me to the canteen to buy me lunch. Standing in the queue we made jokes
about how ‘there’s no such thing as a free lunch’. He made a number of jokes about
sci-fi, mentioning Douglas Adams’ Hitchhikers Guide and also the Day of the
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Trifflds, where plants take over the world. That’s how GM foods are seen, he said as
we sat down. Take the Pusztai case, he suggested:
125. We talked about the Pusztai case^^®, which Peter is reasonably outraged by. “He broke the
substantial equivalence rule in his research project”, as “the GM potatoes had 20% less
nutritional substance ... and it would have been scrapped anyway, it would never have
been produced”
126.“Approval is given according to each individual species - approval given for plants
applies only to that specific gene change and the cross between that plant and any other
existing plants. The main point is that each individual modification must be evaluated on
its own, according to 3 principles: there’s a case by case evaluation, substantial
equivalence and step by step. You start small, in the lab, then in greenhouse, then field
trials, and so on. If at any stage there’s a problem then it will be identified. This is pre
commercialisation stage. We know the plants very well.” He adds, “but people are scared
- like with Day o f the Trijfids. But these plants are forfinede [means ‘refined’, also
implies ‘delicate’ or even unworldly]... and can’t survive.”

Peter, like Sylvia, thus draws attention to the sci-fi or fantastical aspects to fears about
genetic engineering and GM foods. While Sylvia speaks of consumer hysteria, Peter
cites the book/film The Day o f the Triffids (Wyndham 1951). It is perhaps worth
noting that this reference offers a sophisticated representation of the nature of the
fears of the population and does not function simply as a dismissal of such fears as
hysteria. Writers such as Mulkay tend to interpret people’s use of such terms of
reference as attempts to dismiss others (Mulkay 1997 esp. Chapter 8, also Nelkin and
Lindee 1995). I suggest in contrast that Peter chose this particular novel and not
others (say Frankenstein for instance) for a reason. Where Frankenstein is about a
scientist whose ambition results in disaster, this is not the dominant feature of
Norwegian fears about genetics. Instead the dominant fear is the uncontrollable nature
of science itself (as argued by Simes 1997). The terror of novels/films such as Triffids
conveys a sense of the same kind of fears.

The following are extracts from my fieldnotes, written up immediately after my interview with Peter
and incorporate the notes that 1 took during our conversation. The extracts are numbered and broken
into paragraphs for ease of reference. They are reproduced in sequence.
Pusztai carried out research tendered by the Scottish Office to examine the effect of GM food on
animal nutrition and the environment. Rats were fed with GM potatoes as part of the investigation.
Pusztai found certain ill-effects (increase in liver and heart-sizes, shrinkage of brain size) and
publicised the results of his research (with the approval of the Rowett Institute) arguing that this served
the public interest. In doing iSt is argued that he ‘broke trust’. Hailed as a hero by organisations such as
Greenpeace he has been met with a lot of sympathy in Norway, and appeared while 1 was in the field as
a speaker to conferences (on GM and the retail trade, for instance). The issues have been covered
widely by the media (see e.g. http://www.guardian.co.uk/gmdebate/).
He explained the strength of scientist’s anger with Pusztai. “It’s about breaking tmst; it has to be
stopped, that’s why there’s such a strong reaction. If you accept money ... and then go public with the
half-finished results of your research”
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Hurst (1986) compares The Day o f the Triffids with Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-four,
the following comments of which provide insight into why this particular analogy
drawn by Peter is particularly apt in the Norwegian context, and very powerful:
The main theme is... quite simply, permanent horror. .. .Both Nineteen Eighty-Four and Day
o f the Triffids are about an eternity of irrecoverable pain. The only way of escaping it is not to
have it start. Furthermore, the two authors are not religious. Their eternity of pain is on this
physical earth.
The purpose of both novels is to account for the perpetual hurt and both titles are ironic
references to their double treatment of time. The novels are about immediate suffering but
they premise this going on forever. Winston Smith caimot know that the year is 1984; the day
of the Triffids will last till the end of the Earth.

Peter’s comment, then, must be understood to refer to a particular picture of science,
particularly genetic engineering and plants, as a source of this kind of terror,
suffering, and eternal pain on earth. It is perhaps not surprising that for a secularpietistic society like Norway (Gullestad 1992), where earthly nature is a source of
goodness, and individual identity, that this novel and film are considered by Peter to
represent a precise insight into the fears of the population.

Trust
Peter stresses, in contrast to people’s fears, the safety and caution inherent in
scientific approaches. Scientific processes in his view (like David’s, above) are
capable of controlling the plants and processes with which they are working. Fears
about Pusztai’s potatoes were unfounded, in his view, because such potatoes would
never have been allowed to be developed for commercial use: scientific rigour and
procedure would have prevented them from reaching the marketplace. His anger at
Pusztai’s actions stem from his perception of Pusztai’s betrayal of the basic trust
between scientist and employer, a betrayal that was based on switching allegiances to
serve the fears of c o n s u m e r s T h e financial bond of a contract should be subject to
the same trust as other bonds.

Consumers, Peter says, now fear industry and do not identify with it or trust it. He
thinks that industry is not unambiguously part of the Norwegian ‘w e’ any more, and
he compares it to post-war attitudes, where industry was loved:
127.He sat in the Biotechnology Advisory Board before. He felt that there was the wrong
balance of people in the committee. Biased away from industry. “Norway has an in-built

The actual details of whether Pusztai actually spoke without the consent of his employer cannot be
addressed here; my concern is with Peter’s view.
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dualistic attitude to industry. We love it, on the one hand, for example Freia'^^. But
industry in general is seen as fiendtlig [a foe]. It wants to forgifte deg [poison you].
It’s as though without regulation it would just trick us.”
128.He gives the example of the post-war period, when cinema newsreels would discuss
industry’s breakthroughs wi& delight (puts on silly voice), that “every breakthrough
makes our lives better” - e.g. washing machines. “But now we feel that we don’t need
the industry, they’re just trying to steal our money.”

The solution to such a split and loss of trust is in his view to face our limitations and
put trust in the government. Like Sylvia, he considers that the legitimacy of
government should lie in expertise. We, the public, should trust the experts:
129.The attitudes to genetic engineering are coloured by this, namely industrifiendlighet
[industry-animosity]. That it’s wrong to earn money. “We have to trust. In Norway
people trust the government. And when you don’t have the ability to judge things
yourself you have to trust others.”

The trust that has so characterised Norwegians’ relationship to government should be
extended to science, when faced with the unknown. Instead of taking consumers on
board in the decision-making process, consumers should trust experts and government
to make the right decisions.

Disruptive consumers, disruptive ideas
I asked him where consumers get their fears:
130.“Consumers hear through the papers that genetic technology is very dangerous. There’s a
small number of opinion-makers in Norway.. .[he names four of the most prominent
consumer and environmental spokespersons]. Bad News/ Good News is not balanced.”
131.“Factual knowledge is missing. For example the idea that our genetic make-up is affected
by eating genes. Horror stories sell more.”

Like Sylvia, he feels that consumers are easily influenced by a small group of
basically illegitimate representatives. The media and a small number of opinionmakers create fear, and the public is ill-informed. He stresses to me that the core
uncertainty p f science (which to him is its very strength) means that it cannot compete
with claims made by non-scientists in the consensus-process of public debate.
132.“Programmes, media and so on that put themselves forward as neutral are actually
negative. They put the pro and con arguments up next to each other as though they carry
equal weight. For example the risk that genes might be spread is given equal weight to the
advantages which are in fact much greater [...] Genes don’t spread like that, otherwise we
wouldn’t have different species. In Norway people are very scared of genes spreading.”

a chocolate manufacturers that were being bought up by the Swedes; everyone was really upset, as
the chocolate symbolises Norway ‘A little piece of Norway’ it says on the wrapper
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He points out that fears about genes spreading are given equal weight to the
‘scientifically verifiable’ assertions that are made. This links with Beate’s comments
about her difficulties in producing information on GM food at SNT (above).

He says: “Science always says ‘indicates’ or ‘would suggest’, because we know that
nothing is ever certain in science. But no one understands this.” There is no guarantee
that science would ever be able to satisfy consumer demand for total safety, in Peter’s
view. Thus it is madness to pander to their demands, as Monsanto did:
133.He thinks that things will change, slowly. “The legal framework surrounding GM foods
wasn’t really necessary [there were aheady laws to protect us from dangerous foods]. It
was put in place to make the consumer feel safe. Like Monsanto, when they developed
their genetically altered Soya, they tested it in all sorts of different ways. This provoked a
vicious circle where genetically altered foods were considered skummel [scary] and
needed particular kinds of testing and so on.”

The fact that to him such consumer fears are utterly unreasonable is shown by the
potato example. Norwegians eat potatoes every day; it is a staple carbohydrate to a far
greater extent than in UK. Yet if consumer attitudes to GMOs were applied to the
potato, then the potato would be banned:
134.“Caimot prove that something is not dangerous. We can show that it is likely that the
dangers are the same as with a normal plant.” He refers to the (oft-cited) fact that if the
potato were introduced into Norway today, instead of a couple of hundred years ago, it
would never be approved by the authorities, because of the high levels of poisons that it
contains. He tells me that in times of hunger, people who worked hard all day and needed
to eat a lot, if they only ate potatoes then they were poisoned.
135.“We cannot show that anything is safe”.

Institutional response
In the face of the disruption caused by the genetic technology and consumers Peter
suggests an ideal relationship between government, citizen and science/industry,
which rests on the notion of ‘government through expertise’, similar to the one
proposed by Sylvia. The ideal is for a trusting relationship between knowing
government and passive market-consumer, negotiated through access to expertise.
Institutional practices reflect this belief. Thus Peter himself was at the time working
on a report for SNT in order to assess the extent of GMOs in the food market, and to
assess the reliability of diagnostics method. This type of technology can ultimately
answer regulators’ needs for scientific methods that work, and can act to reinforce
consumer trust in government and expertise. Peter is also currently working on an EU
funded project to improve diagnostic capabilities and also to assess the impact of such
diagnostic capacities on consumer trust in government agency.
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The research community —the Norwegian Research Council and scientific
milieus
Consumer fear and ignorance is his eyes directly linked also to political attitudes,
which are again linked to Research Council decisions about research and political
approval or rejection of applications. The governance of knowledge, by the research
council, does not take place on the basis of the values of knowledge itself as a neutral
and objective truth. Instead it is deeply swayed by political considerations:
136.1 ask what the effects of this consumer attitude are. He says there are massive effects on
funding authorities - Norway spends little on biotechnology. He tells me about a project
at the end of the 1980s to genetically modify salmon. “The project was closed down
because of a fear of the market, that people would consider Norwegian salmon in general
to be tainted by genetic engineering^®”.”
137.He told me about a meeting a little while previously, before the local elections.
Representatives from Labour and the Conservative Party were the only ones that did not
say that they would ban all genetic engineering in Norway. “These things affect The
Department of Agriculture and the Norwegian Research Council”.
138.“Then you get things like the Norferm example^®they use genetic technology in
contained use. Acid treatment and heat treatment destroy the antibiotic resistant gene
before any release is made. And still they were stopped.” [by the government]

In Peter’s view, Norferm were stopped from pursuing their commercial activities
because of the direct impact of consumer fears on policy (both economic policy and
research policy).

The Norwegian Research Council is an important actor in relation to the institutions
here; it is the body that funds the research necessary to sustain the practice of expertbased governance, where that is attempted, as well being responsible for all research
carried out in Norway. Since 1993 it has operated as the sole organisation responsible
for funding research in all disciplines. It has close co-operation with industry, but is at
the same time perceived to be steered by political concerns by many of the scientists
in industry. A significant problem for scientists in both industry and academia during
fieldwork was that the Research Council was funding less research into genetic
engineering. The following extract is from an interview with an R&D manager:
139.He explained to me that they are “currently in the middle of a hornet’s nest”, as last year
the Ministry of Trade presented a Nasjonal strategi for nceringsrettet bioteknologi
[National Strategy for Industrial Biotechnology]. This is a document that they and others
have consulted in relation to their R&D and future projects, as it influences Research
Council funding. “Then all of a sudden a week ago the Research Council released a

^®®the project included attempts to insert human genetic sequences into salmon to produce faster
growing fish.
201
He is referring to the Norferm/Biosentrum example discussed in Chapter 2

197

document that has removed living organisms from their investment areas. XX, from
the trade confederation had talked with an academic they knew who had contacts who
told me that the Research Council had been told that they should shelve any plans to
expand biotechnology and that last year strategy paper should be considered dead”.
(Anon. 00021)

His view is that the Research Council is strongly directed by conservative research
priorities that excluded genetic engineering from even basic research agendas. (This
has a massive effect on company strategies, as we saw in Chapters 2 and 3 with many
moving their research activities out of Norway altogether). The attitude of the
Research Council has made it clear to the genetic scientists that research is politically
controlled in relation to the emergent understanding of the ‘consumer’. The new
powerful ‘consumer’ is a political hot potato, to which politicians respond.

Another industry player told me other things about how the Research Council is
viewed; the council was perceived to be incompetent and unable to properly assess
projects:
140.The informant had first-hand experience of the decision-making process where projects
were assessed and was incredible shocked by the fact that in cases where they didn’t have
the specialist knowledge to assess projects, or where projects were very bad, money was
awarded as a result of the project applicant knowing people on the committee. (Anon.)

The Research Council is associated with politisk styring [political steering] and even
incompetence and corruption. While the values of the Research Council are perceived
here to be corrupt, I suggest that the Research Council is actually operating according
to traditional values of face-to-face trust. Just as Shapin (1994: 410) characterises the
pre-modem situation where “veracity was understood to be underwritten by virtue”
(quoted in Rabinow 1996b: 14) and as Vike et al (2001) stress, it is tmst and
folkelighet [being perceived as one of the people] that legitimises decision-making,
not expertise. Awarding money to people that they know and tmst rather than to those
that they can assess to be ‘best’ according to expert anonymous knowledge systems
reflects such a tradition.

The clash between late modem or global expert-based systems and traditional
Norwegian forms of research funding is something which Norwegian culture is
becoming aware of. Thus in a recent interview in the Norwegian researcher’s
magazine Forskerforum (3/2002) with a high-standing academic who had a
previously influential role within the research council, the interviewer asks the
following question.
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Is it a problem that Norway is a small country, that “everyone” who’s “inside” knows each
other, that a few, central persons decide so much, that one risks dependency relations in
research in Norway? A criticism of the power of the Research Council that is made repeatedly
- at least late at night or safely behind closed office doors - is that you have to be 'in ’ with the
right people in the system in order to get support for your research projects. But although
individuals at times have implied that the Research Council is a fâmannsvelde [domain of the
few] that helps its own, no one will publicly vocalise this kind o f criticism. Perhaps because
they are afraid of falling out with the people with the power?

The article continues:
This question makes [Engelbert] pause for thought. For a long time.
“That people fall out of grace because of criticism of the Research Council is not known to
me. But it is always an advantage to know people. If you know people, you get to know about
opportunities. People who establish a good reputation for presenting excellent work are met
with trust. Without extensive networks the people in power cannot achieve much. At the same
time, it is easy to misjudge the importance of networks. To be known can be both an
advantage and disadvantage. People also get to know about your weak sides.”
{Forskerforum 3/2002 emphasis added)

In the view of the interviewee the trust-based system of the Research Council, which
is (though he does not specify to what extent) dependent on face-to-face knowledge
and reputation, is nevertheless fair. If you are a good researcher, people will judge
you well. If you are a poor researcher, people will get to know about your weak sides.
The implication here is that the system of trust-based assessment is neutral, objective,
and efficient. Through knowledge of each other’s work, people will be able to make
fair and sound judgement about each other’s work^^^.

Although the interviewee knows that the question is a fair one, that addresses real
problems, he cannot answer it easily. To imply that there is anything wrong with such
a system is to imply that the judgements of the majority of players can be wrong, can
be prejudiced, can be biased and ‘bad’^°^. This (as Thorvald Simes points out in his
study of the debates surrounding reproductive biotechnology) would be close to
slander.

The cmx of the issue is whether or not scientific, knowledge-based systems of
expertise are legitimate for regulation of knowledge systems and knowledge
production, with their substantial budgetary powers. In the eyes of the industry
players I mentioned, and in the anonymous concerns voiced by the interviewer above,

It is an interesting thought-experiment to imagine, for instance, would-be PhD students in the UK
accepting this as a legitimate basis for processing their funding applications.
And of course it also implies that people are differently positioned in relation to power, that we
perhaps have different starting points. Such expressions of difference and hierarchy are not easily borne
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there is a sense of failure of legitimacy here. There is a refusal to allow scientific and
technical considerations to come foremost. Traditionally, as with Shapin’s (1994)
gentleman-scientists, this was not a problem. However, in the face of late-modern
science-based technologies, global law and new market conditions, this may mean
that the system of regulating knowledge is in failure. Can trust-based systems of
science funding function in the contemporary world? Is the nature of knowledge
changing, in Norway, away from something embodied, personal, made social through
adherence to collectivity and strong loyalty to roles? Is it now being changed through
global influence? Perhaps knowledge may become expert-based, anonymous and
‘neutral’ rather than stuck to the bearer.

5. 5 Ways Forward? Tradition and change in regulation, industry and science
Traditionally, Norwegian control and inspection in the area of foods has been based
on a process of consultation, education, and guidance. It is less focused on punitive
measures against producers or retailers, and is not based on scientific evidence of
wrongdoing. Rita, a specialist in this area, drew comparison with the Netherlands^^"*.
141.The Dutch state has a liberal tradition for the individual. But they’re control-obsessed. No
consultant services, no discussion. Just fines. Chemists or managers are in charge of
inspection. Inspectors are strictly certified. Norway is the only country that doesn’t
have specific qualifications for inspectors. [In Norway] it is based on the inspection
itself [i.e. the visit, the social event] not on work in the laboratory. ... Their (the
Dutch) inspection system is built on mistrust. Institutionalised mistrust. (000208)

Rather than mistrust, the Norwegian system has been based on the idea of
institutionalised trust. Rather than science or laboratories being the determining
factor, the ‘visit’ is most important^^^.

The value of institutionalised trust expressed by Rita has been at the forefront of the
tensions and conflicting impulses expressed by the interviewees in this chapter. The
limitations of the model of a ‘we’, where the relationship between state and citizen,
industry and science is based on the moral values of consensus, education, co
guidance at the heart of the Norwegian tradition have been raised. Traditionally, faceto-face interaction is considered essential and individuals - whether ‘inspectors’ or

This material is drawn from a meeting I attended while carrying out fieldwork at the Consumer
Council, at which Rita, a specialist in the field, presented prior to taking part in a seminar with the CA,
SNT and Ministries the following day. The meeting and seminar are discussed further in Chapter 6.
(cf. Elvebakken 1996 for overview)
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‘market actors’ or ‘consumers’ -

are enmeshed in the collective. In such

circumstances the collective good simply needs to be shown and explained to
participants. The individual is part of the whole, and his or her solidarity ultimately
lies with that group, and must simply be facilitated by government.

However, in the case of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) and other genetic
food technologies this system simply doesn’t work. Instead GMOs demand
knowledge, hierarchy and expertise in a way that severely disrupts the system. Their
presence demands laboratory checks, demands scientific procedures to ascertain their
existence and expert committees to establish their safety. It rejects face-to-face
systems as sufficient. Instead, it carried with it international systems of regulation,
control and research that are based on anonymous systems of expertise (i.e. EU
directives, EU research initiatives, global corporations).

Regulators experience the GM food technologies as agents that embody global power
and knowledge systems, and ultimately threaten and destabilise given relations. The
bottom line is that internalist agency of GM foods is possibly dangerous. Trying to
assess this danger relies on scientific knowledge rather than traditional practises of
exclusion. But such knowledge has little legitimacy, according to traditional values of
Norwegian consensus traditions, which they (in part) hold.

Industry actors such as Sylvia highlight the failure of government to acquire enough
knowledge to govern on the more global and less ‘Norwegian’ basis of expertise. The
ways forward suggested by Sylvia, Peter and to a certain extent David and Beate is to
trust science more. Sylvia, David, Peter, Beate all share basic sympathy for science,
but dilemma about splitting the ‘we’ in this way. Sylvia, as a representative of ffeemarket food companies, presents the market-consumer as the most viable option.
Beate, on the other hand, also recognises the value of citizen-consumer model, despite
her worries about excessive consumer responses and the legitimacy of ‘consumer
representation’.

Changing the we?
The occurrence of practices and material objects as symbols of “identity as a scarce
resource” (in Harrison’s (1999) sense) is prevalent in Norwegian culture, for instance
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in relation to immigrants to Norway and non-white Norwegians who wish to wear
Norwegian national costume. The Norwegian ‘we’-ness is made material in the
costume, and the appropriation of such material objects is contested by some
members of the ‘we’ who seek to exclude others by wanting to deny them access to
such costume (see Chapter 8). Such excluded members of the society are free to
appropriate symbols such as the costume, but at risk of being publicly challenged and
disapproved of. Similarly the ‘we’ of the Law sought to exclude genetic technologies
from the community created through Norwegian law and governance practices
(Chapter 2), while the genetic technology and its allies sought its enrolment and
inclusion on equal terms with other subjects of the law. This description of an external
‘other’ and a Norwegian inner pervades informants’ accounts of their experiences of
genetic technology.

This material presented in this chapter raises a number of questions in relation to the
persistence of a ‘unity’ of traditional Norwegian identity as a kind of ‘we’. The inner
construction and conditions of the category of self-understanding (cf. Brubaker and
Cooper 2001: 17) that this ‘we’-ness denotes has appeared to rest on a certain
relationship where the self is understood as citizen, within a unity of state,
worker/citizen and industry. Such ‘we’-ness has not (only) been found to be
understood nostalgically or as a scarce resource to be preserved by outsiders. Instead
the ‘internal’ understandings of that ‘we’-ness are being altered through institutional
practices and understandings. The way in which people embed knowledge-based
practices and consensus-based practices reflect changing understandings of the
relationship between self and state. The most powerful alternative model that emerged
from the current chapter is the market-consumer, reflecting a split of roles and people
as partial. Our ‘consumer selves’ appear in relation to the market domain, our ‘private
selves’ in relation to the home; in each case the domains determine which aspect of
ourselves appear at any one time. (Thus in Sylvia’s account, outside of the market
moment consumers don’t exist, only interested parties pretending to be consumers for
the sake of furthering their interests). Underlying this is a basic contract and shared
identity at the national level, mediated by the all-knowing state in whom the citizen
places his or her trust.
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This is different from earlier unity in that it takes account of market forces, global
realities, scientific expertise, and tries to incorporate these into Norwegian reality.
Despite the fact that these forces appear as ‘external’ and foreign to the Norwegian
project, the informants here all consider them to be valid and productive ways
forward. The ‘we’ is split by the external realities, and science and democracy present
the best way forward to resolve the difficulties that this presents.

These changing relations and self-understandings are found to be closely linked to
genetic technology itself as a key player in the nexus of social relations that dominate
the technological field. Technology is a powerful agent of change (and continuity).
We must note here that such changes are not brought about solely by genetic
technologies! These are ongoing changes of identity practice that are, in contemporary
Norway, occurring at many levels. “Norwegian identity” as a unity of state, market
and citizen is given great power and prominence in current meeting with what is
perceived as global modernity, and its importance can be traced historically through
IQ^’’ century romanticism and 20^ century independence. Current changes in practices
of governance and other interactions with the forces of late modernity (television,
education systems, systems of law, knowledge, tourism and so on, new
understandings of human genome etc; new communities) all interact with the sense of
‘we’ that is so important in Norway. Genetic foods technologies are prominent
representatives of this modernity, and are particularly prone to heighten tensions and
make visible changing ‘we’-ness, through their inability to be quietly enrolled in
existing practices of governance.

In the following chapter we look at the Consumer Council and the other ‘way
forward’ that is presented on the technological field, namely the consumer-citizen.
The consumer-citizen was present in e.g. Beate and David’s struggles to establish a
suitable response to GM foods, yet it was secondary to the market-consumer model in
terms of the demands of governance as they perceived them. Unsurprisingly perhaps,
the consumer-citizen emerges most strongly in the Consumer Council vision of
governance.

203

CHAPTER 6 THE CONSUMER COUNCIL AND GENETICALLY MODIFIED
FOOD
“You know Machiavelli’s Prince'} That describes the situation. I’m a forandrer [changer].”
(Stine, Project Manager, the Consumer Council, July 2001)

Consumers are becoming a powerful group in Europe in general, often evidenced in
the use of consultative processes such as lay-persons ‘juries’ and panels and the
widespread consultation of consumer organisations by government (Burgess 2001). In
Norway consumer representation is emerging as a political issue; whether consumers
should be represented ‘directly’ through consumer panels, or through an organisation
such as the Consumer Council, or whether traditional bodies such as the Storting are
in fact sufficient.

Citizens’

juries

have

been

established

on

genetic

food

technologies

(Lekfolkskonferansen) to access consumers ‘directly’. F 0re-var and its broad
consultation processes discussed so far in the thesis also enrol interest groups,
including the Consumer Council, in decision-making processes. The Consumer
Council is further implicated in governance through extensive international processes
which draw the Consumer Council in to the same world of negotiation and
consultation as SNT, under for example the leadership of the UN (Codex
Alimentarius).

6.1 Forbrukerrâdet, The Norwegian Consumer Council
The Council’s relationship to the state
Norway is fairly unique in a European context in that there are no private consumer
organisations that address consumer issues. All consumer organisations bar one^°^ in
Norway are under the sole authority of the Ministry of Children and Family Affairs
(Bame og familiedepartmentet, BED). The most important of these is Forbrukerrâdet,
the Consumer Council. It was established in 1953 on the initiative of women’s rights
and labour organisations (see Tufte and Ali 1998, pp. 114-116). It is a free-standing
organisation that is publicly financed. “The Consumer Council is legally a part of the
state, but in expert terms independent” (Tufte and Ali 1998: 114, my translation).

There is one that is financed in part by manufacturers and the Department of the Environment, but
still mostly by BED, namely the organisation responsible for the development of environmental
standards labelling
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Figure 17 O rganisational M ap o f the M inistry o f Children and Fam ily A ffairs

(Source: www.bfd.dep.no)
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In daily practice there was no sense that the state was responsible for the utterances of
Consumer Council employees. The state and council were close in terms of funding,
but daily interaction expressed no assumption of responsibility of either part towards
the actions of the other. Thus 1 would agree with Tufte and Ali when they say that it is
“highly unlikely that a Minister would be held responsible for expert statements and
actions taken by the council” (1989: 114, my translation). Yet undoubtedly there was
an element of constraint, which suggests a degree of non-articulated responsibility
beyond the formal ties of state funding. For example on one occasion their
relationship to the state acted as an explicit constraint in their activities with Nettverk
for Mat og Miljo (or Nettverk) (an environmental organisation discussed in Chapter
7). The Nettverk had initiated a sticker campaign, where activists could go into shops
directly and put stickers on food that had been identified as containing GMOs; thus
labelling them for people to see. Although the Consumer Council was a part of the
Nettverk that campaign was considered too political or activist for the Council to
participate. Nor could they, an informant told me, take part in explicitly opposing
laws that they had taken part in constituting (as the Council acts as an important
partner to governmental consultation processes). Thus while legally the Council is
closely related to the state, the constraints are not formally or rigidly expressed.
Instead, the people that 1 worked with felt that they were in fruitful conflict with the
state, often pursuing lines of research or activity that tested the boundaries of their
relationship with the government and the Ministries. Some ‘radical’ moments of
direct action make the limits of that relationship, and the position of the Consumer
Council within the nexus of relations constituting governance in Norway, visible.

Who is their subject, the consumer?
The Consumer Council resolutions (see Appendix 7 Box 1) inform us that their
overall aim is “to increase consumer influence in society and in the market, to
contribute to a consumer-friendly development and to promote activities which can
improve the position of consumers in society today and for the future” (§1). The
Council aims to help consumers to realise themselves, “to improve consumers’ ability
to evaluate their needs” (§3b). Further, the Council expresses the need to educate
consumers, into becoming a certain type of consumer, namely efficient (§3c). In so
doing it expresses the values o f autonomy and self-reliance that are central to
Norwegian society but which are also central to the Scandinavian pietistic tradition
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(highlighted by e.g. Witoszek 1997, 1998, Gullestad 1992). Thus the council aims to
educate consumers to realise their inner-potential on an individual basis and in
relation to their individual need in their home, and to equip the consumer to be able to
do so in an efficient way (§3b, §4b,c). The context for the consumer to develop their
abilities and be educated is in fact in the home (see Appendix 7 Box 1 §4c), again, at
the level of the individual person or family.

An English version of their aims (see Appendix 7 Box 2) translates this as “the
Council is engaged in educational activities with a view to assisting people in
becoming self-sufficient” (§3). Again there is a stress on the value of the individual,
self-sufficient, efficient, rational actor. This actor # does not present a substantial
challenge to traditional Norwegian values of autonomy, piety and strong moral bonds
to the collective.

There is no explicit aim to educate individual consumers to become more ethically or
socially aware or even environmentally aware^°^; there is no expression of a desire to
change the consumer. Thus their environmental work is on behalf of the consumercitizen i.e., to “take part in environmental protection and sustainable development
from a consumer standpoint” (Appendix 7 Box 1 §3e). It is not that they seek to
change the consumer into an ‘environmentally friendly citizen’, but they hold the
ideal type of environmentally friendly consumer in mind when acting on their behalf
in the technological field. Thus in the case of GMOs, for instance, the Council does
not necessarily see its role to educate all consumers so that they reject GMOs (on the
grounds that they, for example, pose a threat to the environment). Indeed, they
repeatedly stress to me that they are not against biotechnology per se. Rather, the
Council works on behalf of consumers as ideally ‘environmentally fiiendly
motivated’ when lobbying government on the negative aspects of GMOs.

The consumer is not seen as solely responsible for his or her own behaviour in
relation to the environment or in fact for his or her own protection (e.g. health,
pollution). Instead environmentally aware citizens, healthy, and unpolluted, must arise

This does appear as an important element in their activity in schools, however, suggesting that it is
appropriate to make explicit reference to such issues only before people are fully ‘grown’ and complete
as individuals.
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from the success of a particular (ideal) type of relationship between state, industry and
consumer. In this ideal relation it is the job of the Consumer Council to ensure that the
authorities and industry provide protection, on the consumer’s behalf (Appendix 7
Box 1 §3d, §4c-4f).

The Consumer Council does not present any radical breaks with the cultural ideals of
Norwegian society. Their consumer citizen is firmly embedded within its cultural
context, and they do not seek to change anyone, but rather to meet their needs. It is
claimed that the Consumer Council is able to embrace the needs of all Norwegians is
expressed in the English-language statement on their website (Appendix 7 Box 2).
This contrasts with the Norwegian version in the way that it explicitly states that they
represent “Consumers of all types - wealthy or poor, educated or not” (Appendix 7
Box 2 §2). It is striking that this point appears on the English language version of the
site, and not in the Norwegian. This is an explicit expression of ‘Norwegian
egalitarianism’ as worthy, ideal and ‘different from abroad’. This implied difference
between English and Norwegian presentations suggests the outlines of underlying
moral domain of the Council’s role, and that its aims are tied to ideals of it as a strong
binding force in society with explicitly moral (pietistic) aims. This connects with my
earlier discussion of the Norwegian social and political sphere as a highly ‘moral
domain’ (Strathem 1997).

The Consumer Council’s role as representative of the individual is thus strangely
reminiscent of the traditional role of Priests^®^ in Norwegian society; the Council
works at the level of individual salvation, developing individual relationships with
morally appropriate (efficient, self-sufficient) behaviour. Witoszek (1997: 90)
identifies what she calls a “self image, a fantasy of self’, which Scandinavian society
strongly established during the 19^^ century and was trying to live up to. This
incorporated the “ 19^^-century creation of the North as a ‘mecca of freedom and
authenticity’ and of Norway as ‘the land with no palaces and with a multitude of
small happinesses streaming down from the mountains’ (Bremer, 1869, vol. VII,

Priests were traditionally an important group, Witoszek (1997: 75) refers to them as a “protointellegensia” of Scandinavia for several centuries. The continuing importance of priests despite the
secular nature of Norwegian society is reflected perhaps in the fact that Prime Minster Kjell Magne
Bondevik is a priest by profession.
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p.365)”. A powerful self-representation, it continues to be expressed in such contrasts
between Norway and ‘the rest of the world’. Such representations can be understood
as what Witoszek characterises as “influential representation of Scandinavia as an
outpost of humanist culture and humanitarian values” (Witoszek 1997: 90). These are
representations that are passionately identified with and form the regulatory matrices
through which the self is brought into being and indicate the enduring importance of
humility.

Experts on consumers
In addition, however, to being the all-embracing representatives of the consumer, they
are also the bearers of scientific knowledge about the consumer. Their working
methods reflect this basically dual role of educating and representing consumers;
consumers are both objects of research and subjects of representation. In order to
represent consumers, consumers must be researched, while in order that consumers
are aware of their needs and able to meet them they must be educated. Representation
takes place on a collective and holistic level, while education and learning
responsibility and autonomy are activities to be pursued at the level of the individual
and his or her own home.

The position o f consumer representatives as legitimate representatives of consumer
concerns (in genetic technology in particular) is under fire. Doubt has been cast upon
the validity of consumer representation in this way; as Beate (Chapter 5) commented,
142.It’s frustrating, because who is the consumer? We interact with one person in the
Consumer Council. ... It can’t be enough; one person. Investing all that money, the
consumer million.. .(000305)

In this context the idea of a citizen-consumer representative as the basis for decision
making is disruptive. Thus I was told that the Bame og Familiedepartementet (BFD)
wanted to establish local citizens’ juries to access ‘real’ people directly, in order to
bypass the Consumer Council, who could not legitimately represent ‘all’
consumers.^®^ Others in the technological field (such as Sylvia and Beate) also find
the Consumer Council objectionable. What is so provocative about the Consumer

This suggestion illustrates the key conflict taking place in Norway between new and old forms of
governance. It also illustrates the power struggle and desire of government to minimise the impact of
new consumer expert representatives. It is based on a deep rejection of the notion of expertise in
relation to consumer affairs.
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Council representatives? Is it, simply, their assertion of expert knowledge as the basis
of their political position and influence?

6.2 The Consumer Council Technological Field

Breadth o f scope
The Consumer Council had a wide variety of activities in relation to GM foods in
particular and environmental issues and food in general. During the course of
fieldwork Stine and Line established themselves and the Council as an ever more
powerful voice in the public life of GM foods and environmental issues, and by the
end of my stay the Council was about to expand their work in this area from 2 to 3
full-time equivalents (FTEs). They established an own group within the Consumer
Council, called ProMM. ProMM stands for Project-group for Food and the
Environment (Prosjektgruppen for Mat og Miljo).

The figure below was given to me by Line - she had drawn it up as an illustration for
her and Stine to use in their proposals for the group to the Council. The figure is
interesting and gives a good indication of the kind of work that Stine and Line were
doing, also before the establishment of the group on its own right. As such it
represents

an

informants

own

view

of

the

‘technological

field’.

The

imaging/imagining of their organisational map is thus an excellent summary of their
activities.
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Their daily work was in relation to GM foods, and other food issues (for instance
labelling of honey), environmental issues such as teak furniture. Genetic technology
was in particular a beacon issue that involved them in working across boundaries and
drew them into close co-operation with international organisations in a way that
simply did not seem true for other areas of the Consumer Council’s work (e.g. legal
guidelines for housing contracts, the rights and responsibilities of house owners, etc.).

On the left of the figure, starting from the top, the first box refers to the Consumer
Council’s own publication, Forbrukerrapporten, similar to Which? magazine in the
UK. Stine and Line make good use of this medium in relation to raising awareness
and educating the public about GM foods. Going from top to bottom the next box
refers to the media more generally. Stine and Line were both regularly in contact with
the media either in relation to crises (Scrapie/BSE, or the revelation of retailers
unknowingly selling GM food discussed below) or as a result of their own proactive
work such as Stine’s frequent writing of chronicles for the newspapers on issues of
the day (e.g.. Consumer Council’s Press Day on Food 15^^ March 2000). These
activities had direct consequences on relations with Ministries. The next box
represents the environmental activist group Nettverk for Mat og Miljo which is central
to Stine and Line’s activities and which is examined separately in Chapter 7. Below
this is ‘co-operation with other organisations’, which might include retail
organisations, for in stan c e ^ F in ally on the left we have ‘Representation in steering
committees and select committees. Stine and Line were involved in committees with
SNT and other public instances and the Consumer Council for example has a
representative on the Biotechnology Advisory Board (Bioteknologinemnda).

In the centre of the diagram at the top is a hierarchical representation of the Consumer
Council itself and its internal units to which ProMM would be answerable. Below is a

Stine and Line work directly with industry in order to promote consumer interests. For example they
held several meetings with retailers and co-operate with them on issues such as defying EU imposed
regulations on food additives by ensuring that Norwegian food market is kept free through a voluntary
ban. Another instance of such pro-industry collaboration was the Consumer Council’s agreement with
SNT not to ‘name and shame’ food products that were found to contain traces of GM soya and maize,
on the grounds that this would be harsh on the companies. None of whom had knowingly included
these ingredients. (See interview with Beate, Chapter 5. They were castigated in the press for this).
Such activities resonate with traditional values of face-to-face contact, trust and consensus.
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hierarchical representation of the ProMM members; Stine at its head followed by Line
and finally the new consultant. The central hierarchy at the centre of the diagram
illustrates well the fact that scientific expertise is at the core of their approach, while
the other relationships are not drawn hierarchically but are spread out, symbolising
their equality (the EU, EC and ProMM, UN and so in tandem).

On the right hand side of the diagram, from the top, we find ‘Nordic co-operation’,
referring to the extensive co-operation between Scandinavian consumer organisations.
Ministerial co-operation. Meeting for Nordic Ministers and so on. Underneath we find
BEUC (the European Consumer’s Association), TACD (Trans-Atlantic Consumer
Dialogue) and Cl (Consumers International) all linked, as consumer organisations
involved in GM foods and other food issues, to the European Commission/parliament,
the WTO, the UN through UNEP (convention for biological diversity) and Codex
Alimentarius (discussed below). They have not included their participation in
seminars, such as the one I attended at Lysebu on food control (see below). Other
activities such as lobbying ministers and raising questions in parliament on the
activities of the research council, for example, are perhaps difficult to formalise in a
schema like this one^^V

Bringing science and consumer together
My very first contact with the Consumer Council introduced me to the respect for
expertise and the centrality of science in their thinking. Stine, who was later to
become my main informant, was away from work due to illness. Line, Stine’s junior
and co-worker on issues of food and the environment, said that I was very welcome to
come and interview her, but she stressed on the phone that she wasn’t an expert in the
area by any means.

I drove out to the Consumer Council offices at Lysaker on the outskirts of Oslo. It is
located in typical west-side ‘office suburbs’ (just as Tine Meierier was located in the
typical ‘industrial zone’ on the east-side). It is a red brick office building that also
houses the Government Institute for Consumer Research (SIFO). Line was in her

It is not the aim of this chapter to provide and in-depth overview of the range of their activities; I
simply want to indicate the extremely diverse range of activities, before turning to look in more detail
at the themes that emerged during fieldwork.
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thirties, her background is in biological sciences, and she spent much of her student
years working with environmental groups. She kept looking at my bag, and I realised
later she was looking for my (absent) tape recorder^’
143.We went to her office, she explained that Stine is away for a while as she is ill. She thinks
Stine will be sorry to miss this. Stine has initiated co-operation between food the big food
manufacturers on the issue of GM foods, and has an ongoing dialogue with them. Line
was concerned again that she herself was not an expert - 1 explained that I am not an
expert either.

Thus Line established the need and respect for expert knowledge as soon as we met.
This point was constantly stressed throughout the time I spent with them, both within
the Council itself as well as with their interaction with others. For example, when they
advertised for the new position (the third member-to-be of the ProMM group) I was
told that it was inconceivable that someone with a non-scientific background (say a
social scientist like myself!) would be considered for the job. Stine’s background was
in nutritional sciences and Line was a biologist who had worked for many years with
environmental groups during her university days. ‘Hard’ scientific credentials were
necessary if one was to be an expert in the meeting between consumers and
food/environment.

In fact Line’s regard for expert knowledge expressed itself in a near echo of Sylvia’s
comments (in Chapter 5). Sylvia expressed irritation with the internet, calling it
disastrous as it gave unhindered access to information to people who were not
qualified to discriminate between sources. Walking down from lunch one day Line
told me how important it was to check sources, and how maddening the internet can
be in this sense because small groups of people who refer to the same small number of
bad data can create ‘facts’ that are not facts at all^^^.

At that first meeting, because Stine was away Line took me to meet E and B (two
journalists who work on Forbrukerrapporten, the organisation’s magazine). They
were currently preparing a ‘Dangerous Food’ edition of the magazine with articles
about GM food, which provided a focus for the meeting and, it seemed, a structure for
the ‘interview’ that she anticipated. It also provided an excellent example of the way

I was not taping any interviews at this stage
She did not limit this to the internet though, and gave me the example of the myth that the Sahara
desert is increasing in size year by year by so-so-much. She told me that this was based on data from a
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in which the Council brings together their strict notions of scientific credibility with
their vision of consumer participation.

Enrolling consumers with science
Stine and Line made great use of the Forbrukerrapporten as a channel for interaction
with consumers. Consumers respond to as well as receive the magazine, in particular
in the form of questionnaires and surveys, as well as queries and letters. This
interaction reveals a lot about how the consumer council was creating the new
consumer, in particular how the Council sought to bring consumers and science
together.

B was at the time of my first visit analysing the results of a survey sent to 8000 of
their subscribers on GM foods. The response rate was the greatest they had ever
experienced - 2500 replied (more “even than for the TV-license questionnaire”). She
said that “everyone” who responded was sceptical to GM foods, and everyone expects
a lot fi*om the state in terms of regulation and information. She gave me copes of the
survey:
Box 3. Consumer survey on GM foods.
Questions about food
Scientists and experts disagree about our food. Is food that is produced with the use of genetic
technology good and healthy, or can its long-term effects be damaging? What about food from animals
that are subjected to hormone treatments, and from animals who have antibiotics in their feed?
Politicians in the EU and Norway want to label the food so that you and I can choose. We in
Forbrukerrapporten would like to know more about whaX you [original emphasis] think, and hope that
you will take the time to answer the questions below and send it to us before 15^ September.
Responses will form the background for articles in issue 9/99.
Q l. Do you agree th at the authorities should wait before allowing so-called genmat^^'*, until
research and experience have given us more knowledge about how the body and
environm ent react in the long term ?
Q2. Do you believe that it is allowed to sell genetically modified products (GMOs) in Norway?
Q3. In your opinion, should products containing GMO be labelled
Q4. Do you feel confident that the food we buy in the shops will only contain GMOs that are approved
by the authorities?
Q5. Do you think that we can become ill from eating food that contains GMOs?
Q6. Do you think that eating genetically modified food can effect the genetic make-up of our
descendants?
Q7. Do you think that nature will be damaged if the genetic bases of plants are altered?
Q8. Do you feel confident that meat bought in Norway has not been produced with the help of
hormones?

small range of years which showed an increase in the area covered by sand, but that over a longer
period of time the data shows that the desert retreats as well, and that the boundaries are fluctuating.
Literally ‘genetic food’, see Sylvia’s comments on this Chapter 5
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Q9. The French agricultural minister is convinced that meat treated with growth hormones are
dangerous to eat. France and the EU refuse to import such meat and the US is imposing sanctions
against them. Do you agree or disagree with EU’s policy?
QIO.
Antibiotics in animal feed are used to prevent illness and as a growth stimulant. Do you fear
that residues of antibiotics in feed can make us more vulnerable to infections and illnesses?
Age...
Sex...
(My translation, original numbering, emphasis added)

The introduction to the survey highlights the connection between the respondents and
the EU discussions on labelling, a point which also comes across in the final article
(see below). The questions are closed, in that there are simple yes or no responses,
and Question 1 is interesting in the way in which the Council brings together the need
for research (science, objectivity) with the need to wait. If a consumer answers ‘yes’
to a moratorium, s/he also answers ‘yes’ to the legitimacy of science as one possible
source of reassurance. Thus the Consumer Council does not separate out consumer
worries from scientific discourse; the two are mutually inclusive. This contrasts
strongly with industry and regulators’ discourses on consumer concerns as presented
in previous chapters (where consumer worries are seen to be about ‘ethics’, hysteria,
and unreason).

In the article borne out of the survey - one of seven articles on food in the ‘Dangerous
Food’ issue of Forbrukerrapporten, which came out a month later - the questionnaire
results were reproduced in an article headlined “Genmat? Nei takk!” [Gene foods? No
thanks] which echoes the 1970s slogan “Atomkraft? Nei takk!” [Nuclear Energy? No
thanks!] It is interesting to see how the themes of the questions are re-presented in the
article:

Box 4. Genmat? No Thanks!
Genmatl No thanks!
§ 1 Forbrukerrapporten readers want the authorities to wait until research has given us greater
knowledge before allowing the sale of genetically modified food in Norway.
§2 Whilst 95 percent of respondents want a moratorium on genmat, 99 percent want food with
genetically modified ingredients - so-called GMOs - to be labelled. 84 percent do not feel
confident that food in the shops of the future will only contain GMOs that have been approved by
the authorities.
§3 Only 10 percent answered ‘no’ to the question “Do you think that we can become ill through eating
food containing GMOs?” One in two answered ‘don’t know’ whilst a slightly larger share fear that
it can affect the genetic inheritance of our descendants.
§4 Three out of four readers are worried that nature may be damaged, if the genetic make-up of plants
is changed through genetic engineering. This worry is evenly split between young, middle-aged and
the elderly - the eldest group is actually the least concerned. There were otherwise no striking
differences in response patterns of different age groups. Between women and men the differences
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were greatest in relation to the question of whether the health of descendants can be affected;
women increased the ‘sceptical’ percentage here with a positive response rate that lay 12-13 percent
higher than men’s.
§5 We also asked a question to chart attitudes to the use of growth hormones. 92 percent w ant
Norway to unite with the m ajority of EU countries and ban the import of hormone-treated meat
from the US. Three out o f four respondents did not feel secure that meat that we buy in Norway is
not produced with the help of growth hormones.
(Source Forbrukerrapporten 9/99: 12 My translation, numbering added, emphasis added)

This is a rich passage with many points, but I will pick up three points connecting the
questionnaire and the article. Firstly the article makes the claim on behalf of its
readers that readers’ are in favour of greater scientific research into the question of
GMOs and their potential health effects, as deduced from their response to Question 1
of the survey (Box 3). This presents a public view of consumers as rational, scientific,
reasonable opinion-holders, in striking contrast to industry’s perception of the
consumer side as hysterical, ill-informed and em otional.^Secondly the article draws
a connection between readers’ wishes and EU wishes, a point which signals that their
views are part of an internationally held opinion (Box 4 §5). Thirdly, the main
conclusion of the article is that '"Forbrukerrapporten readers want the authorities to

wait until research has given us greater knowledge before allowing the sale of
genetically modified food in Norway” (Box 4 §1) (my emphasis). Science was thus
firmly placed within the remit of rational consumer-citizens, who hold internationally
backed opinions and have a right to impact on government decision-making.

6.3. The state and self; consumer-citizen rights and government responsibility
Developing ‘environmental ethics ’ in the council
I met Stine once she returned to work from her illness in December 1999. In her early
forties, she is incredibly energetic, enthusiastic, friendly and open^^^. The senior

Whether or not this is a conscious tactic on the part of the journalists is not important at this point,
as it is a conscious or unconscious action which links with the institutional and personal instance on
science as the basis for decision-making and the importance of expertise (f. Line’s insistence (above)
on not being scientifically qualified enough or experienced enough to call herself an ‘expert’ on GMO,
for example).
The following description is very astute, taken from a Tine company magazine report to be
published (given to me by Stine before publication) “Stine Wohl Sem shows a true enthusiasm for her
work. She appears like a whirlwind and talks like a foss [waterfall]. In addition she has great expertise,
with a B Sc in nutrition - and experience from nutritional research and the Government Pollution
Agency {Statens forurensningstilsyn, SET). Her engagement is not limited to what happens within
Norway’s boundaries. She has a large international network of contacts and is has a holistic perspective
that includes developing countries as well as international trade regulations and standards ... “food
isn’t just health and nutrition, but also culture, lifestyle and exciting experiences”, Sem states, before
she whirls out.” (doc. ref. 10145)
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representative working on GM and environmental issues, since she started work at the
Consumer Council (several years before I did my fieldwork) she was a key player in
pushing for the introduction of environmental policies. While I was there she gave me
a copy of the Council’s first ‘Environment Profile’, written in the mid-1990s. This
document, on Stine’s initiative, addressed the perceived clash between consumerinterests as hitherto defined (i.e. quality goods that are provided as cheaply as
possible) and the needs of the environment (i.e. sustainability).

The document covers 12 pages and bears the title “Environment Profile: The conflict
between high consumption and a good environment should be made smaller by letting
the quality notion include environmental concerns like resource use and durability”
(Forbrukerrâdet n.d.). The main conclusions of the report were that :

The

•

.. .Trade and industry and the consumer must be guided as far as necessary in order to
achieve this, by a combination of prohibition, commands and taxes

•

... All environmental costs [should be] included in the price of goods and services.

•

The authorities and trade and industry have the main responsibility for making it easier to
be an environment-friendly consumer. The consumers have a responsibility of their own
to influence the politicians and to follow-up on the changes that are reduced to a system
(Forbrukerrâdet n.d. original translation)

document

represents

a

key

moment

whereby

environmental

issues

(environmental ‘costs’) are included in the concept of ‘quality’ and thus as an area of
legitimate responsibility of the Consumer Council. The Consumer Council is
redefining the consumer ideal from one who needs safe and cheap goods to one who
also needs environmentally friendly ones.

This, I suggest, was an early Norwegian redefinition of the consumer towards the
citizen-consumer. The latter has interests that fall outside simply traditional market
concerns of ‘price’ and ‘quality’ which had so far been sufficient to delineate the
Council’s role. In order to successfully redefine the consumer the Council had to reimagine the consumer as one who has a need for environmentally friendly goods and
services, not just good and cheap ones. Logically this redefinition is necessary so that
they can justify higher expense of environmentally friendly products and they are thus
not working contrary to consumers’ best interests as hitherto defined. It is also a
rejection of the market-consumer alternative.
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The document appeared strangely dated despite only being a couple of years old, yet
it indicates the same ideal relationship between state, consumer and industry as Stine
pursues below, reflecting the endurance of these emerging patterns of relations
between state, industry and consumer. Government and industry are seen as
responsible, but so too are consumers; in fact consumers are directly responsible for
“influencing politicians” (see above). This is clearly a co-constitutive and equal
relationship between consumers as consumer-citizens, government and industry.
‘Environmental ethics’ thus reflected an ideal type of relations between actors in the
field, in much the same way that the fore-var principle functioned to order relations
between Government and Biotechnology industry in Chapters 2 and 3.

Ethics
The clearest way in which ‘ethics’ appeared in relation to GM foods at the Consumer
Council was as a set of concrete ethical issues, foremost of which were GM foods.
1) human health (GM foods, food additives)
2) environment (GM foods, teak furniture)
3) fair trade (coffee/tea, teak, GM food benefit)
The ethical issues of environmental involvement provide a major legitimising force,
as have seen, defining the relationship between consumers and market away not
towards simple point-of-purchase relationships but to one that constitutes a chain,
from producer to consumer to post-consumption consequences. The ‘tools’ of ethics
for the consumer organisation incorporate taking part in pursuing the consequences of
this understanding of the new consumer-citizen, who is ethically bound up in these
aspects for their working methods.

By the time I visited the Consumer Council, genetic technology issues and
environmental concerns formed one of the key areas of activity and documents and
statements of policy were professional and canny. There had it seems been a rapid
period of engagement with the issues, issues which were enormous in scope and still
not quite integrated into the institution’s practices. This was reflected in the huge
number of documents in Stine’s office, the mess of papers, contacts and

219

memorandums, reports, academic and trade journals and so on^*^. It was also reflected
in the huge, passionate engagement that she had with her work, and the large number
of international contacts and events that Stine pursued in order to bring the
Norwegians up to speed. Genetically modified organisms and environmental issues
were clearly become a strong and legitimate part of the organisation.

Genetic technology acted as a powerful driving force legitimising such ethical
approaches which identified the consumer as existing outside of the potion of
purchase or having consequences outside of the point of purchase. Genetic
technologies such as so-called ‘terminator t e c h n o l o g y m a d e visible the links
between farmers’ economic conditions and customer choices in the marketplace. In
order to pursue environmental/genetic technology issues the Council had to pursue a
redefined ideal type consumer and introduce this type into the joint processes of
governance in which they take part. GM foods had been and still was an important
driving force in this process, legitimising and demanding Consumer Council
involvement.
Power claims
The Council was thus involved in attempting to shift power balances within Norway.
Stine commented, “the important thing is that Norway has a great problem in
admitting the importance of consumer interests”. “Consumers have a legitimate and
real role to play,” she stresses, and leans over to draw the “power triangle” in my
book (Figure 19).
Figure 19. Stine’s power triangle
Myndigheter (government)

Forbrukere (Consumers)

Naeringen (Industry)

In the first few days o f fieldwork in the Council 1 examined meters of shelf-space of documents
from hundreds of sources, communication with vast numbers of actors and institutions and experienced
a sense of precariously ordered chaos. When 1 returned to the field a year after leaving 1 experienced a
sense of calm and order in Stine’s (new) office; the establishment of ProMM and the maturation of the
environmental issues appeared to have resolved much of the chaotic knowledge flow.
Genetically engineered crops that produce a harvest but the yield is ‘sterile’, i.e. it cannot be used as
seeds for next year. This ‘guarantees’ that the farmer will not break the (already existing) contract that
s/he has with seed suppliers which commits him/her to buying seeds each year.
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She explains, “As it stands, consumers are pulled in when it is in the interests of
industry and the regulators; like when they want to exclude hormone foods. Only
then. Otherwise they’re excluded.” But consumer access to this power triangle is
essential, she continues, and gives me examples of contexts: “The Forbrukermelding
(Parliamentary proposition), the reorganisation of SNT’s organisational form... in
these issues consumers are important... it’s about trust” (00058 081299). Thus for
example the very first sentence of her memo titled “Organisation of Government Food
Agency, SNT” that she gave me in December 1999 reads “The most important thing
for consumers is to have a public tilsyn [authority/inspection] that we can trust.”

Trust is key to the contract between government, industry and consumers; Stine does
not recognise any unity of interests, and the reality of split interests of consumers,
industry and state must be brought together on new terms. The way forward lies with
permanent, legal inclusion of consumer representatives in partnership with
government and industry.

Treading carefully: current praxis and the pragmatics o f power
Although aiming for a shift of power based on the values embedded in the notion of
environmental ethics and the ‘new’ consumer, the Council had to tread carefully and
be extremely pragmatic. Power relations between players were often expressed in
conversations on GM foods. Thus on the very first day Line had told me a little bit
more about their activities, in particular relating their activities to the power structures
within which they were embedded:
144.Line has contact with environmental campaigners. She tells me she is quite happy for
others to go further than they are able to when protesting GM foods, because the
Consum er Council cannot very well take p art in processes to form laws and
regulations and then go out and protest against them.
145.SNT [the government food agency] had ‘w arned’ Line not to ask more questions about
the applications that they have received for approval of GM foods. She told me this half
laughing. (990917)

This indicated the importance of existing structures of power and the ability of the
Consumer Council to disrupt. While environmentalists are clearly freer than the
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Consumer Council, the Consumer Council is in effect constraining its actions in order
to sustain its role as Law-maker.^^^ Despite these efforts, it is experienced as
powerfully disruptive by SNT, who ‘warn’ them not to pry to deeply.

When asking Stine and Line about GM enzymes and whether they’re a concern for
them, they explain that they have agreed, along with the European consumer
associations (BEUC), not to demand the labelling of process technologies. So if bees
are fed GM rape, the honey doesn’t have to be labelled. If pigs are fed on GM feed, or
if GM enzymes are used in production but do not appear in the final product then the
same applies. These issues about labelling relate to complex relations in the
technological field. Stine quickly establishes the relative nature of their position on
GM enzymes, and relates this to a pragmatic position negotiated according to the
context of institutional relations and political settings:
146.Stine says, “in the US it’s considered misleading to label at all, but here it’s considered
misleading to label processes [i.e. e n z y m e s].T h e se are movable boundaries.”

She draws in the international aspect of GM foods, talking of both European
Consumers Associations and US authorities in relation to regulatory questions in
Norway. Line similarly draws my attention to the fact that they as consumer
representatives have to think and act strategically in order to have an impact, in
relation to other actors. They do not operate in a vacuum devoid of political and
economic interests. In order to be taken seriously in the face of undermining by other
players they insist on acting in an extremely ‘reasonable’ fashion, only responding to
issues that are of ‘overwhelming’ consumer concem^^^

As discussed above, this is not due to funding (the Nettverk is similarly heavily funded from the
public purse) so much as their institutional relation to the law-making processes of government, a
process which they presumably do not want to undermine. On the other hand the Food Agency as a
representative o f government clearly experiences the Consumer Council as highly disruptive or
threatening, as it ends up ‘warning’ the Consumer Council off as they want to protect their applicants
from the prying gaze of the Council
While I was in the field the issue of enzymes was still fairly unresolved in government agencies
such as SNT. The key thing to remember is that the use of genetic engineering in any context has to be
approved (when it is living organisms such as those used in food processing) at Ministerial level, on the
basis of social and ethical claims as well as use value (cf. Genteknologiloven). Each time a technology
is to be used it must be applied for separately (cf. Chapters 2 and 3).
It is necessary to highlight here that this is only partly true, in the sense that they themselves are
involved in awakening consumers to what is going on. The Consumer Council takes part in educating
consumers (see below in relation to the Nettverk and their course material), in line with its mandate to
create consumers who are self-sufficient, aware of their own needs and so on. If the Consumer Council
is concerned that there may be a danger to public health from the use of GM enzymes and other
processing technologies then they would feel obliged to act on that concern and raise consumer
awareness.
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147.Line explains; “it’s too difficult”. She goes on to say that the details of the science and the
issues around GM enzymes are too complex for the consumer associations to get to
grips with in the first instance.
148.But she adds, “if there is fundamental opposition to tukling [lit. messing, i.e. with nature]
then we will demand it. But because they have used divide and rule tactics to
undermine the consumer movements it is important not to cry wolf too much. There
is no consumer interest in these issues at the moment, no one [i.e. consumers, media and
so on] asks us about this”. 00058 081299

The current context means that a pragmatic approach involves signalling
reasonableness. They do not ‘cry w olf, do not give others the chance to call them
‘hysterical consumers’, dominated by feelings. This is a pragmatic point that was
often made by both Line and Stine in relation to policy-making^^^.

In this context issues of public health form one of the most legitimate bases for
Consumer Council action, as health is an unimpeachable value attached to citizenship,
the nation and the state (cf. Lyngo (2001) and also Hoyer (2001) for Swedish
similarities). The issue of health in this context signals utter reasonableness, and to
raise it is irreproachable and forms an important basis for action:
149.Like with the antibiotic resistance gene, protests and demands are based on health issues;
“we can’t prove the danger, but there is sufficient suspicion from scientists, and using the
fere-var principle we can ban it.”
150. Stine insists, “The Consumer Council is not against biotechnology per se”. 00058 081299

International power
International bodies such as BEUC, TACD and so on (see Figure 18 above) are also
involved in the power structures surrounding them, with various effects. The
following passage shows one impact of the international nature of the genetics issue:
151. Stine points out the flaws in US arguments against labelling, which are based on the
practicalities involved. “Now halal and organic foods are labelled according to processes;
Codex and FAO (UN food agency) have standards for labelling halal products, so US
protests about how it’s impossible to label GM foods is suspect ”, she adds. [i.e. if they
have the ability to trace and label halal they can just as easily label GM].
152.Stine separates the product from the process but says there is still a consumer right
to know. Like with irradiated spices, she says, there is a right to know, “even if radiation
doesn’t actually alter the spice”.

The international nature of the issue and their contacts creates or bring to mind the
notion of a ‘universal’ right to know. The right of the global consumer to know what
he or she is eating or buying and the right to health is brought forth in the illustrations

Labelling demands in this context thus reflect pragmatic decisions in relation to political positioning
(cf. Klintman 2002 for an interesting discussion of labelling demands in GM and the political
positioning attached in the US and European contexts)
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referred to, namely halal products, organic foods, and genetically modified foods.
‘Universal’ consumer rights like this are indicative of the impact of international
agencies such as the UN Codex Alimentarius, European Consumer Associations and
the shift in discourses of legitimising government identified by e.g., Burgess (2001).

Codex Alimentarius in particular is important; it is a FAO and WHO food standards
programme body that provides an international set of guidelines that are “aimed at
protecting the health of consumers, ensuring fair practices in food trade and
promoting harmonisation of food standards”. Further it “is the only international
forum able to bring together everyone - scientists, technical experts, government
regulators, consumer activists and industry representatives - necessary to develop

standards for food manufacturing and trade” (Codex Alimentarius Commission n.d.).

Such emergent notions of the ‘universal consumer’ and the right to know is expressed
in the Norwegian context in relation to labelling issues (as we saw in Chapter 5). But
such universal rights to know, which might imply a universal ‘individual’ consumer
making individual choices bearing responsibility alone is not necessarily the cultural
expression of this at the local Norwegian level, as the following shows.

Making knowledge visible and making it work: labelling
The way in which the Consumer Council positioned scientific knowledge between
consumer, industry and state reveal much about particularly local relations between
self and state and the agency of knowledge. As we have seen GM foods must be
labelled according to strict guidelines in Norway, stricter than EU guidelines in that
they are not based on substantial equivalence but actual derivation. Thus labelling
requirements are based on actual modification, something that can only be established
through documentation (implying a functioning system of control, government and
trust) and not through chemical testing which is (so far) inadequate to meet such strict
guidelines. Stine and Line see this strictness as a victory for the environmental
groups, and as the result of processes of good governance in which the Consumer
Council was included.

The case of honey provides an interesting comparison that illustrates the way in which
GM foods and labelling issues (making knowledge visible) are about ordering the
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moral-social

relations

between

government,

industry,

consumer

and

knowledge/science. Honey is a potential source of Cl Botulinum, bacteria that are
particularly dangerous to infants^^^ and it is recommended in Norway that children
younger than 12 months do not eat it (SNT for example warn against this,
(http ://w A V W . snt.no/nytt/ferskvare/notis.html/16.html). SNT recommended labelling
honey as a solution, for instance putting a small label on all jars of honey to the effect
that

it

must

not

be

given

to

children

younger

than

12

months

(http://www.snt.no/nytt/tema/maten/matforgiftning.htm). Stine and Line however told
me that they were against labelling honey, in contrast to their stance on GM foods.

Their reason for this is that of the recent cases of illness of infants in Norway from the
use of honey (there had been four in the 18 months previous to us discussing the
issue) two of the children were from non-native Norwegian backgrounds. To Stine
and Line this implied that there might be a language or Norwegian literacy problem
with the use of labels. They argued that health visitors and others in the medical
profession should communicate this knowledge directly to parents.^^"*
Labelling pushes responsibility from the authorities and producers over onto the consumer.
And can also frighten people and contribute to scepticism generally. The report [from the
Nordic Council of Ministers] states that ‘authorities should establish legal guidelines, control
mechanism and information so that such warnings are unnecessary' (A quote from Line
reproduced on the Council website www.forbmkerraadet.no)

They point out that the labelling “would not provide any explanation of why infants
should not have honey, or say anything about how serious such poisoning could be.”
They suggest instead an information folder:
“After a hearing meeting with SNT in December 1999 we have held meetings with the
industry ... and are in agreement to propose making a simple information pamphlet which
communicates the information in several different languages. We see this as a better solution
than warning labels. It is imagined that the pamphlet will be placed with other information in
all the country’s health centres, labour wards, doctor’s surgeries chemists and so on, and can
be ready by March depending on how quickly SNT respond”, says [Line]. “The authors of
such information should be the industry themselves in conjunction with SNT the Government
health Authority”(ibid.).^^^

A form of botulism causing infant botulism, paralysis and if undiagnosed, death.
This was in fact another case where industry and Consumer Council interests met, and they were
united in their proposals to the authorities that direct information was a better solution
(Forbrukerrapporten 25.01.2000). They also said that their stance was directly related to other
Scandinavia Consumer Councils as well as to the report on labelling form the Norwegian Ministerrâd
(a pan-Scandinavian Ministerial-level Council). Again, their power base is something that draws on
interaction with players outside of Norwegian national boundaries.
This in effect enlarges the scope of belonging of Norwegian citizen status (i.e. people worthy of
protection by the Consumer Council and also the State) to include non-Norwegian speaking
immigrants.
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If the honey was labelled, it would simply present a new ‘rule’ (do not give honey to
infants’) without presenting the knowledge (the why) itself. Stine and Line argue that
the knowledge should be put into circulation, should be embedded within all citizens,
whether Norwegian or non-Norwegian language speakers^^^. The form of expression
of knowledge is closely linked to technologies of government and the creation of the
citizen-consumer. It is clear that Stine and Line’s citizen-consumer also includes non
native Norwegians.

With GM foods the knowledge is less clear, risks are not quantifiable, but above all
the products are not ‘visible’. While all honey is honey, not all Soya is genetically
modified. Genetically modified foods (which may present a health risk) cannot be
identified by sight. Thus the only way to make the products visible and the knowledge
accessible is through a two-pronged approach of labelling and dissemination of
available knowledge. Labelling GM food is not in their eyes about leaving the
responsibility to the consumer, in Ulrich Beck’s sense of ‘risk society’, where the
burden is left with the consumer. It is about forcing the government to make visible
(through labels or leaflets, material entities which enlist government representatives,
retailers and consumers in certain relationships) knowledge and technology and to
take responsibility for its existence.

The ideal put forward thus rejects the fragmented and disassociated global market
model as an acceptable alternative (cf. Carrier 1999), where power is conceived of as
alienated from people and the market is an anonymous system of capitalist moralities
that split the consumer from their other roles. There is no market-consumer here
engaged in a moment of purchase^^^. Instead there is a consumer related to “the more

Thus their folder to be distributed through e.g. health professionals would (it was hoped) ‘force’ or
‘oblige’ such professionals to communicate risks with non-Norwegian speakers, thus including them in
dialogue between state and self.
Functional foods provides an excellent example of this transition of consumer to citizen-consumer.
An extract from my fieldnotes reads “They talked about the producers and their mistakes, about the
laypersons conference in Norway 1996 where they established which products contained GM etc, and
found that it was ones with absolutely no advantage whatsoever for the consumer. In the future they
will probably go the path of functional foods and health issues [thus giving an advantage to the
consumer] but Stine points out, “what do these health claims actually mean? If you eat an oil that is
supposed to lower your cholesterol and keep you healthy, does this also count if the rest of your diet
consists of crisps and mars bars? Functional food claims have to be put in context”. 00058 081299”
The consumer is a context-based creature, not someone who only exists in the moment of purchase, but
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complex, relational and comprehensive notion of ‘citizen’” (Wynne 2001: 470.) (And
it also relies on a rejection of romantic notions of unity between state and citizen, with
the government as capable of looking after). How does Stine work for this in practice?
What is the institutional level response? How do they seek to make such ideal
relations actual?

Identifying the failures o f government
The Consumer Council has clearly established a stronger position for itself on the
back of the GM issue and its ‘demand’ for scientific knowledge in governance. The
failure of the government to function ‘properly’ is a source of great frustration to
Stine. As we saw, consumers come under the remit of the Ministry of Children and
Family Affairs (Bame og Familiedepartementet, BFD). Stine tells me that she is
infuriated with them. She sent a letter to BFD about GM foods and they told her it
wasn’t their concem.^^^ In addition, the Ministries that do take on GM foods are not
necessarily to be trusted:
153. And the Ministries that are involved cannot be trusted. Thus SNT, the food agency, is
answerable to the Ministry of Health and Social affairs as well as the Agricultural
Ministry.

Stine explicitly identifies the economic and public health interests of Ministries; she
sees them as split (due to global forces and market realities as much as anything).
Where such dual interests exist government will not be able to perform its job
properly.
154.“And the Agricultural Ministry speaks with two tongues”, Stine says, “as on the one hand
they have a section on food production and safety and on the other they are a political
department which works to protect the economic interests of industry” (00058 081299)

Throughout fieldwork Stine kept up pressure internally and externally on the matter of
food authorities, food safety issues (including GM foods) and governance. She
addressed SNT, the Consumer Council itself, the Ministry of Health as well as
Agriculture, wrote columns for the newspapers and arranged events to highlight the

who is many other things; young old fit ill, fat thin, poor rich, disadvantaged and privileged. She
recognises the differences that may impact on what ‘health’ means in any given context.
In a letter 20.06.95 Stine writes to the BFD asking for their support for the demands that the
Consumer Council were making on behalf of consumers to be guaranteed proper labelling of GM
foods. BFD reply: “We have received your letter dated 20.6.95 and note your views in labelling of
foods containing or produced by the help of GMOs. As the Consumer Council knows, it is the
Agricultural Ministry and the Ministry of health that work directly with food related issues. The
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clash of interests involved and the detrimental effects this has on food safety issues.
For instance, International consumer day on the 15^^ of March was dedicated to
raising the issue of consumer trust in governance. This included a press conference at
Tostrup Kjelleren in Oslo with presentations on the issue of ensuring food safety by
having a single Food Authority.

Science as a consumer response to GM food safety
Behind the scenes lobbying of MPs was also an activity that went on, by the
Consumer Council and others, for example through letters and friendships. One
particular question that was asked as a result of such lobbying was MP Olav Gunnar
Ballo (of the Socialist Left party) who asked the following question at the Storting's
question time 1®^March 2000, revealing their focus on scientific research:
Norway’s Research Council has rejected an application for funding research into the risks
attached to genmat, and on a global basis research has largely been carried out by producers of
genmat, who have economic interests in the results of the research. What is the government
doing to make sure that publicly funded research is carried out in this area? (source docs.
10135 PR also available from www.stortinget.no/spmi/dw-o2QGGG30114-017.html)

The reply by Hoybrâthen (Ministry of Health) observed that unfortunately many
applications had to be turned down despite their high standard, and that hardly any
applications into researching risks had been received. He also made the following
comment:
Nor has the Research Council received any applications on the health and enviroiunental
effects of GMOs from the Norwegian Food and Beverages sector. It is the council’s
impression that the Food and Beverages Sector accepts Norwegian consumers’ scepticism to
GM foods, and that they therefore have no plans to develop such products. (Ibid.)

This again highlights the way in which the inside/outside boundary is considered as
absolute, and that in the political arena consensus will solve the problem (i.e.
Norwegian producers and public are in agreement, therefore GM foods are not a
problem for us and we do not have a need for research). In contrast Stine and Line at
the Consumer Council insist that scientific research is vital to any resolution of these
questions.

I was interested and struck by the fact that they used the fore-var principle as a
scientific principle linked to the establishment of scientific uncertainties, rather than
an 'anti-scientific' sentiment which seeks to exclude scientific knowledge from

Ministry for Children and the Family ... can raise issues related to consumer interests.” Their rejection
of GM food s an area of consumer interest means that Stine works with other Ministries.
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decision-making, as suggested by David L in SNT (see Chapter 5). I asked them
whether they experienced the fore-var principle as problematic:
155.“It can be watered down, and can exclude too many things just because we don’t like
them, or as economic protectionism,” they both agreed.
156.1 mentioned that the term wasn’t as prevalent in English and mentioned that people had
said to me that it wasn’t used in France, for instance. Line agreed with me; she had found
that Swedish and Danish colleagues had needed her to explain it when she used the term.
157.Stine, however, disagreed strongly, saying, “it’s the ‘precautionary principle’ in English,”
though she suggested that it might not mean exactly the same. But she sees this as a
solidly international principle being worked on by EU, etc.

The fore-var principle has a different role here than that suggested by SNT, as their
use of it is linked to the need placing consumer rights within the political process of
decision-making, on the basis of scientific evidence. It is not for them a tool which
allows ‘any’ consumer voice to be heard; rather it is a scientifically justifiable
principle.

Shaping scientific government and governmental responsibility
Stine wants governance to be neutral: for her, this means identifying conflicts of
interest and instating forms of governance based on health and responsibility. Stine’s
ideal is that relations of government must be based on scientific independence and a
holistic approach to food. This cannot be guaranteed by Ministries that are either
uninterested and thus irresponsible (BFD) or have conflicting loyalties (e.g..
Agriculture with loyalty to the farmers, or Health, which has other more pressing
concerns such as hospital waiting times). Her comments on the re-organisation of
SNT thus reads:
158.Currently [consumer] concerns are left floating in the air. The Ministry for Children and
Family Affairs will not fight for these concerns in the area of foods, and the Ministry of
Agriculture wears several hats [i.e. their loyalties are split between economic interests and
health].

Stine proposes a reorganisation of the governance of foodstuffs based on an
independent Ministry that does not have loyalties to the farmers, retailers or other
interested parties. Instead it would be responsible for food ‘from field to table’.

It is not simply the Consumer Council that wishes to reorganise food control; this is a
political “hot potato”, as the financial newspaper Dagens Næringsliv puts it (27^
October 2000). Ministries, food authorities, the Consumer Council and others are in
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ongoing contact on these matters. The director of SNT for example writes in an
internal memo about these problems and highlights the complex nature of food
regulation, which Stine shows me:
159. [The problem is that] control of food and drink is carried out in Little Norway by a total
of three different institutions. The Ministry for Fisheries is responsible for seafood
exports, and the same seafood is on the domestic market controlled by SNT. SNT also has
responsibility for food of animal origin (meat, milk eggs etc.). Responsibility for non
animal origin foods (fruit, vegetables, com etc) is shared between the regional food
agencies (KNT) and SNT...

Stine addresses this issue continually throughout fieldwork, refining them at different
times and presenting them in numerous contexts, ranging from press releases to
seminars. The key elements to her approach can be summarised thus:
•
•
•
•
•

Overarching aim: Public Health
Responsibility for control of industry is kept separate from responsibility for
promoting manufacturing, agriculture and fisheries
Control is seen in a field/Qord to table perspective, holistically
An independent scientific committee to be established^^^
All decisions to be made public, consumers must be involved. (Source: doc
Tilsynstanker)

Above all, Stine is concerned to ensure scientific independence and political
accountability.

Unwelcome troublemakers
Despite their tendency to tread carefully, as discussed above, the Consumer Council
nevertheless manages to annoy other agencies and groups in society^^\ The highprofile role of the Consumer Council is not necessarily welcomed. At one time Stine
mentions that the Department of Agriculture “says that the Consumer Council isn’t
‘representative’”. She adds “I get incredibly fhistrated, because they refuse to
recognise the legitimacy of the Consumer Council to speak on behalf of consumers”.

Which of course it is, being adopted by the UN conference in Rio in 1992, and also being used in
North Sea in 1987. It also forms the basis for European environmental law (see Foster et al 2000)
Her suggestions for such a committee are detailed “the committee is not elected by the users but
perhaps by One of the Ministries or the research Council (after consultation?). It must be made up of
broad and deep expertise (high scientific standards), must be independent of its users, have high levels
of credibility and will provide expert advice and be responsible for risk assessment on food issues.
Nutrition, toxicology, microbiology, ecology, genetics, veterinary ++ must be included. Consumers
have observer status.
Stine has personal experience of this, for example during the BSE crisis she raised the issue of
scrapie in Norwegian sheep. The industry reacted furiously and the press camped outside her house.
She was told, even years later, by industry actors “you cost us millions”, when she met them in
professional contexts.
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She adds, “SIFO^^^ have said that this is a conscious tactic on the part of the
Ministry”. As we saw with Beate in the previous chapter this was also a concern of
SNT, and also of Sylvia. Stine’s ‘expertise’ on consumer affairs does not, it seems,
qualify her as a representative of the people.

International support fo r consumer representation
The role of ‘troublemaker’ is related to the Consumer Council’s challenge, through its
very existence, to procedures of governance. This challenge is strongly linked to
changes in international political agendas. At a meeting of an environmental umbrella
group (Nettverket, see Chapter 7) Stine told participants that the Consumer Council
had been given NOK 200 000 by SNT for a number of activities:
160. Stine presented a brief summary of her activities in relation to this funding, and how she
is taking part in the international task force: “SNT wants us to take part in Codex
meetings - in Japan on definitions of risk. I ’ll be taking Bente, the council leader, so
she can see how hard international work is!” Also they will attend the Codex meeting in
Canada on food labelling (Line will go to this) and the Codex commission meeting in
Paris which Stine will go to in order to get status on the other countries. She says she
has a number of people that she knows and trusts who will be there and who can give her
information. (00060 110100)

Stine is an essential participant for the UN - consumer representatives from all
nations have to be enrolled in their forms of governance, in order to meet their stated
aims of inclusion. The Codex accesses Stine through SNT, the appropriate
government agency. Thus SNT are obliged to invite the Consumer Council to attend,
and pay for them to do so. This is another example of the Norwegian governmental
agencies taking part in global forms of governance that may conflict with their own
priorities and ways of doing things.

This became evident after the conferences when I was told that SNT were (in the eyes
of the Consumer Council^^^) not terribly happy about the Consumer Council taking
part. Stine and Line both complained bitterly about SNT’s attitude to them, saying
that they did not take on the role of "reiseleder’ [travel-leader/organiser] with
particular aplomb. Stine felt that they were extremely divisive on the trip to a Paris,
and was furious with them to the extent that she refused an invitation to dinner with
them on the trip. She said to their Director at the time (as well relating it to me after

State Institute for Consumer Research
Unfortunately (time, money and the logistics of fieldwork) I never went back to SNT to get their
version of these events.
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the trip) “well everyone says we consumers are 90% feelings so bear the consequence
of it, these are my feelings”. In this way Stine angrily parodied the division that she
felt that SNT was reifying between the Consumer Council and the food agency, by
referring to the commonly held view of consumers in Norway as ‘hysterical’.

Line was similarly upset that SNT made it difficult to go as a ‘group’ to Canada,
refusing to arrange hotels together and travel arrangements, an experience that she
found isolating and contrary to the point of the trip, which was to take part together.
(I.e., to pursue joint governance of genmat and other food issues). This suggests that
the government agencies were not happily co-existing with the increasing strength of
the Consumer Council.

6.4 Conclusion: institutional ways forward - science, democracy and new
legitimacies

Genetic technologies in food production are implicated in the ‘calling forth’ of a new
creature, the citizen-consumer, in Norway. The citizen-consumer as we have seen has
several characteristics;
•
•
•
•
•
•

The consumer-citizen is rational and scientific
The consumer-citizen is universal/global
The consumer-citizen has the right to representation based on knowledge of
consumer needs.
The consumer-citizen has the right to equality of representation within the power
triangle that rules over the domain of market, goods and services.
The consumer-citizen needs protection, because interests are split and government
and industry cannot be trusted to serve their needs
The consumer-citizen needs legal protection in order to sustain this position of
equality

The ideal that Stine works with conceptually is one of ‘ethical governance’; that the
regulation of GM foods and food in general should be the effect of a power-triangle as
she wrote in my book, i.e. a co-production of governance based on expertise. As we
saw, it is similar to that espoused by international organisations such as the Codex
Alimentarius, which includes ‘consumer-citizens’ on equal terms with other actors.

The conflict between the consumer-citizen model and traditional models of unitybased government lie at the heart of the conflict between the Consumer Council and
other agencies. The consumer-citizen model also contradicts the market-consumer
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model emerging as (somewhat) preferable in the eyes of Beate, David, Sylvia and
Peter (Chapter 5). Both models- the Market-Consumer in Chapter 5 and the CitizenConsumer Chapter 6 - simultaneously differ from traditional models of governance
and share important elements with traditional models. Traditionally, governance in
the view of the government is based on consensus-unity not knowledge/expertise.
This coincides with the values of consensus implied by the citizen-consumer model.
Yet the unity of state and citizen interests in traditional models qualifies government
(through democratic process of the ting) to serve those interests better than anyone
else. This resonates with the market-consumer model, where privileged groups of
experts are the best source of governance.

Both the consumer-citizen model and the market-consumer model are disruptive. The
former for introducing the notion of expert-led representation and consensus process,
the latter because it introduces the idea of scientific, expert led political legitimacy.
Thus SNT, for example, or the Ministries do not recognise the right of the Consumer
Council (in the form of Stine) to represent the citizen. Such representation runs
counter to the logic of Norwegian democracy, where votes are the legitimate basis for
representation, and which has traditionally been successful due to the perception of
united interests.

‘Ideal’ models of governance:
Traditional

M arket consumer

Citizen-consumer

United interests inform
government

Experts inform government

Experts and expert-informed
consumers inform government

United interests and folkelighet
legitimise government

Expertise legitimises
government

Expertise and consensus
processes legitimise government

Government sole representative
offolket [the people] by
definition including all citizens

Government sole representative,
industry and consumers are
beneficiaries/subjects

Governance is joint project of
collaboration, consumers and
industry participants

United interests

Split interests

Split interest

Government is confused by the new ‘citizen-consumer’, and finds its demands
difficult to counter. The citizen-consumer shares many elements with the traditional
‘citizen’ who was part of the consensus and unity between state and citizen. Its
similarity lies in the morality underpinning its claims. Its claims to being an equal
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partner, its desire to find consensus and focus on shared interests and holistic
approaches, means that many aspects of the ‘consumer-citizen’ are associated with
‘Norwegian ways of doing things’. The following quote illustrates how explicitly the
citizen-consumer is associated with traditional Norwegian moral values:
161. As individuals we wish, not to say demand, that all food bought in Norway is safe to eat.
We expect to be able to go to the shop and buy meat that doesn’t make us ill... and fish
without pollutants... We want eggs that we can eat raw because eggnog is nice, and we
want to be able to avoid genetically modified ingredients if that is our wish... {Til
Forbrukemes Beste second draft, for press, Stine)

Thus while the consumer-citizen shares features with the global model (individual
desire at the heart of the paragraph), the consumer-citizen is recognisably Norwegian:
autonomous and self-sufficient, it is a moral creature. Not a vegetarian, s/he most
certainly drinks eggnog (a Norwegian Christmas tradition, indicating both their
morality and national-religious identity).

Stine and Line are extending to the regulatory agencies the same conditions and
grounds for legitimacy that they claim for themselves as representatives. For Stine
and Line legitimacy is grounded in scientific objectivity and respect for science as the
basis of action. They are able to assess the complexity of these matters and prioritise
what is important and what isn’t. They can discriminate and make judgements for
which they are responsible. As such, they place themselves in the camp of experts in
two senses: 1) expert representatives of consumer issues, able to assess consumer
interest and need for education and information and 2) experts as scientists, able to
assess the real risks and dangers on behalf of the consumer and discriminate
accordingly.

Finally, the material presented here also indicates a deeply creative and productive
relationship with genetic technology. GM foods, which appear as a foe in much
popular representations of consumer relations to it, is actually an ally in the work to
create a stronger consumer-citizen, as genetics too, demands hierarchy, science and
respect. Genetic technology insists, like Stine and Line, on scientific expertise as a
basis for good governance. The following chapter examines this creative role played
by genetic technology more specifically at the grassroots level of environmental
activism.
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CHAPTER 7 ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIVISM

Environmental activism is an area of great activity in Norway and an important aspect
of the Consumer Council’s work, particularly through their membership of a network
of organisations, called ‘Nettverk for mat og miljo’ (hereafter the Nettverk). The
organisation heading the Nettverk is Miljoheimevemet (lit. ‘The Environmental Home
Guard’) an organisation that aims to mobilise Norwegians to take part in protecting
the environment through their daily activities. This organisation is presented here as
an example of the traditional Norwegian attitude to environmental activism, before
looking more closely at the Nettverk itself and its interaction with genetic technology.

7.1. Miljeheimevernet: doing ‘your bit’ in the environmental Home Guard

Miljoheimevemet presents itself in the leaflet ‘"Bli med pâ miljodugnad" (See Figure
20). This translates as ‘Join the environmental dugnad\ A dugnad is a collective
effort that takes place in different contexts. One context is family and friends who
might work on repairing a house or painting an apartment, other contexts include
twice-yearly dugnad at nursery schools, where parents children and staff take part in
cleaning, painting and gardening. School dugnads, where children and teachers take
part in tidying and cleaning are another example, or housing associations (or shared
blocks of flats), where the residents once or twice a year come together to do spring
cleaning. Dugnads can also be called for specific projects such as building something,
renovating a back yard, bam-raising etc.

The dugnad form is one of collective participation, and reflects core Norwegian
values about capability (the verb to duge means to be fit or capable), responsibility,
and collective participation. The leaflet suggests 32 different things that you can do in
order to join in the environmental dugnad, and encourages you to tick at least 5 of the
boxes “At least 5 ticks and you’re in!” (Suggestions range from choosing recycled
products, car sharing, avoiding PVC, cycling rather than driving, not using
insecticides, to eating less meat and buying organic). You can join the dugnad by
sending in a slip of paper giving your name, age and address, and the names and ages
of the people in your house who are also taking place. In return you receive a
pamphlet detailing the different things that can be done for the environment. The
leaflet adds that you should know:
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1.
2.
3.
4.

M iljeheim evernet is a dugnad, not an organisation
You do not become a m em ber of anything by sending in the slip. You become a participant
where the object is to do practical things in daily life
You are not p a rt of a political program m e
It is free to take part in Miljoheimevemet, your ‘joining fee’ is the practical environmental
input that you do
(numbering added)

The themes that arise from this leaflet are that what is important is active participation
(‘action’ {dugnad) not ‘membership’, active not passive, i.e., they don’t do anything
for you). As such the organisation is about means (agency) and not organisational
content in the form of political belief, or bureaucracy. The disinterested, apolitical
nature of the dugnad is stressed, and an analogy is drawn between ‘joining fees’ and
labour or action (which implicitly supersedes immoral money with good and honest
labour).

Above all, the exercise is in itself about ‘joining’ through a slip of paper^^"^, it is about
written communication with an environmental group, it is about taking part through
the exchange of information (leaflet detailing what you can do, in return for your
name and address and age) made available for a database for use by the organisation.
This is about participation in governance; self-governance based on exchange, trust,
and moral contracts. It is based on an awareness or ideal relationship of co
constitution; together we become co-authors of community. This is the most
important environmental group involved in GM foods, and we see that these themes
dominate the way in which GM foods are dealt with.

It has become clear that collective membership through small slips o f paper are an important
cultural form in Norway (cf. Skodbo (1995) where the national health campaign encouraged social
interaction through "come on a walk with me" slips of paper. In using such slips you transform your
walk; rather than simply going for a walk with a friend you offer your friend a state-sanctioned walk. A
similar process was at work with the cycle to work scheme mentioned in Chapter 4).
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Figure 20 M ili0heim evernet leaflet - invitation

Join the environmental dugnacP.
No one can do everything - but we can all do a little. In that way
we can solve environmental problems together.
Miljohelmevernet invites you and your family to an environmental dugnad.
We divide the large environmental problems into small tasks. So small that
everyone can do their bit, but still large enough to make a difference when
many do their bit. No one has misunderstood more than he doesn’t do
anvthinq because he couldn’t do evervthinq.
We are many already taking part in the environmental dugnad - and we are
increasing all the time. Now it’s you and your household’s turn. Will you take

Pi

i
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F igure 21 M ili0heim evernet leaflet ‘C ount Me I n ’
(This is an English version that illustrates the kind o f activités included)
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The organisational knowledge-base
The philosophy of Miljoheimevemet is to mobilise around issues that have been
identified as important. They do not carry out expert research into environmental
issues but others such as Friends of the Earth Norway are more scientifically oriented,
and Miljoheimevemet rely on them for key issues (David

personal

communication). Instead they publicise and mobilise. Their focus is not on expertise,
but involvement.

The Consumer Council magazine {Forbrukerrapporten) stressed the important role
environmental groups have for consumers directly as well as for the Consumer
Council when dealing with and understanding GM foods. The extracts below (Box 5)
are from an article in the ‘Dangerous Foods’ issue already mentioned, where the
Consumer Council presents Milj oheimevemet and the Nettverk’s environmental
arguments:
Box 1 A call for moratorium ‘Wait for ten years’
§ 1 Norwegians are sceptical about genmat. . .and may have good reason ... Neither health or
ecological aspects have been well enough explored.
§2 Fifteen Norwegian organisations, with the environmental groups at the forefront, are
now demanding a ten-year moratorium on the release of genetically engineered plants and on
the use o f genetically engineered ingredients in food, until there is greater knowledge about
the long-term effects.
§3 David
in the Milj oheimevernet is fhistrated by scientists who think that they can have
total control over genetic engineering. “It isn’t difficult to have total control in the laboratory.
But the material can behave very differently when it’s out in nature” he says.
§4 It’s what we don’t know about genmat that is the strongest argument for a wait-and-see
approach to approving it. With a fere-var approach we have the chance to discover long-term
effects. If we release plants into nature too soon then there’s no way back. In Norway we’re in
the lucky position of being able to debate genmat before it arrives. In many other European
countries they’ve had genmat on the shelves for years without knowing. ...
§5
“ TAe development o f new plant-types and animals has been taking place fo r a long
time. Isn 't genetic engineering the same thing?”
"The difference is that genetic technology crosses natures own boundaries. Perhaps it
will be okay, but it’s important to be more certain than we are today”, says David E
Health effects mapped
§6 Scepticism towards genmat is focussed both on possible health effects as well as
consequences for the ecological balance. The latter has been particularly important for
environmental organisations. But recent information has also made David B suspicious about
health effects. He mentions a planned international research project that aims to chart
what we don’t know about the effects of genmat.

not to be confused with David L. in Chapter 5
My emphasis. This is the same David that we meet in the meetings that are described below.
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"The size of the project itself shows how little we know about this”, David £ insists
§7 The project aims to look at connections between genmat and food allergies and to chart
possible reactions in the intestines. If the project is supported it will be the first time that the
nutritional effects of genmat are explored in a scientific and independent way, says Professor
Ian Pryme at the University of Bergen, who is taking part in the plaiming of this project,
(source; Forbrukerrapporten No. 9 1999 p. 13 My translation, emphasis added

This article highlights the important role of environmental groups, not only as a
source of action groups but also as a source of knowledge and expertise. The parts
highlighted in bold stress this: David is asked questions about genmat and answers as
though from the point of view of ‘expert’, and is associated with research projects and
questions of scientific certainty. This contrasts strongly with the way that David
presented himself at our first meeting. He stressed then to me that he is not an expert;
he is a channel of information and dialogue. The first day I met him he told me that
his environmental organisation, Miljoheimevemet, is “not a expert organisation
[fagorgan] ... it’s about communication... we rely on Naturvemforbundet [Friends of
the Earth Norway] for expert standpoints... we choose mainstream issues, we’re
pragmatic... we offer advice and help, we don’t judge or threaten... We seek to
mobilise the early majority.” He added, “I’m not a leder [lit. leader, meaning
‘manager’], more a co-ordinator” , in a direct explanation that this organisation is not
about hierarchies of knowledge but about grassroots action.

Yet the Consumer Council in its article re-presents the dugnad in expert terms. Stine,
Line and the reporters are re-framing the environmental dugnad as one that
incorporates expert knowledge and a respectful relationship to that knowledge. This
impulse - to draw the environmental movement towards embracing expertise - is
similar to the one characterising the emergence of the citizen-consumer in Chapter 6.

7.2 Nettverk for mat og milje - a method of engaging with GM foods
Miljoheimevemet acts as co-ordinator for the Nettverk for Mat og Miljo, an umbrella
organisation consisting of 17 organisations that have joined forces to pursue issues on
food and the environment. Miljoheimevemet provides meeting rooms and the input of
David E., who acts as co-ordinator for the group. I was invited to attend Nettverk for
Mat og Miljo meetings by Line and Stine, who represent the Consumer Council.
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Their activities centre on attending meetings, discussing food and environmental
issues, and reaching consensus on issues where they can. The way that they work
towards the public and politicians varies. In some cases they act as hearing partners to
the government (through e.g. the Consumer Council but also many of the other
organisations are official hearing partners, e.g. Husmorforbundet, and the Farmer’s
Unions and so on). In other cases they issue press releases, or write articles for the
mainstream newspapers.

Genmat was one of the driving issues for the group, and one that they were in strong
agreement about. One o f their main campaigns called for a moratorium on genmat and
aimed to mobilise people against it^^^. This involved enrolling participants in the
campaign, getting a list of interested people, sending out information on why ‘no’ to
genmat, as well as general information on ‘19 frequently asked questions about
genmat", ‘what is genmatT ‘what you can do’. I sent for and received the information
some months before taking part in the meetings, when I first started fieldwork:

Box. 2 Extracts from leaflet “This is what you can do”
To keep genmat away from the shops the campaign depends on local action. Nettverk for mat og
miljo is a mixed group that can achieve a lot together [.. .]
1.
2.
3.

Tell us if you come across suspicious products [...]
Stickers [these have two purposes, at this stage for people to display their feelings, but later to put
on genmat that is sold openly in the shops, “if anyone starts to sell genmat”] [...]
Leaflets. Distribute the leaflet “Genmat - Nei Takk!”. An original is included in the pack,
copy as many as you need. Feel free to put your own name and address on or the
name/address of your local group.
Some possibilities:
•
Put the leaflet in letters that you send
•
Give them to friends and other people you know
•
Send them to your local shops
• Ask your local shops if they will display the leaflet
• Have a stall outside your local supermarket. How about giving away free trials of good
food?
•
Hand out at work, local voluntary groups etc.

[...]
4. Letters to the supermarkets [...]
5. Letters to the political parties [...]
6. Local campaigns [...]
7. Call meetings [i.e. in voluntary groups that you are already involved in][....]
8. Direct Action [they suggest that if you have a stall outside a shop that you invite the press and give

This was the campaign that the Consumer Council could not officially support, so although the
Consumer Council is an official member of the Nettverk, and the “Genmat - Nei takk!” campaign is
organised by the Nettverk, the Consumer Council’s name does not appear on the list of supporting
organisations.
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the shop manager a letter asking for their commitment not to sell genmat] [...]
9. Send letters to the press [...]
10. Send chain emails to friends [...]

As this campaign demonstrates, there is a close affinity between the kind of
environmental dugnad that Miljoheimevemet pursues and the form of the “Genmat Nei Takk!” campaign. Again we see an emphasis on processes involved, and that
defeating genmat is a matter of mobilising the greatest number of participants
possible. I highlighted in particular point 3, ‘leaflets’, as it illustrates the ‘ideal
participant’ - someone who is willing and able to act as a local contact (putting their
name and address on the leaflet) who is involved in voluntary action groups and who
integrates the leaflet into all areas of their life (work, friends, school or voluntary
groups).

This campaign is one that is carried out in the Nettverk’s name but not on behalf of all
the members of the Nettverk. There is an ongoing discussion in the meetings
addressing this very issue of the balance between individual organisations and the
Nettverk, and what the Nettverk actually is. On their website the Nettverk clarifies
their position:
Box 3 ‘This is Nettverk for mat og milj o’
This is Nettverk for mat og miljo
§1 We are 17 organisations and institutions that have united our forces in our pursuit of one
aim: To represent the Norwegian consumer’s case so that the food we are offered is of
the best possible quality in environmental and health terms. Sometimes we will act
together, sometimes we will act individually.
§2 Our .. .work consists of providing ... information on food, health and the environment...
But health and environmental issues are not only served through general information.
Consumers must be protected through law and legal guidelines.
§3 In coming years Norwegian authorities and international organs are to make a broad range
of decisions about food and food production. We want to influence these decisions so that
consumers are ensured food that is produced in an ethical, healthy and environmentally
responsible way, without use of hormones, poisonous pesticides, unnecessary additives and so
on.
§4 Food habits and food production are becoming an important environmental issue...
In the years ahead food will be absolutely central to environmental debate. There are sound
scientific reasons for this. Food touches on many important paths for environmental and
health policy, for example use of arable land, international trade and transport, the spread of
environmental poisons, disturbance of the ecological balance, intensive use of fertilisers and
town/village planning.
§5 Our organisations may have different views on issues. But we are in total agreement
about one thing: Concern for public health and sustainable development must be of the
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utmost importance when determining food provision policies of the future. For case after case
we will have to remind [the authorities] of this, whether individually, or together.
§6 Organisations and institutions connected to ''Nettverk for mat og miljo", as of June 1999,
include: Norske Kvinners Sanitetsforening^^*, Norges Bondekvinnelag^^^, Norges
Kokkemesteres Landsforening^‘^°, Norges Kvinne- og familieforbund, Forbmkerrâdet,
Miljoheimevemet, Norske
Norges Naturvemforbund^'^^, Framtiden i vâre hender^'^^,
Norsk bonde- og smabmkarlag^'^'^, Natur og Ungdom^'*^, GATT/WTO-kampanjen^'*^, Norges
Bondelag^'*’, Produsentlaget for omsetning av okologiske produkter^'**, DovreQ ell-aksj onen,
OkoProdusentane^'^^, Norsk Okologisk Landbmkslag^^”
(http ://www.gronnguide .no/artikkel.php?id=3 01 no date, my translation, numbering added for
reference)

There are many threads here. However, it is clear that in terms of shared standpoints
the group appears united around the demand for healthy and environmentally sound
products (Box 3 §1). There is a demand for a two-pronged approach of increased
knowledge and proper state responsibility (Box 3 §2). They highlight the ‘sound
scientific reasons’ for their actions, and present their reasons as dual: “public health
and sustainable development” (Box 3 §5). Calls for scientific certainty and consensus

Norwegian Women Health organisation. Voluntary sector organisation, membership based.
Voluntary sector organisation, membership based. Norwegian Women Farmers’ Union
Voluntary sector organisation, membership based. Norway’s Chefs’ Union
A youth organisation founded in 1926 founded on the principle of the 4H promise “We promise to
work towards the aim of becoming youth with clear Head, warm Heart, skilled Hands and good
Health’’. Based on an American idea originally, the idea is to learn how to live in harmony with each
other and nature, through the performance of tasks within the areas of use of nature, house and home,
society and culture (cf. http://www.n4h.no). Children’s tasks include e.g. growing potatoes, going out
into the woods, learning about flowers, baking pizza etc. Older youth have tasks such as learning about
knives, learning about yourself and others, learning about your village, woodwork, wool, sewing, and
so on. Voluntary, membership based.
Norwegian Society for the Preservation of Nature/Friends of the Earth Norway, voluntary
organisation, membership based
The Future In Our Hands, voluntary organisation, membership based dedicated to the following
manifesto: “Working together, we might reverse the insane trends prevailing today. If no change takes
place, more than half of the children living today will die of hunger or deficiency diseases before they
reach adulthood - because a majority of the world’s population does not even have enough food. Our
greatest problems are caused by surpluses and waste. Our increasing over-consumption is leading
towards a catastrophe for our descendants. Reason tells us that we can no longer emphasise
materialistic values if we are to solve the problems of today and tomorrow. By listening to reason, we
can also create a healthier society for ourselves:
■A society in which conservation of nature and arable land means more than economic growth
• A society in which stress, competition and craving for things may be replaced by natural enjoyment of
life, and a concern for those in need
• A society in which we can afford to create decent conditions in our schools and work places.” (cf.
http://www.fivh.no/)
Norwegian farmer and small-holders union, voluntary, membership based.
Nature and Youth ( a member of Friends of the Earth and A Seed Europe) Voluntary, membership
based.
246
A single issue group campaigning in against GATT/WTO agreements,
247
Norwegian Farmers’ Union, voluntary organisation, membership based.
248
Membership organisation for producers of organic food.
249
Organic producers.
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processes appear to sit comfortably side by side in the document. There appears to be
a happy marriage between the dugnad working method (collective voluntary
participation and representation) and scientific knowledge. I suggest this masks a
struggle, which is explored in the rest of the chapter.

7.3 Towards the centre

The position o f the voluntary sector in Norway
It is apparent that the Nettverk, like Miljoheimevemet, does not take up a peripheral
or marginal position vis-à-vis Norwegian society and the mainstream. David E. tells
us that their target group is “the early majority”, not the ‘active few’. Their values are
the values of Norwegian society; their means are the means valued by the majority.
Like most environmental organisations in Norway, their position is in the centre of
society. Other environmental organisations such as Bellona, for instance, also operate
toward the centre. In contrast with Miljoheimevemet and Nettverket (who co-operate
with NGOs and work towards government) Bellona co-operate mostly directly with
industry, particularly large companies, on high-profile cases^^\

Recent research has found that more than 30% of Norwegians are “strongly
integrated” with voluntary organisations. The least integrated are the elderly, the
young and those with little education. The greater the amount of higher education the
more integrated with such organisations a person is likely to be. Nationally,
integration in NGOs and voluntary and organisations shows little variation, but is
equally distributed at over one third of the population (Andresen 1999). It is equally
distributed among the sexes as of 1997^^^.

The voluntary sector is particularly important from a Norwegian historical
perspective. It is seen as an integral part of democratic development historically
(Parliamentary report 50 1998-1999 Stortingsmelding 50 1998-1999 §2.1) and
continues to be seen as a powerful integrating force (Andresen 1999). They perform

Organic farmers.
Their partners include The National trade Confederation, Statoil (the Norwegian petroleum
company) Scandinavian Airways (SAS) Aker Maritime and many other large industry players.
women with less education were less integrated in the 1983 survey, although this has now evened
out, while women with higher education were equally integrated throughout this period, Andersen
1999:14
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important provision of welfare tasks and receive large government subsides, but
nevertheless are largely based on voluntary input of man-hours. According to
Parliamentary report 50 1998-1999 the extent of voluntary activities in Norway is
high compared to other western countries. In total the figures for 1998 were for 111
000 full-time equivalents (FTEs) in the voluntary sector (with another 13 000 FTEs in
work organisations and 4 000 in political parties). The voluntary sector is equivalent
approximately 33 FTEs per 1000 inhabitants between 16 and 85 years (source:
Stortingsmelding 50 1998-1999)

Membership figures for voluntary organisations (amongst 16 to 85 year-olds) total 4.6
million (in a total population of just over 4 million). Including the working
organisations and political parties this figure rises to 5.8 million^^^. These are high
figures, especially when considering that there is a growing tendency for voluntary
sector organisations not to work on the basis of membership any longer but to use
mail shots on an ad hoc basis.

Recent reports (NOU 1980:7, NOU 1988:17, St.meld. nr. 27) share a positive view of
participation in voluntary organisations. Andersen (1999) gives the following list of
positive aspects taken from St.meld. nr. 27:
•

These organisations connect people through meaningful collective-ness {fellesskap)

•

Such (democratic) organisations train people to participate in collective decision
making processes

•

These organisations realise important social values and contribute to maintaining
moral norms and an active cultural life

•

The organisations give participants the opportunity for lifelong learning and the
opportunity to strengthen their own knowledge and competence

•

The organisations carry out important welfare services

•

The organisations give participants the opportunity to influence different arenas

Andersen points out that these organisations comprise the power-centres of influence
in most social domains (Andersen 1999: 9). As Selle (2000) suggests, the particular
form taken by Norwegian environmentalism means that in fact it “we may wonder
what in fact are public authorities and what is a voluntary organisation” (Selle 2000:
276 my translation).

Source: Parliamentary Report 50 1998-1999
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The individual agent and the institution
As an institution the Nettverk operates as a voluntary participation of individuals, who
represent institutions. It is voluntary involvement of individuals that ensures
institutional collaboration; without them, there is no obligation for them to take part.
Douglas’ work, (e.g. How Institutions Think and Risk and Culture) is interesting for
the way in she draws our attention to the organisational form and the choices or views
of its participants. Yet there is also a sense in which Douglas ignores individual
agency (see e.g.. Pardon 1999: 165). It is precisely through ethnographic investigation
of the individual’s behaviour within the institutional setting that is likely to be
illuminating here.

In its position as messenger of central Norwegian values, the organisation is closely
immersed in creating ideal new linkages between state and citizen that encourage
better effects for human health and the environment.

In line with the previous

chapters, we are here obliged to focus our attention on knowledge and the role of
genetic

technology

in

the

social

relations

between

individual

and

govemment/state/institution^^'^. It is precisely in this space that the environmental
organisations function^^^.

The regional course fo r resource-persons
The Nettverk’s involvement in food safety issues was strengthened recently in the
form of government grants from SNT. They received 430 000 Krone as part of the
‘consumer million’ pledged by government (also mentioned by Beate, Chapter 5)
towards the cost of holding a course about food safety and also to hire an
administrator. Their application for such funds and their subsequent receipt of them
meant entering into a particular relationship with SNT and refocusing their aims. To
remain accountable to SNT they had to actively address, and refocus, the role of the
Nettverk. Their original application for the funding for the ‘regional course for

It is intended that the rich and extensive material I collected from Miljoheimevemet, Bellona,
Friends of the Earth Norway and WWF, as well as Nettverket, will form the basis of later work.
Unfortunately there is simply not the scope to consider them fully in the current thesis, or to do more
than indicate a few of the questions that the material suggests.
“Relations in the environmental field help to make plain a very important characteristic of the
political system: that we are here dealing with an inclusive political system where voluntary
organisations are closely tied to the public authorities at the same time as they can have a major
influence on public policy” Selle 2000: 379 my translation)
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resource persons’ was handed round at a meeting in order to reappraise their aims and
plan the eourse.

Box 4
§1 Project:
To carry out regional courses to educate resource persons throughout the country on central
food policy issues. In the first instance trial courses will be held
§2 Aim:
1.

Provide opinion-formers with basic knowledge about and insight into selected central
food policy issues

2.

Establish a network of individuals who can take part in food policy locally, e.g. public
speaking

3.

Establish a network of people who can be sent updated information about food policy
themes and who can function as opinion-formers and messengers to their milieus.

§3 Course Content:
The courses will be carried out by speakers with solid scientific credentials but at the same
time with the ability to present the issues in a folkelig [of the people] way. The aim is not to
provide detailed knowledge, but to popularise the most important scientific knowledge so
that it can be passed on to others after the course is held.
[...]
§4 ...issues to be covered;
1.

Scientific introduction Challenges in the field of food (sketch overview)

2.

Food challenges in practice: Participants make a good meal together {godt mâltid], in
collaboration with a skilled chef (in the place of other ‘ice-breaking’ activities)

3.

Who decides about my food? How is food produced? Where? By whom? The chain from
field to plate. Politics, economics, etc.

4.

Genmat - What is genmat? Laws and regulations? Use and uncertainty? Who
decides?

5.

Health/infection/fbod-bome illnesses.

[...]
§5 Participants:
Initially, the courses shall be open to any interested parties. Invitations will be distributed
through organisations in the Nettverk for Mat og Miljo, other organisations,
Milj oheimevemet ’s regional offices and so on.
•

Desired profile for participants:

•

previous involvement in food issues

•

key persons/opinion leaders in some context

•

ability to communicate knowledge further to others

(Extracts from letter from Miljoheimevemet to SNT 18^ October 1999)

The aim of the course would be to enrol and create ‘opinion-formers’ and ‘opinion
leaders’, people who would take an active part in food policy issues and debates at the
local level. To do so the Nettverk would disseminate “the most important scientific
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knowledge” in a folkelig (popularised) way (Box 4 §3). This again echoes a happy
combination of scientific knowledge and the need for democratic dugnad approaches
involving people at grassroots level. However, as discussions at the meetings showed,
this relationship was not as settled as it appears in the documents. We find a very
different relationship between scientific knowledge and the organisations involved
than for example the science-based legitimacy of the Consumer Council. Two main
issues are revealed here, the nature of scientific knowledge in the organisation and the
issue of who their intended subject is.

At the meeting questions were raised about who should write the food policy course,
who should carry it out and what its purpose should be. The knowledge that they
would gain was seen as potentially frightening:
162. Anna says: “It has to not be just sighs and complaints about how frightening everything
is ... food easily becomes frightening ... what about a cookbook with thirty points on
what they can do? There are a number of things we’re in agreement on ... we can
establish the central political demands?”

Anna suggests writing a cookbook as a possible way of communicating issues in a
non-frightening or alien (scientific) way. There is an opposition between familiar
(cooking) and the alien (science).

A linked issue that becomes clearer is that the ‘we’ of the organisers is in an
ambiguous distinction from the ‘they’ of the imagined course participants. Stine
makes a comment that highlights the ambiguity of who the participant is; ‘us’, ‘them’,
or both? She remarks that the course will be like a field trip or holiday {tur) for David
and the ladies (i.e. those present at the meeting^^^). This highlights the central role
played by David as a facilitator and ‘channel’ but importantly puts the course
designers themselves in the role of participants.
163.Stine jokes: “this’ll be the girls on an outing - David and the ladies on an outing! [pâ tur]”
(laughter) (00060110100)

There was a strong feeling in the meeting that participants should be involved in
developing the course. David, the chair, stressed that participants must be educated in
understanding their own role as active participants

The majority of people I met through the environmental groups were women (at least 80%)
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164.David E. says: “we have to think about food chains... they have to understand that
they are both victims and participants”. They discuss how consumers have power and
also are powerless. (00060110100)

They are not just victims but participants in the relations of power between state and
self. One of the most important aspects of the course then is not the transmission of
knowledge alone, but getting people to understand that they are enrolled in processes
of power, governance, and that they have a role to play^^^.

The actual scientific knowledge about food and GMOs is almost arbitrary, in the
sense that it is the content that flows through the medium of the course and its
participants. The form of the process is of the utmost importance; the Nettverk wants
people to be educated into understanding the medium and the political context as
much as (or more than) the science involved. Thus the participant is being educated
and mobilised into a particular form of action. The issue of how to enrol people into
food science and policy issues without scaring them is met with cookery classes,
suggestions for cookbooks and daily ‘fun’ activities such as ‘outings’.
165.“G and F
are interested in participating in Network, perhaps the courses would be a
good place to use them?” someone suggests [for the part of the course that includes
making food together as an ice-breaking exercise, see Box 4 §4.2].

Yet it is clear that such enrolment is an act that must be undertaken carefully
addressing possible imbalances.
166. Anna: “we have to be political without frightening”
Stine: “we are consumer-political” (i.e. not frightening and not partisan) (00060110100)

There is a fascinating sense here in which people must be painlessly enrolled and
mobilised into participation. The Nettverk members are at pains not to frighten them
away, or depress them. People have to want to take part, and are offered
companionship, fun and good food in return for taking part - they will become a part
of the social networks of the Nettverk.
167.Stine: “and we have to be careful of the press, otherwise they’ll just say it’s
agriculture’s way of being heard.”
168. Anna (Women farmers’ representative) agrees. She stresses several times that the
Consumer Council has more credibility than her own organisation when it comes to
talking with press and so on. As it is perceived to be without political interests. This is a
recurring theme in the conversation. (00060110100)

Importantly the ‘us’ and ‘them’ relationship is questioned by Stine, who does not see that the
consumer-citizens that may emerge from the course are any different than they themselves. Where
others might consider course participants to be activists, she considers them to be citizens, the same as
her. Stine thus posits a world view that includes ‘us’ with ‘them’; David and the ladies are or rather
should in her view be as happy in the participant position as in the teacher position.
Well-known chefs
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The ‘citizen-consumers’ must, like the Consumer Council, be non-political and non
partisan. The citizen-consumer is clearly ‘everyman’ and no one at the same time (i.e.
without interests). Science must be held at bay or sneaked in without too much
emphasis.

What is knowledge for?
At the meeting it was asked “what are the course participants going to do afterwards
with the knowledge that they have gained?” (00060110100). To me as an outsider the
group that appeared to represent the ‘hard core’ (Stine and Line, David E. and Anna)
wanted a course which educates people to be active in lobbying, organising other
people and developing other courses and so on. They want to develop ‘resourcepeople’; they emphasised that they don’t want participants to be ‘final users’. The
primary impression was of the course (education and knowledge) as enabling,
mobilising people to action but at the same time the content was valuable in itself.

Ambivalence about the integrity of the ‘knowledge’, the tension between mobilisation
and learning, is exemplified in their discussion of the source of the knowledge. Thus
when discussing what type of material should be included a key question is whether
the material should somehow represent all their views or not. How could they decide
what to go into the pack? They decide in the end that a selection of articles and other
materials should be included in a pack, with clearly marked sources and authors. The
course participants can then discuss the material in relation to their sources and
differences, rather than the course providing a unified ‘message’. Thus scientific
integrity is assured (through referencing sources and allowing participants to assess
articles on that basis) and yet they all, as the organisations involved in the Nettverk,
can suggest readings to be included. It was pointed out during this discussion that this
is very similar in approach to how they organise the network itself:
169. “When it comes to individual issues and the media debate, if enough people in the
Nettverk agree then things are said to represent the views o f the Nettverk, and if just a
couple of people agree then they can take that issue and work with it separately,”
someone says.
nO.Line suggests everyone sends articles to one central person or reference group.
David E.: Who wants to be reference group? 00060110100 Meeting 1 Nettverk

Thus the course will include texts from all of the Nettverk participants who want to
suggest texts, as long as the ‘reference group’ decides that they should be included.
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There has to be a balance between the individual organisations’ views and the group
as a whole.

Thus the voluntary-based nature of the dugnad, based on non-articulated moral
responsibly to take part, entails enrolling people through fun, non-frightening
projects. Education and scientific knowledge have a part to play, but it is a part that is
highly ambiguous and subject to tensions and dissent. Some participants stress
dugnad i.e. voluntary action as the most important aspect, while others think
knowledge as way to relate to the subject is important too^^^. The conflict is resolved
through consensus process in the meeting to control the flow of knowledge into the
course whilst retaining its credibility. This results in a careful balance of fun and
science with which participating subjects are coaxed into existence

The co-ordinator
The funding from SNT for a part-time position of Co-ordinator also raised questions
for the Nettverk about what they are in this same sense; are they a dugnad or an
organisation associated with a particular content and persons? It also reveals in
particular how genmat is a powerful presence in its own right, that the Consumer
Council in particular wanted to ensure remained ‘free’ and not tied too strongly to the
Nettverk itself. Some people want to have genmat as Nettverk’s issue; Stine wants it
to remain free (like the members) and independent.

What is the Nettverk - the relationship between whole and part
Nettverket’s application to SNT for a co-ordinator was handed around at the meeting.
It highlights that the Nettverk has three functions for its members,
•

to be a meeting place where the member organisations can exchange information and
views on what is happening in the area of foods

•

A forum for the exchange of information about what individual organisations are doing
in this area

•

Negotiate shared views on political issues where the organisations share common
interests (Letter 18^ October 1999), Nettverk for mat og miljo to SNT, ref. koordnv.doc)

The woman from the Organic Society also wanted to formalise within the statement of purpose of
the Nettverk that people who take part in the Nettverk are obliged to disseminate the information that
they gain, to make nytte [use] of it somehow. The others went a bit silent at this point and finally Line
pointed out that people wouldn’t be in the Nettverk unless they wanted to be there, and that you
couldn’t make that a formal requirement. Such a suggestion seemed to go against the whole ethos of
the dugnad spirit.
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It continues, “the Nettverk is not to be an organisation with its own activities”. The
Nettverk (like Miljoheimevemet) acted as an umbrella for the members, but as they
instead repeatedly in the meetings, particularly to new members or visitors who might
have high expectations, the organisation was nothing more than the sum of its parts.
Thus in practical terms this means that members must work hard for what they believe
in; no one is going to do it for them. One example arose:
171 .Friends of the Earth Norway had sent Benjamin, who I had met at environmental
reception before Christmas. He wanted to add to the agenda the issue of polluted seafood,
as this was something they were currently working on (PCBs etc). He was told he was
welcome to do so, but was reminded that the network w asn’t anything more than
those present, so it was unlikely that they would be able to do anything concrete for his
organisation (they all have full-time jobs elsewhere). (00060110100)

The role of co-ordinating becomes particularly important in the context of this type of
organisation. Until now David E. had acted as co-ordinator. In this capacity, they tell
SNT in their application, David E. maintains the Nettverk register, distributes
information and cases to members, distributes members’ responses to other members,
plans meetings and acts as a point-of-contact for the Nettverk in relation to the media.
David’s role as co-ordinator had, so far, certainly been more than an invisible conduit
or administrator. He wrote reports, carried out research and importantly he also took
on the ‘face’ o f the organisation to the press.

The new co-ordinator, the letter states, would carry out the following tasks:
•

Adm inistration of the Nettverk (distributing information organising meetings and
following up issues raised)

•

Following media coverage of relevant issues and political scene through maintaining
contacts with participants in such processes

•

Developing issues for the Nettverk

•

Collaborating with the organisations that are involved in the different issues that the
Nettverk priorities every six months. (Letter 18^ October 1999), Nettverk for mat og
miljo to SNT, ref. koordnv.doc)

We can note that what is missing from the list of tasks attributed to the new co
ordinator is contact with the media, an issue that was discussed strongly in the
meetings. The role is clearly being refined (though not explicitly) as (even) less
content-based than David; the co-ordinator would not be a representative of the
member organisations.
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At the meeting David E. talked about the fact that they had hired Helen^^^ (who was
not present at the first meeting at which this was discussed) to do GENELIST, an
electronic mailing list sent out free to subscribers including information and updates
on what is going on in the world of genetics and food. She also works as a lobbyist in
relation to the ten-year moratorium on genmat that they are demanding. David E.
emphasised that she took the job without pay, gambling that they would get some
money^^\ As the co-ordinator post was discussed it seemed clear to me that David E.
wanted to extend Helen’s work to include the post of co-ordinator.
172.Representative of Norwegian Women Farmers thought that using Helen was a good idea
“she’s committed and is a driving force”, Anna thought the posts could be combined.
173.David E. pointed out (in support of Helen) that a part of the work of co-ordinator would
be genmat.
174. Stine pointed out that Consumer Council does a lot of the work on this
175.David B. says 2 or 3 people should work on the co-ordinator’s job description
176. Stine noted that “the co-ordinator job is really more about administration”.
(00060110100)

Stine stresses that the job of co-ordinator is really suited to someone in an
administrative (invisible) role, not to someone who would seek to be represent the
Nettverk as a spokesperson or to take on tasks (such as working on genmat in
particular) that are tasks of the members. The Nettverk is, after all, nothing more than
its constituent parts and the role of the co-ordinator should, in Stine’s view, reflect
this, facilitating and administrating but not constituting any real substance. Helen is
over-qualified, in this sense, and is too strongly associated with content of the
Nettverk (in particular with genmat).

Genmat
Genmat is obviously a powerful associate, capable of ‘fixing’ the Nettverk, or reifying
it as something more than its members. Stine clearly sees it as something not to be
‘given up’ lightly. It must remain independent, it must not become the ownership of
any one player, and must not be the sole ‘content’/matter of the Nettverk. This is not
simply a matter of keeping ‘power’ in Stine’s camp, though undoubtedly genmat is an
extremely powerful driving force (raising money, conferring high-profile, status and

Helen was a well-known figure in the environmental movement, and had previously been head of
the youth section of one of the major environmental organisations before fmanical problems had forced
her to resign. No one ever spoke to me about this, and I only found out through friends who gasped
‘you don’t know who Helen is?’
which they did (from a government agricultural agency, 70 000 NOK [approx. 5600 GBP)
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SO

on). Rather, there is a balance to be maintained between the Nettverk as dugnad,

process, action, and the issues raised within the Nettverk as matter, content, moral
agents.

By keeping genmat autonomous, like any other member of the Nettverk, genmat has
the ability to ensure that science and scientific basis for their interaction is maintained
at high-level. If integrated with the organisation the organisation becomes reified, it
would become an ' 2inX\-genmat’ organisation, rather than an organisation that picks
issues to take up on the basis o f scientific knowledge about the dangers involved.
Rather than conflating the issue with the organisation, the organisation and its issues
remain temporarily linked; each action in relation to the issue must assess the issue on
the basis of consensus, beliefs and desires of participants, as well as the scientific
basis for their fears or demands. By keeping the genmat autonomous the organisation
may manage to be both scientifically valid and a consensus process organisation.

The agency of genmat operates at many levels and is related to its presence as an idea
(prototype) as well as a ‘thing’ (index):
1) It plays a powerful role as an idea (prototype ‘dangerous GM food’ in the Gellian
sense)
2) it is enrolled as a powerful ally (as the raison d’etre for procuring funds from
government agency)
3) it plays demanding role in terms of the scientific basis of decisions; as an
autonomous entity it obliges people to engage with the scientific basis for their
approach.
By keeping it separate Stine ensures that its power is undiminished. By ensuring that
the group is not associated with any one member or issue too strongly, the group
cannot be dismissed as an anti-anything cause. Stine’s tactic of refusing to enter the
‘us’ V. ‘them’ ethics of good v. bad continues.

7.4 Governance; opposition or collaboration?

The group is becoming an important partner to SNT and the Consumer Council, in
developing modem forms of governance whereby consumers are involved in
decision-making on foods issues. The reason that SNT gave Nettverket the funds was
in part the need, due to new aims associated with genmat, to enrol consumers in joint
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forms of governance. Thus Nettverket's original application refers to ongoing
“conversations with SNT re. projects to increase consumer participation in the
development o f food policy”.

This is an interesting point, and relates to the issues raised by David L and Beate in
Chapter 5 above, on how difficult it was to integrate consumers into the development
of policy, and whether and how they could be represented legitimately. By funding
this position SNT are exploring the Nettverk as an alternative source of potential
consumer participation. It is clear from the course that they designed that the Nettverk
members are keen to enlist and enrol the public in processes of governance, as SNT
are keen to do also. Yet neither SNT nor the Nettverk find an easy relationship to
enter. As we saw in the Chapters 5 and 6, SNT were not an easy partner for the
Consumer Council to collaborate with during Codex meetings. Collaboration is also
difficult for Nettverket, though from the opposite position; like many environmental
groups the Nettverk is used to pursuing an oppositional relationship between ‘good’
activists and ‘bad’ regulators/government.

The following material examines further how the organisations negotiate these
tensions and how genmat performs. The importance of dismantling the us vs, them
approach was foremost for Stine and others in many of the examples that I reproduce
here. The following extracts are from later meetings about two months later, where
they had hired Klara as co-ordinator. Helen was also present.

Piker Mot Jens - a co-ordinator
Klara appeared to be in her late twenties, she had an activist background and a
reasonably high, non-expert profile in the milieu. She was in a junior role to many of
those present and came across as ambitious and energetic. At the beginning of the
meeting people were laughing and joked good-naturedly about the Piker mot Jens
(Girls against Jens) campaign in which she had taken part.

Pikenes Jens is a saying in Norwegian meaning a man who is very good looking, a
little too smooth and flirtatious, but still attractive to the girls. The girl-activists were
playing on this saying in an ongoing campaign against the leader of the Labour party
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who shared the name Jens (Stoltenberg). He was currently backing the development
of a new gas-powered power station^^^, which they objected to as polluting. Calling
themselves ‘girls against Jens’ is a reference to the sexual attractiveness of the
youthful up and coming Prime Minister^^^, and also implied that he was not to be
trusted.

Conflicting interests: expansion, working methods, additives and genmat.
A variety of issues that were inter-linked arose at the meetings. Should the Nettverk
be expanded, how should working methods be improved, and the development of the
Genmat campaign. Friends of the Earth wanted to raise the PCB issue again, the
regional food issues course was to be debated. Dyrebeskyttelsen^^"^ want to join the
Nettverk. Finally Stine was to talk about the new position^^^ at the Consumer Council.

On the issue of expansion, the Nettverk was finding it hard to maintain itself as an
efficient dugnad-type process. The question of whether the Nettverk should be
expanded raised issues about the nature of their working methods:
177.David E. outlined some of the issues; “From the steering meeting, we have learned a lot.
Working with a limited number of issues and a limited number of hours is effective.
Mustn’t make trouble for ourselves... we have worked specifically and achieved
concrete goals... Most of it has been straightforward - genmat, food additives and so on...
It’s important that the co-ordinator works concretely on issues that are important...
178.Sometimes the Nettverk can be a burden for the [member] organisations... it’s difficult to
find a balance between burden and help...

David here illustrates how genmat is an issue that cuts across the Nettverk itself and
has an independent strength. He suggests that the power of genmat resides in its
clarity as an issue, its unambiguous nature. The question of expansion is in contrast a
question of muddying the waters as it risks opening up to new and diffuse cases.
179.Shall we expand or not? We have three or four cases th at we control; for example
genmat. Is that enough or should we expand? Last time this was up for discussion we
decided to forget expansion and concentrate on the cases we had...

This was a point of principle that the Christian-headed coalition government was against. This
shortly led to tiieir downfall and the Labour party returned to power a couple of weeks later.
and constitutes (to my mind) a strange play on gender roles - environmentalists as girls, not women,
and the up and coming prime minister as a Man (not boy) and a smooth sexy suitor. Very
disempowering imagery, yet at the same time playing on sexual attractiveness (sowing their breasts) as
strength.
Animal Protection Society
This was the approval of a new position and the establishment of ProMM.
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Genmat is a powerful uniting force, associated with concrete and straightforward
goals. In contrast, pursuing the dugnad form, inclusiveness and consensus, is difficult
both in terms of their workload as well as in terms of a dilution of issues.
ISO.Maria “I just want to say that it was me that suggested to Dyrebeskyttelsen that they
might want to join the Nettverk- I ’m a member there, and I thought it would be a good
idea.”
181.Ida “ 1 think it’s a good idea, Dyrebeskyttelsen have a new chairman, they’ve worked
with the regions a lot...”
182.Stine “it’s nice that more organisations join, to look at the food question, health and so on
... it’s important not to join up with political groups ... we have high levels of
legitimacy . . . such developments can be a bit of a worry.. .
...for example when the Labour party working group phoned to ask for information
about genmat 1 called Helen and we talked to Mary and I sent the information from the
Consumer Council and not from the Nettverk, so that we’re not associated with the
left-wing...
... Our strengths are scientific credibility and commitment. The GATT WTO
campaign for example does not belong [in the Nettverk].”
183. Anna “Dyrebeskyttelsen is a nation-wide non violent democratic organisation.
WTO/GATT are self-selected, it’s a non-membership organisation and isn’t nation-wide.”

It is suggested that the animal rights group Dyrebeskyttelsen has legitimacy because it
is non-political, nation-wide and membership-based (i.e. democratic), unlike single
issue organisations such as the anti-WTO/GATT organisation. However Stine
reiterates the need to be absolutely clear about political independence, and stresses
that ultimately the Nettverk’s relationship with their subjects/content (i.e. genmat,
food additives or potentially animal rights) must be based on scientific and objective
positions. For Stine science provides a key to neutrality.
184.Helen - in daily life this [plenitude of cases] isn’t a problem. It’s simplest for the
Nettverk to work on individual cases. ...
185. Anna: It’s undisciplined... difficult for the big institutions to relate to.
186.Helen: But it’s not just the big institutions... the small ones should be included. We have
to find a working method that works... As Stine says, there are many who could
potentially be included in order to create a balance... In the genmat campaign press
release its David who puts his name to it, even though he hasn’t officially been appointed
by us, he has the best breadth...

Helen, however, raises the issue of another form of neutrality at this point, namely the
neutrality of consensus. Helen reminds those present that David possessed (as co
ordinator) a neutrality based on being able to bring together the consensus of the
organisations involved.

The discussion continued:
187.David E. “we shouldn’t take on extra work, it’s more important to achieve results. Which
cases do we want to win? It’s not the number of institutions that determines whether we

257

win or not. Often the opposite’s the case. The more institutions involved the greater the
range of views and the harder it is to represent and reach agreement.
The list of membership institutions is changed each time [i.e. on press releases and so on];
it’s psychology. For instance when it’s about organic food then we put the Organic Food
Society at the bottom of the list.
We shouldn’t spend too much time expanding; we should concentrate on genmat and
food additives. It’s the type of interests that are important not the amount”
188.Anna “but they [animal rights] are the one concrete interest that’s missing [from the
Nettverk]”
189.Ida “Nettverket either has many or few ... we should work with a small number, and do
thorough work, not become like Miljoheimevemet [her own organisation] where it
becomes very diffuse.”
190.Klara “we should prioritise individual cases - for example the Hearing is very difficult...
if we carry on with many cases then you’ll use the co-ordinator’s hours on 1000 different
issues that have to be sewn together.”

191.David E. “let’s nominate someone to write down a few thoughts about this.”
192.Ida “Working methods are especially important. I was asked to give feedback to the
Nettverk by ten o ’clock and I got the request at nine. That just doesn’t work.”
193.Someone “We have to work with broader margins. Set up a new email list.”
194. Anna “the proposed response to the hearing - 1 sent it out. Got no response... it’s very
irritating... “
195.David E. “But the Nettverk is only whatever we do ourselves.”
196.£Iisabeth “it wasn’t possible to give a response; we didn’t have the capacity, our
manager was ill.”
197. David “the point o f the Nettverk is that together we can save work capacity”.
198.Emma “I was working towards the Consumer Council, didn’t get any response. I worked
and ...”
199.David E. “I think we have to learn that we cannot puff ourselves up and think that we are
bigger than we are
[...]

In this exchange David appears to be doing two things. Firstly, he is impatient to
move the meeting along, and as chair he does his best to focus people on the task at
hand. Secondly, he repeatedly reiterates his understanding (which I think is a
generally shared understanding) of the Nettverk. It is about getting things done. The
reference to not puffing ourselves up relates to the Jante Law (Appendix 5) and the
value of keeping things at ground level.
200.David E. “our original founding document, it must be updated, that’s a task for me and
Klara. Expansion; who we want - this is a task for one person. What about Helen and

This has extremely strong cultural references to the song Gresshoppen og valmuen (The grasshopper
and the poppy) about a grasshopper son who is admonished by his father for not being satisfied with
his lot in life. The chorus begins “Ja, hvorfor vcere stor nâr man er lykkelig som liten? De fleste gikk
det ille som storre vcere ville. For alle nâr sà hoyt som del naturlig er fo r kroppen, sà ikke hig mot
toppen... “ (“Yes, why be big when you are happy small? Most people fared badly, who wanted to be
bigger. Everyone gets as tall as is natural for their bodies, so don’t strive for the top”)
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Stine. Invite organisations to apply to join. The breadth of cases we’re committed to ethical trade, Norwegian consumers? Who do we represent?”

David resolves the issue o f working methods and ‘what the Nettverk is’ by appointing
himself and Klara to draw up some thoughts for the others to consider at a later
meeting. He suggests that one person should do the same for the issues of expansion,
and then promptly suggests two people, Stine and Helen. This is strategically a very
good move, as they are both powerful members with strong views and ideas who
sometimes clash. By suggesting they work together he avoids the threat of clash.
Stine, who is a strong believer in scientific knowledge and the autonomy of members,
as well as keeping membership small in order to achieve as much as possible, is
partnered with Helen, who stresses the strength of consensus. But above all, David’s
use of the two of them as ‘one’ person illustrates the Nettverk as a process or
resolving the individual and the collective as one.

On a larger scale the Nettverk sought to resolve the opposition between government
and environmentalists, in particular through the work of Stine, as the following
shows.

Us and them or us with them?
The meeting moved on to the campaign for a ten-year moratorium on genmat. Helen
gave an update on the status of GENELIST, the electronic news service on issues
surrounding genetic technology that she edits.
201.Helen “There are 660 subscribers, 400 more than we started with. Without spending a
single Krone on publicity. Actually I have recently spend thirty Krone^^^ on some
photocopies, so yes I’ve spent thirty Krone on advertising” (laughter)
202.David E. “XXX^^* have threatened to sue GENELIST... Helen is the liable party as
editor; she personally will be sued if they do. They’re withdrawing the label; they want
Helen to withdraw what she wrote, that it ‘was the market that made them change their
minds’.” (Laughter because the company doesn’t want to admit the impact of the
market/consumers on their decision-making)
203.Helen “Do give me any tips. The world has changed totally. All the supermarkets are
supporting us, Tony Blair has done a U-tum on the risk of health effects, despite US
pressure.”
204.Stine tells Helen about the Edinburgh conference being available on internet as a tip for
GENELIST
205. Anna “GENELIST shows that we’re part of something international that is in the process
of winning. It’s very positive.”

Approximately 2.60 GBP
A company providing fish-feed that had a label ‘may contain’ GMOs; the newslist misrepresented
the label, saying that it said ‘does contain’.
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206.Stine mentions something about GENELIST should mention the positive aspects of
GMOs - no one responds. Everyone blanks her, it’s as though they don’t hear her.
207.Helen talks about the work she’s been doing on the call for 10-year Moratorium; they are
collecting signatures and pass round a list of the scholars, politicians and so on who have
signed the call for a moratorium.
208.Helen “The 9th of March was supposed to be the launch day but it looks like that’s going
to be a bad day” [laughter... it was of course to be the day that the government fell]
209.21st of March is suggested as a good day. There’s no plan to gather all these people
together. They plan to make a poster with a picture of all the signatories, to give to the
politicians.
210.Helen “A picture of all those people staring down at them”
211. Someone: Give it to Kjell Magne Bondevik [the then Prime Minster and leader of the
Christian People’s Party].
212.“Is he still around?” Helen jokes (laughter)
213.Stine “and then what?”
214.People look at her a bit blankly
215.Stine “The patent directive is being discussed, this is connected, what will happen?”
216.Helen tries to answer her: “There are two parliamentary propositions (meldinger) up for
discussion... so the call for a moratorium comes in the middle of a process... the health
effects of GM foods are being discussed in the public select committee...”

Helen’s approach and the approach that is characteristic of the group as a whole is one
that is characterised by a pro and anti position. Thus Anna says, “GENELIST shows
that we’re part of something international that is in the process o f winning. It’s very
positive”. Helen, too, is quite euphoric in her sense of victory over the politicians, and
every one is very enthusiastic about the idea of the poster of accusing faces staring
down at the politicians. This united call for a ten-year moratorium on the use of
genetic technology in agriculture and food production is a victory over ‘bad science’
and politicians.

It is striking that it is Stine who counters this view of a) an oppositional relationship
of good and bad and b) the notion of doing battle. She does so powerfully two times
in the above exchanges. In the first instance she suggests to Helen that the electronic
newsletter should mention positive developments in genetics. As I sat listening I was
absolutely amazed by the sense in which the comment passed unnoticed; it seemed to
me that people heard the comment, and then didn’t know how to respond to it. Not
necessarily because they were hostile to the idea, but it felt as though that idea simply
couldn’t be held in mind in that room.
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Secondly, a little later, Stine draws attention to the fact that the moratorium is not
necessarily a ‘great victory’, that there has to be substance to their interaction with
genmat as an issue. At this point people had to respond, as she forced the issue. After
asking “and then what?” (i.e. what is the effect of this ‘victory’), she spells it out,
when people again find it difficult to respond. “The patent directive is being
discussed, this is connected, what will happen?” She makes explicit the connection
between their activities, the practice of governance, and the genmat. It is not ‘us’
versus ‘them’, but rather all of ‘us’ involved (through her power-triangle) in the
process of governance, on the basis of science and democracy. As David E. pointed
out (above) in relation to the participants in the course on food policy issues, “they
have to understand that they are both victims and participants”. For Stine, the same
is true for the group as a whole, and there must be no danger of slipping into an ‘us’
and ‘them’ pattern of thinking.

Joint governance in action
The issue of food additives reinforces this emphasis, on Stine’s part, on the joint
aspects of governance. The Norwegian government under the EEA agreement is
basically obliged to go along with EU directives, including the one on food additives
which the Nettverk is very opposed to.
217.Stine gives an update on the situation for the Consumer Council in relation to food
additives; Dagbladet269 want to pay for her to go to Brussels or London and do a
‘proper’ article on what EU situation is. Going to supermarket, looking at the foods
available and the additives that they contain.
218.Stine adds “Three giants food producers [in Norway] have now come out and said that
they will have an unofficial agreement not to use any more new food additives^^®. That’s
like okay, yes, but it’s best that EU and Norway change the regulations. That kind of
agreement, how long will it last? It’s very gimmicky. Like for XXX [major food
producer] it’s a public relations stunt... I mean, they use nitrates because it increases
storage times and they are of the opinion that that is good for the consumer. But nitrates
are bad too. Our position [against the EU directive] is supported by the media and by
experts in EU and Norway.” (00060110100)

Stine chooses not to see the food producers’ support as a ‘victory’, in way that the
others experienced the ten-year moratorium call. Instead, she complains that the
situation is no good, it is not a solution to the underlying problems. Firstly, it is no
good the manufacturers banning a few additives voluntarily if that ban is not a lasting
one. Secondly, the additives that they do choose to ban are based on whether or not
269

Norwegian tabloid
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they are ‘new’ (i.e. to Norway) and scientific assessment is not made of existing
additives (such as nitrates). Instead, Stine says that what is needed is long-term
change on policy-making, whereby the right to scientifically assess and decide must
be retained by each democratic power. Stine focuses on the need for lasting
relationship between consumers, industry and state, based on scientific assessment
and equality of access to power:
219.David E.: “Our earlier position was that we didn’t want new additives. It was very
simple. Now?”
220. Anna: “We have to say that we [i.e. Norway] must use the veto if necessary ... the
government.. .have you ever seen such cowardice^’’?!”
221.Stine: “Yes, it’s about wider issues of responsibility.”
222.Anna: “It’s a horrible attitude that the government has... the government can’t mean that
it’s only dangerous for Norwegians?” (everyone laughs)
223.Stine: “There’s a basic difference in attitude between thinking that this time it will blow
over by itself and that saying that we have the right now and in the future to decide
ourselves each time. Norway has to speak out, and support Denmark and Holland.” [...]
224.Stine: “The Nettverk should write a column for the papers on these issues of
responsibility. One that’s more politically independent and based on scientific arguments.
Also we should collect information on what is going on internally in the EU. We mustn’t
work against the EU - food has to be safe for everybody. Today there is no account made
of differences in people’s food habits” [which has consequences for e.g. acceptable levels
of additives such as artificial sweeteners. She has stressed cultural differences in food
consumption patterns as an important issue to me before, because Norwegians fore
example drink a lot o f diet coke compared to other EU countries etc.].(00060110100)

Proper governance, i.e., the relationship between state, industry and consumer, is thus
characterised by the needs o f self-govemance and co-govemance. Everyone must
have the right to govern, whether it is Norway in the context of the EU, or consumers
in the context of Norway. Universal rights to safe food apply universally - Stine
wishes to extend ‘egalitarian’ (sameness) ideals to all humans^^^.

7.5 Conclusion: creating citizens and balancing knowledge

This chapter showed how environmental groups couch their activities around genmat,
and how they struggle with the question of whether they are performing a ‘battle’ with
opposing sides in the conflict over genmat. In such a view ‘ethical process’ becomes
limited to one set of opinions (i.e. genmat is bad) as well as one set of processes (panNorwegian consensus processes are good). We see that Stine tries to redefine this

Stine regularly collaborates with retailers in order to further consumer interests, and played a role in
developing this voluntary code
The Norwegian government was not using its veto against the EU directive on food additives,
despite legally being able to do so and having apparently given the impression that they would.
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view to one that is non-oppositional; rather than good versus bad she envisions the
opposing sides as joint participants in governing genmat and other issues, on the basis
of scientific knowledge.

The genmat holds a powerful position here especially as an autonomous partner to the
group. As long as it remains autonomous and not attached to anyone member it forces
people to remain scientifically oriented. Stine has to play a conflictual role in order to
make her points in relation to science. To be the bearer of science in fact she is like
genmat; a provocateur, outside the norm. Science focuses on content of discussion,
not form, and thus reifies temporal moments in relations, not the relations themselves.
Each question is addressed on the merits of the scientific or ethical validity of its
features, not as the result of positions of opposition. The social actors have to include
science into their sociality, and relationships.

This allows a different perspective on the world; one which is enabling of a new type
of engagement between self and state in Norway. This may be a surprising finding for
people who position themselves in opposition to genetic engineering in foods; that the
genetic technology can act as a powerful ally in redefining and renewing the
relationship between self, state and industry.

This thus meets Oddners (1996) criticism of the use of ‘likhet’ as an ideological concept in the
Norwegian context, and reflects a truly ideological egalitarianism
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CHAPTER 8 CONCLUSION: KNOWLEDGE AND GENETICS, VOCATION
AND POLLUTION

8.1 Problems of knowledge

A major characteristic of the emergence of genetic technology in Norway has been
the display of a relationship to scientific knowledge in general and genetic technology
in particular that is markedly different from traditions in the UK. The following
chapter firstly examines further the relationship to knowledge displayed in the
Norwegian context, before summarising and discussing the findings of the thesis’
consideration o f how genetic technology is excluded from and included in the social
domain. The way in which our study of genetic technology illuminates Norwegian
construction o f the social and the natural are considered in the second half of the
chapter, along with a consideration of how far the theoretical concepts introduced in
Chapter 1 have shown themselves fruitful to our understanding.

The russ." knowledge, the body and the nation
On the national day in Norway (the 17^’’ of May), ^ schoolchildren in Norway join a
procession through their local town or city, waving flags and wearing their best
clothes^^^. In Oslo, parents, relatives and almost everyone else, gather to watch the
procession, walk around and look at other events (the King and Queen waving at the
crowds, the firing o f cannons, etc.). At the same time another group is present, in a
disruptive and sometimes unpleasant way. This group is made up of 18-19 year-olds
who are about to finish their school leaving exams (similar to A-levels). They weave
in and out of the children’s parade (Sande 2000), run around town in uniformed
groups, drive their uniformly red and blue buses and vans rigged up with sound
systems, displaying through bodily adornment and performance their wayward
behaviour during the last 17 days.

Russ dress in uniform red or blue boiler suits, red for humanists, blue for economists
and scientists^^^, with special uniform russ hats. They decorate their boiler suits with
their names, school and year. They begin partying on or before the 30^ April, the

In recent years the trend has become increasingly strong to wear national dress, the bunad.
children choose quite specific educational paths at the age of 16 that are strongly linked to future
employment

264

‘night before the 1®^ o f May’ {natt til 1. mat), and continue until the national day on
May 17^\ Partying involves drinking extremely large quantities of alcohol, as well as
other risk behaviour: staying up for as many nights as possible, displaying nudity in
public places, having sex, and playing tricks on non-rw55. In return for these acts russ
are rewarded by being able to display symbols of their achievements on their boiler
suits and hats. Burnt matches signify staying awake all night, tufts of pubic hair in
sticky-tape signify sex, beer-bottle tops signify drinking twenty-four bottles of beer in
as many hours and so on (Sande 2000). The russ are a nation-wide phenomenon.

I attended two 17^'^ of May celebrations, one at the beginning of my stay and one
towards the end. The first one I attended was an ‘alternative’ 17^^ of May which took
place outdoors in the east end of Oslo and consisted of groups of immigrant and
native Norwegians of diverse ethnic origin performing music and dance. As with 17^^
of May celebrations in general it was heavily geared towards the participation of
young people. There were a lot of barbecues, spliffs and beers, lots of children and
young trendies. No russ at all.

The following year I spent the 17^^ of May doing the things that the vast majority of
people do, namely going into town in order to watch the children’s parade, catch a
glimpse of the royal family waving at the children and crowds, as well as walking
around simply enjoying the spectacle^^^. The russ were strongly present, in their
uniforms. They formed a kind of unruly presence in the crowds, handing out ‘business
cards’ with their name and mottoes printed (often obscene in tone). My daughter (at 4
and a half years old) quickly got the idea - these were specifically intended for
younger children to collect from as many russ as possible^^^. Sande (ibid.) describes
parents’ horror as young children scramble under the wheels of the russ buses in order
to catch the cards that are thrown down to them.

As a child I also took part in such parades with my school.
It reminded me o f my own glee at a card that I was given as a child, the motto of which translates as
“If Adam hadn’t stuck, where Eve had cracked, we wouldn’t be sitting here today, drinking” (it
rhymed! Hvis ikke Adam hadde stukket, der Eva hadde sprukket, ville vi ikke sittet her og drukket). My
being permitted to collect, handle, and ultimately to own cards with such obscenities was quite
thrilling.
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Sande (2000) interprets the russ celebrations as a rite of passage which makes sacred
the individual identity project. It is an expression of the challenges that young people
face as a result of increasing individualisation and globalisation, and resolves tensions
between the collective and the individual (ibid.: 351). In such an interpretation the
extreme acts of nudity, alcohol and sexual nature are seen as dissolving previous
identities in order to create possible futures; the risks involved in such behaviour
challenge existing structures of authority between parents and children.

I suggest a slightly different interpretation, in relation to the question of examinations
and knowledge, which Sande does not touch upon. The russ, through their behaviour
on the national day and through their drunken partying (which takes place before their
final exams) are performing a particularly problematic relationship to knowledge. In
fact that they act to expel it from their bodies to subsume it to the more important
value of sociality through equality (sameness) in Norway. How we understand the
position of genetic technology in Norway is illuminated by such an exercise.

Norwegian commentators observe that through their debauchery and misbehaviour
the russ show that there are, after all “more important things than education” (Vibeke
Borgersen, Aftenposten 15^*^ May 2000). When I asked my informants, neighbours,
friends and colleagues about the russ, no one seemed to even know whether they had
already finished their exams and were celebrating, or whether their exams were after
the 17^^ of May. People were quite puzzled by the question. The issue of education,
exam-time, and knowledge were a non-issue. They described russ as typical, or
amusing; often people related how they had been russ when they were younger^^^. I
later learned that the russ are in fact now performing their 18-day ritual of drunken
debauchery before their final exams (Sande, pers. comm.). The contrast with for
instance British traditions could not be stronger.

In Britain exam-time is a time when newspapers are filled with articles about the
stress of revision, when radio stations (e.g. Capital Radio, Radio 1) set up revision

Sande (2000) tells us that the tradition in fact developed from matriculation at the university in
Copenhagen where the Norwegian bourgeoisie sent their children to be educated until the founding of a
University in Oslo in the 19* Century. Over the years in Norway it became associated with the
celebration of completing the A-levels equivalent, rather than celebrating beginning university life.
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‘help-lines’ with experts available to advise worried students. This is matched at
results time by overviews of national results, interviews with proudly glowing
students, and musings about the intellectual health of the nation and whether the
exams are getting too easy. Such dialogue is absent from the Norwegian media^^^.
Debate about whether the russ go too far is present, but is rarely discussed in relation
to exams; in general, the issue is whether they create too much chaos^^^.

Through their uniforms russ display the importance of sameness, and through their
subjugation of the body in the name of partying they (potentially) sacrifice their
individual health, reputation and examination results on the alter of collectivity. Like
Brian (and his friend. Chapter 4) who expresses admiration at his friend who brought
whisky to his oral exam, Norwegian society in general tolerates such behaviour
(although they may not like the extreme dangers involved), through which the vast
majority of children go. There is little challenge to the rest of society. In a sense they
are purging themselves of knowledge and positioning their bodies (through uniforms,
alcohol poisoning and sex) as social beings, ready for adulthood.

Garvey (1999) shows how drunkenness in Norway is an important aspect of
reaffirming the linkage and blurring of self and collectively. Rather than being
introspective in nature (aimed at the individual’s experience of the drugged state)
Garvey argues that drunkenness is undertaken in relation to the audience/social
context within which it occurs. Drunkenness in the current context is also performed
in this way; it subsumes the individual’s identity, brain, exam-prospects, into the
social collectivity. Rw55-celebrations are a socially-oriented experience in the sense
discussed by Garvey that can be interpreted as an ‘oath of allegiance’, an expression
of core values. In such an interpretation the appearance of the russ at the centre of the
celebrations (and not at the marginal ‘alternative’ celebration) suggests their
proximity to the central norms.

It seems that at the begiiming of the school year there is concern about how well schools perform, in
relation to the issue of getting into the best schools. However at examination time such questions were
entirely absent.
C t Aftenposten 18.05.00, 16.05.00, 15.05.00, 15.05.99, 13.05.00.
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Is scientific knowledge ‘bad '?
Knowledge in general can be a problematic thing, and was associated with unnatural
and even cruel practices. On the same day that he related the story about his friend’s
whisky-viva, Brian, the dairy company scientist, asked me about school in England:
225.We talk more about school in the UK. He asks me about school and learning maths. I say
that it’s not exactly hard work, the stuff they do in Reception class and Year 1, and that
it’s quite like nursery school. It’s quite fun really and they learn through games. “What,
you trick them to think that maths is fun?” he says shaking his head, utterly
unimpressed. It strikes me that he really believes that it’s cruel to teach children things.
(000608)

Another (foreign) Tine scientist insists that knowledge is not respected in Norway,
and ties this to a fear of difference, saying “Norwegians are afraid of social difference.
They lose respect for knowledge”. He continues:
226.1 will give you some examples... when I was in Bergen before I started working for Tine,
I contacted a Professor at HiB, marine technology. There were two or three guys there
working on DNA purification, highly specialised knowledge, amazing knowledge... yet
they couldn’t get a job.
227. At MATFORSK [food research institute at which he is based part-time] also, when the
programmes end they can’t get jobs, or they’re poorly paid. In Japan they would have two
or three companies fighting over them. (John, 000418)

The following quote from Loe’s (1996) extremely popular novel (it sold over 115000
copies in a country of 4 million) Naiv Super makes clear a deep ambivalence towards
knowledge^^® (in this case exemplified by the internet).
I think it’s an over-rated net. Largely it consists of information that I am better off without.
It gives me the feeling that lots of people are in a slightly similar position to me. That they
know lots of things, but that they don’t know what they should use it for. And they don’t
quite know the difference between what’s good and evil.
I’ve found scary amounts of useless information in there. I think for example that I was a little
bit better off before I knew which organisations Norway is member of. Not much better, but a
little. Enough that it makes a difference. Try it yourself. (Loe 1996 cited on
www.samfunn.cappelen.no my translation emphasis added)

Here it is not the case that as Pope (1688-1744) observed “a little knowledge can be a
dangerous thing”, where there is the risk of legitimising rash acts on the basis of a
small piece of scientific knowledge. Instead abstract knowledge, knowledge for the
sake of knowing rather than for the sake of doing, can be an upsetting thing, in fact to
the extent that it can make it difficult to distinguish between good and evil. For Loe’s

This is, with a hint of irony, reproduced on the web site of one of Norway’s best-known
encyclopaedias (www.samfurm.cappelen.no).
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character it is over-rated, and slightly depressing. It is better to focus on the facts of
everyday life.

Not all knowledge is problematic, only certain types. Knowledge about the facts of
everyday life is valued in a more straightforward fashion. Loe’s next work, ‘L’ (1999,
deals also precisely with the difficulty of grasping the meaning and point of scientific
knowledge contra the knowledge of practical everyday life. The naïve hero of the
novel (which is a work of ‘faction’, based on an actual trip with friends) arranges an
pseudo-scientific expedition with male friends to a south pacific island in order to ‘put
Norway on the map’. On the island he and his companions discuss the failure of their
scientific expedition (the aim of which was to prove, contrary to the theories of worldfamous Norwegian explorer Thor Heyerdahl’s, that South Pacific islanders came not
on rafts but during a previously undetected ice-age, on skates, blown from South
America across the seas by the easterly winds).
Egil says he finds all this curiosity a bit sickening. There’s a limit to the point of curiosity, in
his view. The world is fascinating and diverse and all that, but once you’ve pondered a bit,
you have to find something else to do. It’s sick to be open and wondering all your life. After a
while you just have to accept that things are the way that they are and use your energy on
more tangible things (1999: 353 my translation)

To use one’s energy on tangible things is positive, while to be overly curious about
the abstract or intangible is unsettling to the point of illness.

Learning, the intake of knowledge, is thus associated with cruelty to children, with
sickness, amoral confusion and even darkness: when discussing the food safety course
the Nettverk members (Chapter 7) agreed to initiate the course in October, “when it
starts to get cold and the outside season is over” said Line (020500).

I asked an academic informant from the University of Oslo about the different
meanings of knowledge in Norway.
228.Well you’ve got ‘tacit’ knowledge [she uses the English term], that is, taus which is to do
with not knowing how you do things, not being able to communicate them. Then there are
other types of knowledge... know-how [again, using the English] or
ferdighetskunnskaper [lit. ability/skills-knowledge]. Where you know how you’re doing
things, you can communicate it. And then there’s scientific knowledge [vitenskap'], where
you know about the principles - why things work the way they do.
229.There’s a close relation between education and profession in Norway, far closer than for
instance the liberal tradition in Britain. In Norway you cannot work in public sector
provision of health services, for example, unless you have the relevant training.
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230.For instance that [English] guy who worked for British Petroleum, he had a BA in
Literature (laughs). That wouldn’t happen in Norway. There’s one type of education that
this doesn’t apply to though, and that’s law. The reason that so many people apply to
study law is that it’s high status, not because they want to become lawyers. That’s to do
with 1815 and liberation from Swedish mle. The constitution, it’s a political tool. Those
with an exam in law [Jurisier] work high up in business, but not necessarily with law, or
legal aspects. It’s seen as usable knowledge [anvendbar]
(010115)

Tacit {taus) knowledge and skills (ferdigheter) are the knowledge of everyday life and
work^^^. Scientific knowledge {vitenskap) is about the hidden principles, the whys and
hows, and has little to do with the observable, doable practices of everyday life.
Formal education is linked closely to employment; there is a focus on the social
usefulness of knowledge. The only knowledge type that can be separated from
specific work-aims is the law, a form of knowledge associated with the establishment
of the nation.

A schematic and of course highly simplistic representation of the way in which
knowledge might be encountered, which is nevertheless useful for our discussion
here, is to suggest three forms:
1. taus, tacit, embodied knowledge
2. ferdighetskunnskaper (know-how), skills, ability
3. vitenskap scientific knowledge of underlying principles
The first two forms are both associated with practice, with the doing of everyday life.
Whether they are codifiable (no. 2) or not (no. 1) they form the knowledge of living,
of doing (work, leisure, sport). These are the reflexive and non-reflexive knowledge
of the mind and body in performing the social and are not easily classified as either
solely bodily or mental. Instead they are a mixture of both, as they are embodied or
made active through bodily performance (at work or leisure).

In contrast, vitenskap is associated with knowing in and of itself, and is a mental
pursuit not associated with the performance of everyday life. I suggest that taus
knowledge and ferdighetskunnskaper are both forms of knowledge that are socialised

Interestingly Law, the type of knowledge closely associated with the national independence and
1815, is seen as the ultimate in applicable, usable (and therefore good) knowledge, and one that can be
used anywhere. Historically the law was associated with the ting, where all free men gathered to make
decisions on a democratic basis, documented since the early Viking ages. It is thus seen a knowledge
that is fundamental to consensus-base of the social and political spheres.
These can be a range of knowledges existing in everyday science and the technologies of every day
life - medical technologies, the codified knowledge of work, bureaucracy, governance, the skills and
tacit knowledges o f leisure and interaction with nature
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and morally acceptable. They are part of the discourses within which the self is
emergent in Norway. In contrast vitenskap (science), knowledge for its own sake, can
be dangerous.

Thus apparently high-tech activities such as IT which are associated with
‘technoscience’ are in fact easily integrated into Norwegian society so long as they
respect this value. Hakken (1999) throws light on this, in particular he emphasises the
way in which implementation of IT in Norway is a process of removing it from the
sphere of the mental (i.e. scientific). His account shows us that it is essential to
implement technology through ‘use’ as defined by the collectivity of users. For
example, whilst “turnkey” solutions (where an analysts assesses the specification need
of customers and presents a ready-made solution) are most common in the AngloAmerican world, this is not the case in the Nordic region:
Rather than merely seeking out a set of specifications, the good Nordic systems developer
(not a “systems analyst” embraces users knowledge dialogically. Often ... the dialogue
takes place best in groups. It should also include attempts to incorporate users into
activities like brainstorming before collectively making decisions regarding the nature of
the system to be developed. Users’ knowledge of information technology is often to be
enhanced as part of the process; users should be incorporated into developing and testing
prototypes of the system, providing feedback for redesign, and so forth. (Hakken 1999: 111
emphasis mine)

Here we can see that the conditions of IT development are such that they fall within
the perimeters of morally acceptable ‘knowledge’ insofar as they are able to be
developed collectively in relation to ‘use’ (i.e. the practical everyday needs of people
working in a multitude of sectors). Interestingly Hakken highlights that the (good)
Nordic “systems developer” is not a “systems analyst”; developer carries with it
positive connotations, whilst analyst has negative connotations, associated as it is
with the ‘mental’ sphere rather than the social.

Dangerous science
Torvald Simes’ work (1997) similarly suggests that scientific knowledge is
experienced as external to society and frightening in the Norwegian context. He gives
a comparative account and analysis of parliamentary debates on the legalisation of
pre-embryo research in the UK and its prohibition in Norway. Simes concludes that
the differences in outcome in the two countries are directly related to different ‘mental
codes’:
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This is connected to the different scientific codes in Norway and Britain, namely 'vitenskap '
contra ‘science’. Although the disciplinary reality behind these concepts may have been the
same, and the self-understanding of Norwegian and British scientists did not differ overly
much, the public/official [offentlig] meaning differed radically. The Norwegian concept
stood in opposition to the field of practice and experience, whilst the British was an
integrated part. ‘ Vitenskap ’ belonged to a distant mental space outside of public control,
where one could create new and unexpected social and cultural realities. But ‘science’ [in
the UK] was almost a trivial technology, which e.g. fought dangerous diseases and most
people could observe the effects of. Thus another code, namely the difference between
[medical] research and [medical] treatment, was given great importance in Norway,
whilst it was marginal in the UK. This code could separate the good from evil in Norway,
whilst it did not have any particular meaning in Britain. (Simes 1997: 322 my translation,
emphasis added)^*^

Simes argues that science is encountered as external, frightening, beyond control, and
impersonal. He shows that science stands, in its “distant mental space”, in opposition
to “practice and experience”. O f fundamental importance is the weight that he gives to
the development of the ‘code’ distinguishing between medical research and treatment.
This code is one which in his (deeply moral) words in fact “separates the good from
evil”.

This code, separating research from treatment, research from ‘use’, connects with the
concerns o f the biotechnology sector. Their basic distinction was one of ‘pure’
research contra ‘applied’. As the informant quoted in Chapter 3 insisted,
biotechnology is "'‘teknologisk anvendelse av kunnskap’' (“the technological
application of knowledge”) in contrast to biology which is ''grunnforskning'' (basic
research). ‘Use’, i.e. commercial innovation processes, is what separates the one from
the other. Biotechnology as a discipline is positioned as a boundary-crosser between
these two: it seeks by definition to move ‘science’ as abstract knowledge into the
domain o f ‘use’.

Body, knowledge and meaning
The above brings together the material body (russ) and the immaterial knowledge
(genetics); the body and knowledge are subject to the same processes of meaning-

Dette henger sammen med ulike vitskapskoder i Norge og Storbritannia, nemlig “vitskap” kontra
“science”. Sjolv om den disiplinære virkeligheten bak disse begrepa kanskje var den same, og
sjolvforstâelsen til norske og britiske vitskapsfolk ikkje skilte seg sâ mykje fra kvarandre, sâ var den
offentlige betydningen radikalt ulik. Det norske begrepet sto i motsetning til erfarings- og praksisfelt,
mens det britiske var ein integrert del av det. Vitskapen holdt til i eit fjemt, mentait rom utanfor
offentlig kontroll, kor ban kunne skapa nye og ufomtsette sosiale og kulturelle virkelighetar. Men
“science” nærma seg en triviell teknologi, som t.d. bekjempa kjente sjukdommar og dei fleste kunne
observera virkninga av. Dermed fekk ein annen kode, nemleg skillet mellom forskning og behandlig.
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making in this context, and have similar effects. The socially oriented body is the
good body {russ)\ it carries great significance and positions the bearer in their correct
position vis-à-vis the collectivity. Similarly social (socially oriented, socially
applicable) knowledge is good knowledge, with the power to position the bearer in
their correct position vis-à-vis the collectivity.

It is this distinction that the biotechnologists are crossing, between ‘pure’ scientific
research (probably evil and definitely uncontrollable) which should remain safely
ensconced in universities or abroad, and the world of (good) praxis (commerce,
society, marketplace) is guarded by the gatekeeper of (consensus-determined) ‘use’ or
‘praxis’. Genetic engineering in the food industry has been refused consensus
approval, and remains in the domain of ‘evil’^^'^; it is not oriented towards the
collectivity and has no clear pragmatic value.

Important boundary codes and oppositions that have emerged around knowledge
(Knowledge for life: knowledge for knowledge) include:
Home: Abroad
Social: Asocial
Physical (and physico-mental): (Purely) Mental
Practical: Abstract
Humble: Proud

The thesis examined different contexts in which genetic technology is engaged with
social others, where people are trying to keep genetic technology out, or to
incorporate it, to integrate it in governance or use it as a way in which to strengthen
their own positions. The role of inside and outside has been evident and important in
all these contexts. The following looks a little more at what the genetic technology is
being ‘kept out o f , in relation to the findings of the thesis and the literature.

stor betydning i Norge, mens det ble marginalt i Storbritannia. Deime koden kunne splitta det gode fra
det onde i Norge, mens ban ikkje ga noka særleg meining i Storbritannia.
The areas where genetic technology is less problematic, not the subject of the current work, are
medical and pharmaceutical genetics (excluding reproductive technology which continues to be highly
controversial). As mentioned in Chapter 3, medical intervention on the basis of perceived genetic
make-up was practised in Norway throughout most of the twentieth century. The importance of ‘health’
as a value in itself (cf. the Consumer Council’s work in Chapter 6) and the production of the

273

8.2 Genetics and bounded domains

The ‘Norwegian’
The genetic technology that we have encountered in its various guises (products
containing GM soya, manufacturing processes containing antibiotic resistant marker
genes, entities demanding legislation and understanding) is consistently positioned
against the ‘Norwegian’. The notion of Norwegian-ness is one that was found
amongst all groups as an important cultural boundary marker which people want to
work across (biotech industry and the Consumer Council in particular) or stay within
(government, some environmentalists) or which appears simply as a source of worry
(food company, environmentalists). One of the key issues during fieldwork was the
nation as a point of departure for informants. This defined their actions in relation to
the local (national) context. “In this country...” “Norway is...” “Norwegians are...”
“This is so stupid of little Norway”, were recurrent perspectives. A key measure was
of ‘us’, ‘Norway’ as compared to a variety of ‘others’; at times these others were
Swedes, at times the EU, at times the ‘global’.

‘Norwegian’ was also used to define the lines of conflict for and against genetics
within Norway; “this isn’t how we do things here” or “Norway is full of idiots” were
comments that made claims about what should and shouldn’t take place within the
national domain. Irrespective of scale, and both inside and outside the borders of
Norway, the ‘other’ was posited against a moral ‘ought’ of Norwegian-ness. It is clear
that informants, as Strathem puts it, have a strong “perception of the role of culture in
human affairs” (1995: 2). Culture, in the way in which it is used in Euro-American
discourses is reified and “given a role as an agent for change” (ibid.). Thus
biotechnology company actors in Norway wistfully observe that if only they could
change the culture of both the Norwegian public and of governance then they would
be able to get on with their activities in peace. Similarly Stine astutely observes the
need to change the culture of governance, and the regulators (Beate, David) grapple
with the particularly Norwegian way of doing things.

healthy/good citizen are perhaps such definitively ‘good’ uses that genetic technology in these areas is
accepted. This would be an interesting question to pursue in further studies, also in the UK.
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Does national identity matter? Norway and the nation in the self
Anthropology asks how far we can talk about national cultures in this way, especially
in a global/local perspective (e.g., Marcus 1995, Appadurai 1990). Anthropological
studies of Norway argue that the nation acts as a key anchorage point for the self in
Norway (see e.g. Gullestad 1996: 296-299), a factor which I have also addressed
elsewhere (Skodbo 1995). The extent to which there exists an exclusively Norwegian
identity, character, or set of values has been a subject of intense debate in Norway,
certainly since the end of Danish rule in 1814. This debate has not lessened in
intensity in recent decades, and is strong in Norwegian anthropology as well as in
society more widely (cf. Klausen et al 1984, Hylland Eriksen 1993a 1993b 1997b,
Johansen 1995, Vike ms. Lien et al 2001^^^)^^^.

The question is often raised in terms of ‘What does it mean to be Norwegian?’ A by
now classic answer is the one given by Gro Harlem Brundtland (then Prime Minister)
during the Winter Olympics 1994; Det er typisk norsk â vcere god (‘it is typically
Norwegian to be good’ (‘good’ in the sense of skilful)). Other answers include
anthropologist Eriksen’s (1998) textbook on Norway for immigrant children - he
suggests a list of things that you probably know and do if you are ‘N o r w e g i a n H e
includes examples such as; you know it is good to go swimming even when the water
is cold, you have used a cheese-slicer, you know that brown cheese is important and
you have probably played the dice game Yatzy.

The online sociology encyclopaedia by Cappelen provides further hints; it suggests
that despite differences between regions in Norway,
many would say that it is typically Norwegian to make matpakke [Norwegian packed lunch]
go for tur [walks, outings], to love nature, “be bom with skis on your feet”, be noysom [easily

As Gullestad points out (1992: 182) “even the analytical perspectives o f the anthropology of
Norway are a part of the Norwegian ethnography”. Obviously she includes her own. The current text is
no exception, placed as I am in the border-zone between Norway and ‘elsewhere’
Gullestad (1996: 297) points out that Norway and Norwegian are among the most often used words
in the mass media, and that there are around 800 museums of cultural history in a country with a
population of around 4 million. Eriksen (1993) points out that if you take the words Norsk, Norske,
Norge and Norges (Norwegian (sg.) Norwegian (pi.) Norway, and Norway’s), these are as a group only
outnumbered in frequency by the words ‘in’ and ‘and’ (i and og).
In doing so Eriksen, I think, aims to provide immigrant children with a extremely useful toolbox of
concepts (such as ‘culture’ and ‘identity’, and the notion of cultural relativism) which can enable
students to articulate their experiences and gain analytical distance. However I am concerned that his
list may - in total contrast to Eriksen’s aims - reify a particular middle-class, white perspective and the
notion of a dominant cultural sameness.

275

satisfied, modest, unassuming] and that landsbygda [mral community] is the authentic
Norway
(http://samfunn.cappelen.no/bm/religion/kultur/ my translation)

A search on www.google.com for ^typisk norsk' [typically Norwegian] gives 2280
hits, and the question of ‘what makes us Norwegian’ dominates many Norwegian

homepages^^^.

Heterogeneity is emphasised by many commentators, in response to what they
perceive as an overly reified sense of homogenous Norwegian identity. Johansen
(1995) for example insists that “only trees have roots, not humans” (cited in Gullestad
1996: 299), while Eriksen (1993b) insists that there is no such thing as Norwegian
culture. Similarly Vike (ms) asks us to understand Norwegian culture as a
“combination of myth and reality” (my translation). Nevertheless, as Vike et al point
out (2001:11) the perception of a homogeneous cultural identity persists, as was
evident in the everyday life and struggles of the technological field, amongst
scientists, bureaucrats consumer spokespersons and environmentalists.

Why is “Norwegian identity”, as a bounded and homogeneous ideal, of such enduring
importance? Clearly Norway’s post-colonial status must play an important part.
Eriksen (1996a) suggests the development of the EU as one of four reasons for the
dominance of Norwegian identity in public debate. His three other reasons are
globalisation, immigration, and the Norwegian hosting of the winter Olympics in
1994. Whilst globalisation (including global sporting events), immigration and
European political change may certainly be emphasised as triggers for anxiety about
Norwegian identity, there are many contradictions in such an approach,^^^ and we risk

Similarly to Miller’s Trinis, 2001, they are very aware of negotiating the meaning of the national in
the more abstract global space of the internet
For instance Eriksen 1996a suggests that “there are disagreements about the content of such a [new]
national identity, and in this sphere the recent years’ immigration from non-European countries are
grounds for reflection. Should Norwegian identity be defined so narrowly that permanent minorities of
Turks, Pakistanis, Vietnamese, Bosnians and for that matter, the indigenous Sami, will never feel that
they belong in this country?” While Eriksen identifies immigration as an important trigger for
rumination on identity, the groups that he says risk falling outside ‘Norwegian-ness’ as defined in the
narrowest sense, include the indigenous Sami population. This should remind us that national identity
has very little to do with external/internal divisions per se, though they can be one aspect of how that
national identity defines itself. Internal power structures, domination, exploitation and racism are
processes by which such identities are practised. Forced sterilisation o f minority groups in the post-war
period for example, is one aspect of Norwegian history that could be discussed in this context.
Similarly, European immigrants are not problematised, again leaving aside the question of racism. By
implication, are Europeans then not ‘too’ different, or able to fit in easily (white? Christian?). The fact
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overly deterministic explanations. We cannot understand local anxiety about
Norwegian identity against apparently external events unless we understand the nature
of the distinction posited between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ in Norway. This implies an
understanding of the political traditions that feel threatened by the EU, the notion of
identity that is made anxious by immigration or by the existence of indigenous groups
of ‘others’ such as the Sami, and the institutions of culture that are feared damaged by
‘globalisation’.

Thus Gullestad’s (2001) observations on immigration, for instance, may be helpful.
She suggests that:
What seems to be at stake for many ‘Norwegians’ is not that ‘immigrants’ represent a social
or economic threat, but rather that they are experienced as a threat to the imagined moral
unity, against established stories about the Norwegian welfare state as an institutionalisation
of this unity, and thus as a threat against what it means to be Norwegian. (2001: 63 my
translation)

If we substituted the words ‘genetic technology’ for ‘immigrant’ the paragraph would
perhaps read equally well.

The importance ofNorwegian-ness as groupness; a unity o f state and (bodily)
selves
The basic unity that we found to dominate traditional approaches to or ideals of
governance reflect a basic unity between self and group through the notion of
‘Norwegian-ness’ which is core to public and private discourses on self. This is
intimately bound up with questions of power, and becomes an important basis for
social legitimacy, and can be subject to dispute and/or competition. This may be part
of the struggle for cultural capital in Bourdieu’s sense (1992), as the use of symbols of
the nation are bound up with class and ethnicity. One example of symbols of national
belonging that may illustrate this point usefully is provided by the wearing of hunad
(national costume) on the national day^^^. This has increased dramatically in recent

that there are many Europeans who are have an entirely different understanding of European-ness
could throw light on the matter: it is not necessarily a contradiction to be British and Pakistani, and nor
is it a contradiction to be Norwegian and Muslim, to those who consider themselves thus. The
anthropologist should address the racism of dominant discourses, and not take it as reflecting the
everyday lived realities of the Norwegian population (which is certainly not all racist or intolerant).
The bunad is similar to the boiler-suits of the russ in that it an expression of nation-wide uniformity,
though the terms of that uniformity are a little different they similarly express a relationship between
‘self as bodily clothed individual and specific national location
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decades, with one in every two Norwegians assumed to own a buna(f^^, and has been
associated with increasing anxieties about national identity in the face of European
unity (Oxaal 2001).

The bunad provides an excellent example of how such symbols enrol the self in a
relationship with state and governance based on emotional bonds, and how passionate
identification processes (cf. Butler 1993) are involved in the binding of the self to the
state. Thus bunad have their own government advisory board {Bunad- og
folkedraktrâdet^^^ the Bunad and National-Costume Advisory Board) to help people
approximate authenticity in their bunad choices. Such choices are determined by
kinship, belonging to certain geographical regions, and where you ‘feel’ you
belong^^^. Wearing bunad enrols you in your bodily appearance and demeanour and
your feelings in a project of selfhood marked by state and individual agreement. In so
doing you display through your physical self (your bearing and adornment) as well as
through the material of your dress and jewellery, the “roots” and “belonging” that
have become so important in the imagining of the Norwegian nation (Gullestad 1996:
298). It unites a presumed internal ‘sense of self with the external sense of bounded
nationhood based on affective identification^^^.

The bunad example also allows us to consider the way in which such claims may be
part of a general perception in Norway of “identity as a scarce resource” (Harrison
1999: 239) where perceived similarity to other peoples threatens a sense of ethnic
group identity in Norway. Thus in Norway the wearing of traditional costumes on the

According to Bunad ogfolkedraktrâdet (pers. comm.) it would be no exaggeration to say that 1 in 2
Norwegians own a national costume. In 1950 it was unusual to own one, and their current popularity is
tied up with complex claims associating place, kinship and belonging in a national perspective that
appears to be given greater credibility by its regional roots and claims to authenticity. As such it
constitutes an ‘invented tradition’ in the sense put forward by Hobsbawm (1983), in that it draws on
notions of the past and the revival of ‘extinct’ traditions. Such costumes are worn in public on the
national day and other significant days of celebration (christenings, weddings etc.). The explosive
growth in number since the 1950s has been linked by some to European unity and the need to define a
strong Norwegian identity in the face of a perceived EU threat. As such they can be understood to
establish or symbolise social cohesion and a sense of identity (cf. Hobsbawm 1983; 9).
Established 1947 in its original form. The board was re-organised in 1967 and re-named in 1986.
See http://www.bunadraadet.no.
See e.g. www.dagbladet.no 11**’ May 2001 where the bunad advisory board answers queries on the
correct traditions for bunad attire and whether one can establish belonging unequivocally to certain
regions according to blood, marriage or residence.
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17^^ of May by non-white, or non-native bom Norwegians is experienced as imitation
and potentially threatening by some (by no means all) white native-born
Norwegians^^^. Claims to difference from the external or internal other and claims to
authenticity may be undermined by others’ use of the symbols; such use implies
similarity between self and other (non-white, or non-native) (cf. Harrison 1999: 239).
As we see below, this is particularly important in Norway where the social and moral
domain is maintained through a sense of sameness as something that is unique to
Norwegians.

Identity
The ability to name, to identify ‘identity’ is one closely associated with the
development o f the modem state (Foucault 1977, 1991), and is the state is often seen
to monopolise such discourse (Bmbaker and Cooper 2000: 15). We tend to see
modem forms of govemance as based on such powerful, scientific and amoral claims
to expertise (cf. Hacking 1986). It is a question addressed in the ethnography whether
these understandings of power are sufficient to account for the contemporary
Norwegian case. Norwegian govemance, we found, is based on drawing closer the
govemed and goveming in explicit bonds of similarity (where folkelighet (‘peopleness’) is a key legitimising factor for politicians), and ‘identity’ is something that is
imagined to be experienced at the level of ‘real’ and ‘personal’ life.

Bmbaker and Cooper suggest that the term ‘identity’
is made to do a great deal of work. It is used to highlight non-instmmental modes of action; to
focus on self-understanding rather than self-interest; to designate sameness across persons or
sameness over time; to capture allegedly core, foundational aspects of selfhood; to deny that
such core, foundational aspects exist; to highlight the processual, interactive development of
solidarity and collective self-understanding; and to stress the fragmented quality of the
contemporary experience o f ‘s e lf”... (2000: 8)

Is ‘identity’ then in fact a useful concept to work with? My use of the terms
‘groupness’ (cf. Bmbaker and Cooper 2000, Barth 2001) and ‘Norwegian-ness’ is an
attempt to attend to this problem. Senses of group identity, boundaries, contrasting
domains and shared values throughout fieldwork clearly suggest a ‘Norwegian

As such this is perhaps a moment of exteriority enfolded - creating intemalitites, the sense of ‘self
in relation to landscape and ‘roots’ as a result of the praxis of the relationship between state and subject
as suggested by Rose (1996: 36-38).
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identity’ which we have encountered not as a reified entity which can be easily
grasped or defined, threatened or protected. Rather, ‘Norwegian-ness’ emerged as a
historically situated set of claims, counter-claims, and personal experiences based
around a strong sense of collective belonging and adherence to certain core values.
Such claims and values formed the frame of reference drawn upon by actors, and was
prevalent in the boundary-drawing, boundary-crossing, and anxieties surrounding
genetic technology. The ways that individuals, institutions and the state associated
themselves with these values constructed a sense of commonality.

Such groupness was seen in the unity between cow, farmer, state, company and
people in the case of the dairy company (Chapter 4). It was also visible in the desire
of biotechnologists to unite with the unity of Norwegian society through creating
wealth for the nation, becoming pillars of society rather than outcasts. The consensusbased processes of the environmental organisation and their dugnad tradition also
revealed values attached to this unity or groupness; autonomous, self-helped and
collectively inclined individuals form the basis of the unity. The sense of ‘groupness’
also appeared as something that was worked against, by for example the
biotechnologists in the Norferm case, when they sought a complex solution to their
problem, seeking both to include genetic technology within the unity or ‘groupness’
as well as to attack the basis of the group as a valid form of decision-making.
Similarly Stine (Chapter 6 and 7) seeks to incorporate the unity-based identity with
scientific decision making and respect for expertise.

Such strong senses of collective belonging, or “groupness”, Brubaker and Cooper
suggest (2000: 20) is typical of senses of belonging at the national level^^^. “Group
ness” is a helpful term, in that it also implies the exclusionary aspects of enrolment in
identity processes^^^, for those who are unable or unwilling to do so on the terms
available. The terms of inclusion which we have considered in the thesis are powerful
indeed and have been termed “Majoritetens hegemoni” (the hegemony of the

Such a discussion took place in the media leading up to the 17^ of May 2000 where a Pakistani-bom
Norwegian (Rubina Rana) wore the Oslo bunad and had the honour of leading the children’s parade.
She received many threats as well as letters of support.
Cf. also Barth (2000; 24)
See Abrams n.d.
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majority) by Gullestad (2001: 67). The following considers the position of nature
before I turn to the moral basis of this groupness in Norway.

8.3 Nature, religion, common sense and the self

Genetic technology disrupts not only western conceptual boundaries between the
‘technological’ and the ‘social’, but also the ‘technological’ and the ‘natural’ (cf.
Haraway 1991, Strathem 1992, Bud 1993, Nelkin and Lindee 1995). Thus an
important question is how nature is constituted. As suggested in the introduction, the
domain of the social is simultaneously constructed with the natural, despite their
conceptual split in dominant western discourse.

In the technological field considered here the natural was see to have a variety of
roles. At the biotechnology conference mentioned above, nature symbolised a
nostalgic purity and wholeness of the nation. It also acted as a source of raw materials
and at times wilful partner to collaboration (the sea runs out of squid, captive salmon
allow themselves to be vaccinated with GM vaccines^^^) as well as a site of
experimentation (e.g. genetically modified salmon). In Tine Meierier nature was
represented as the backdrop to rural idyll and food production. Nature operated as a
source of biological contribution to the production of human food. There was no
distance posited between industry and nature, and a deeply pragmatic relationship to
nature was put forward^^^. In the company laboratory similarly nature appeared as
source of fishing, fun and health.

In the Consumer Council nature appeared as a notion of ‘the environment’, which was
as likely to include rain forest timber as chats about ski-trips or the weather. Nature at
operated as a conceptual totality within which humans exist; it was a cause for policy.
Similarly with the environmental group nature appeared as fact; mother earth, exists
as an all-encompassing entity with a desire to enrol its humanity (see Figure 22).

Each salmon is individually injected with vaccines...
The advertising often portrayed a more romantic notion of nature, but one within which both
company and viewer were presumed to operate. Not as something distant in space or time
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Fitiitre 22 M o th e r e a rth . M iliolieim evernet re p résen tatio n

^ g â tt e t tu sen ar og e t tu sen ar til.

Noen kunne synge, noen kunne tie , og noen drev

ke vakker, saerlig nàr solnedgangene rullet over henne.

m ed m erkelige tin g . Hun klarte bare ikke a velge.

el: I d e t siste va r d e t noe hun hadde s a v n e t...

Hun m a tte ha dem alle.

rengte, som hun ikke visste h e lt hva v a r ...
lare fo lte , e t sted d y p t inne ...

Hun begyn te m ed à kile dem fo rsiktig og litt erten d e

>ste hun d e t bare. H elt sikkert.

M en én e tte r én snudde de ansiktene m o t henne.

under fo tte n e . D et var ikke alle som kje n te d e t like fo rt.

k var ikke

hva

hun tre n g te . Ikke nâ lenger.
Og a k ku rat da de sa hvem hun var,
fa n t M o d er lo rd den m ykeste

à velge m ello m ! N oen va r sma og gikk

stem m en hun hadde og hvisket,

enne. A nd re var store og tra m p e t i vei.

slik a t de m atte hore det:

#

Translation: A thousand years had passed, and another thousand. She was ju s t as beautiful,
especially w hen the sunset rolled over her. B ut still... lately there was so m e th in g she
m i s s e d . .. som ethin g she needed, that she d id n ’t quite k now w hat w a s . .. so m ethin g she could
only feel, a place deep in s id e ..,
One day she ju s t knew. F or sure. The question was no longer w/iar she wanted. N ot anymore.
The q ue stion was who.
So m any to choose betw een! S o m e were small and stepped lightly,. Others w ere big and
stam ped their way. Som e could sing, som e were silent, and so m e w ere do ing strange things.
She ju s t c o u ld n ’t choose. She had to have them all.
She started by tickling them carefully and teasingly on the soles o f their feet. N o t everyone
felt it at first. B u t one by one they turned to face her.
.And ju s t as they saw w h o she was M other Earth found her softest voice and w hispered “I want
VOu
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This suggests that nature in Norway acts as a container for society and the
technological, in much the same way that Strathem suggests for Euro-Americans in
general (2001: 262). Using the analogy of a zero-sum game, Strathem suggests we
perceive Nature as at risk of mnning out if human technological activities extend too
far. Nature is the backdrop against which human society unfolds as well as the
receptacle for human society and its activities. It is both in opposition to the social or
the technological by tum, as well as encompassing it.

Strikingly perhaps to the eyes of the British or Anglo-American reader is the relative
absence o f nostalgic and romantic notions of nature (with a few notable exceptions
such as the biotechnology-conference representation presented in Chapter 3). Despite
this absence of nostalgic representations in the technological field, nature does play a
non-pragmatic role in Norway, namely as an explicit receptacle of the sacred. This
may explain why the particularly pragmatic relationship to nature as a source of
materials can simultaneously represent a deeply spiritual relationship or source of
absolute values that are deeply disturbed by genetics.

Witoszek (1998) offers a useful description of the role of nature in Norway in her
concem to reject traditional understandings of what she calls “Nature as religion”.
Perhaps Norwegian “nature-religion” should more accurately be called geo-piety, that is to
say, a close and deep attachment to a place or landscape and its traditions. Piety exists
independently of categories such as believers and atheists, romantics and rationalists. It is
about a feeling of special belonging and fidelity to beloved (or “sacred”) things. Geo-piety
creates substitute gods, for example mountains, Qords and birch trees in a storm. It also
indicates identity-creating conceptions, where we can trace continuity from the Edda poems to
the deep ecology of Arne Næss (1998: 20 my translation)

I do not share Witoszek’s concem about using ‘traditional’ religious terms such as
‘sacred’

However her term geo-piety^^^ excellently describes a particularly

Norwegian attitude to nature, and the tendency to experience nature as a place of
spiritual nourishment that embraces and reaffirms the individual. Nature for the
majority of Norwegians and certainly in dominant cultural discourses offers a place
where the authentic self can be re-found, reaffirmed, and brought back into the social

She is somewhat overly-concerned to attack the ‘myth’ of nature as religion in Norway, yet this is in
many ways what she describes, if one takes a view that religion comes in many guises.
This is my translation of her term “geo-fromhef' (1998:20).
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realm refreshed. Physical exertion, modesty and purity characterise this relationship
(Eriksen 1996b, Gullestad 1992: 201-211).

Witoszek’s consideration of the religious aspects of nature in Norway allows us to
consider in greater depth how such traditions indicate deeper moral and boundaries
between the Norwegian and the other. Nature also clearly acts as a symbol for the
Norwegian people in their spirit and their physicality. Witoszek identifies a “tendency
to so-called isomorphic projection of Norwegian nature in to the Norwegian people.
That is to say that the distinctiveness of the people corresponds directly to that of its
nature” (1998: 55 my translation).

Thus the rural community, the community that exists close to Nature, is in Norway
considered to be the repository of true Norwegian-ness. The farmers, as informants
tell me, live close to the animals, to nature, to the rhythm of life. These are the
farmers that form the moral backbone of Tine Meierier, and rural life forms the moral
backbone of the country as a whole^®^. Bondevett (Farmer’s sense) is the term for
common-sense, and refers to a peasant pragmatic approach to life, characterised by
equality, autonomy, and modesty; what Risan n.d. (b) calls “peasant realists” rather
than “peasant romanticism.”

This relationship to nature has its roots in the Norwegian enlightenment, one which
Witoszek characterised, in a “complex pun”, as the “Pastoral enlightenment”.
It indicates an enduring rustic ingredient, a rural fantasy which is part and parcel of the
Scandinavian self-image, but it also alludes to Scandinavian pastors and preachers, important
agents and codifiers of the founding tradition

The “rural fantasy” which Witoszek considers at great length in her book (1998)
incorporates the autonomous farmer {velgjort er selvgjort) is an enduring value (cf.
Gullestad) bondevett (farmer’s sense) is the term for common sense, groundedness
and pragmatism, but above all humility (initially before God^°^, now before Nature).

This is evident in political speeches (see Chapter #), and the predominance o f the rural Christian
People’s party as repository of the moral political movement radier than the Labour Party in Britain.
It is possible to see this as a ‘crossed out God’ in Latour’s 1993 sense, however I suggest that it is
more of an individualising puritanical echo of God, secularised perhaps in its form, but nevertheless an
individualising God of the North.
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Gullestad (1992) traces the religious, pietistic, in the culture of everyday life, and
argues for a form of “secular pietism”. She asks whether in fact “pietism is not, as
commonly believed, a counter-culture in Norwegian society, but a central part in the
culture” 1992: 224. She identifies it in the spheres of everyday life, for example in the
morality o f sexual behaviour, or the decoration of the home (cf. also Garvey m.s.).
Witoszek in particular has pursued this line of thinking, and has traced the importance
of the Christian enlightenment in establishing the cultural forms of contemporary
Norway. In her view Norwegian national romanticism hardly existed; instead the
nineteenth century saw the development of a pragmatic rationalism on the basis of
pietistic fidelity to the notion of God as only absolute value. Nationalism was
unfashionable, whilst piety was de rigeur. This implied humility does not simply exist
in relation to God but also to nature and ‘things’ more generally.

Nature in Norway is thus a repository for certain core values, associated with the
farmer, and bondevett (common sense rooted in the rural, as well as the fiercely
autonomous or selvhjulpen (self-helped) nature of the peasant). It is also strongly
linked to puritan religious sentiment, strongly expressed in humility before God, and
embedded in the secular pietism of modem life. It is also the domain of the ‘pure’, a
value which is very important in Norway.

Interfering with the natural domain is thus also interfering with the social domain; like
the social the natural is immersed in values of sameness, humility and unity.
Interventions in nature are likely to be perceived as wrong not where they are based
on pragmatic, humble and/or traditional forms of egalitarian relations (e.g. Norway’s
extensive petroleum, mining and chemicals industries, based on state ownership,
worker-welfare, the unity of Norwegian interests^^"^). Instead, interventions which
challenge basic moral values of Norwegian sociality are likely to meet resistance
whether they are attempted in the natural or the commercial domains. The moral unity

The oil industry for example was successfully developed by the Norwegian state, for the Norwegian
people. Norwegian government policy in the development of the oil sector has been characterised by
goodwill agreements, ensuring that foreign companies that were granted temporary licenses to operate
on the Norwegian territories had to employ Norwegian staff - this meant that Norwegian employees
were trained and Norway thus quickly gained the specialist knowledge and experience necessary to
control the sector themselves. Cf. Wiig Aslesen (m.s.)
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is extremely important and was made visible by and made visible the path followed
by genetic technology.

8.4 The moral underpinnings of Norwegian groupness: likhet - equality as
sameness
We have seen in the material that ‘equality’ has emerged as a core feature of
interaction surrounding genetic technology. The inclusion of genetic technology into
the group, as sought by the biotechnologists in the Norferm case, was sought on the
basis of fairness. Similarly the moral basis for the fore-var policy is that all voices
deserve to be heard equally: all views are of equal worth. Failure to adhere to this
value meets strong reaction. SNT fail to include Stine and Line in their conferences as
equal partners; they feel unfairly treated and angry. Similarly Beate despairs over the
unfair treatment meted out to industry, in her eyes.

Within the Norwegian groupness, fairness forms the dominant moral basis of social
relations. This has been the focus of many anthropological studies of Norway.
Translating as the Norwegian identity value and cultural theme of likhet, fairness, or
equality, has been an enduring focus of studies (Bames 1954, Graubard 1986,
Gullestad 1989, 2001, etc. Lien et al 2001 Garvey m.s.). Likhet has been identified as
a central theme and a cultural axis, or concept, which is fundamental to Norwegian
society:
Not because we’re more like here than in other places, but because an idea about likhet and its
opposites, difference and hierarchy, seem to anchor and organise quite diverse social and
cultural processes... [TJhere is a broad view that people in Norway are more concerned with
likhet than is the case in other countries, and that likhet is an especially important cultural
value (Vike et al.2001: 12 my translation, emphasis removed)

To be like, the quality o f likhet, has more than one possible translation into English,
just as it has more than one antonym (see above quote). In some contexts likhet can
mean ‘equality’, whilst in other contexts it can mean ‘sameness’. But to suggest that it
has different meanings in different contexts suggests that its ambiguity can be solved
by accurate translation; that by referring to the context of the word we can deduce
whether ‘equality’ or ‘sameness’ is meant. However this is not the case. As Gullestad
(1989) and others (Vike et al 2001) have pointed out, likhet contains within it both
meanings at the same time. Likhet, this core value of Norwegian culture, means both
equality and sameness, and each implies the other.
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Thus the concept of likhet has thus within it an ambiguity or tension, in that in order
to think of oneself as o f equal worth one must also be o f the same kind. Gullestad has
been particularly emphatic in her treatment of ‘equality as sameness’ in Norwegian
culture (see e.g. 1989, 1992, 2001). She stresses that while “Norwegian culture is
fundamentally individualistic in the sense that each human being is ideologically in
the foreground, ... the Norwegian form of individualism coexists with a strong
emphasis on equality defined as sameness.” (1996: 2) These values are made explicit
in Norwegian sayings such as ''Like barn leker b e s f (‘similar children play best
together’). Or the infamous Janteloven (Jante-law, see Appendix 5) which expresses
both anti-hierarchy and anti-difference sentiments states for instance that “thou must
not think that thou art better than us”. It has been shown that at least in social and
personal spheres these core values “lead to forms of interaction where similarities are
emphasised and differences are tactfully ignored” (Gullestad 2001: 35 my
translation).

Thus for example most people in Norway feel that they belong to the same ‘class’, an
amorphous middle class that own their own home, and have a hytte^^^. The moral
necessity of appearing the same is encountered in the way that misbehaving children
are chastised; "oppfor deg som folk!'' (conduct yourself like [other] people!), they are
told. Tensions between sameness and difference mean that differences must be under
communicated in order to maintain social cohesion. Differences are submerged as
much as possible, and conflict is avoided.

Thus ‘appearing the same’ is an extremely important social value in itself as it
underpins the sense of commonality and belonging that was discussed above in
relation to the nation, but which is also repeated at the level of friendships, occupation
and family. Sameness differentiates a particular set of relationships from social others.

Hence the tendency for Norwegian anthropologists also to reinforce these notions - Lien et al, for
instance, suggest that the majority of Norwegians own their own house and hytte (mountain cabin).
They are half right; almost two-thirds of Norwegians live in detached houses, and 78% of households
own their own home. (On a national level these figures are stable, while the Oslo area shows an
opposite tendency: the number of households renting in Oslo has increased from one in four in 1990 to
one in three in 2001). As far as hytte are concerned, however, only 22% of all holidays in Norway
during the summer of 2001 were to holiday houses owned by the holiday-maker. (Source Statistics
Norway (Statistisksentralbyra, SSB)
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In her data from a large-scale exercise in autobiography-writing and interviews
Gullestad makes the following observation:
Notions of sameness are used to refer to collectivities (the family, ... the working classes,
friends and relatives) and to dyads. When referring to a collectivity, the author constructs heror himself as a member of that collectivity as against other collectivities. When referring to a
dyad, the authors use the notion of sameness to individualize a relationship and, indirectly, to
individualize his or her self. Gullestad (1996: 290)

In other words, sameness functions as a feature that also differentiates selves from
other selves^®^. It is a value that is important in constituting the sense of bounded
groupness (irrespective of scale) important to sense of self in Norway.

A central finding of this thesis is that such values also dominate the private sector, the
research sector, and in fact permeate the domains covered in the technological field.
This contrasts with many studies that have found the value of sameness to dominate
the domestic and also to a certain extent to the public and political sector e.g., the
welfare state in its local Norwegian form (see e.g. Vike 1997, Bames 1954). In such
contexts things that threaten likhet are rejected or experienced as deeply unpleasant.
Thus Dahl-Jorgensen (1997)

for example, shows that wage-differentiation is an

extremely difficult development for public sector workers, resulting in non
communication of difference and strong commitment to sameness. Vike (1997)
documents a conflict between ‘global’ style efficiency and local traditions of
commitment to equality of service provision in a Norwegian municipality. Attempts
to reform existing services failed, as their value systems did not incorporate adherence
to the core value of sameness. Vabo (2000) also shows how new (or global) forms of
management conflict with local Norwegian traditions. The desire to implement
‘strategic management’ concerned with overarching problems rather than the minor
problems of everyday life were found to separate local politicians from the everyday
life of running the council. This was experienced as puzzling and alienating.

Gullestad (1996: 290) suggests that the individualising aspects of the describing dyadic relationships
as based on sameness perhaps represents change (from strong collectivity to modem individualisation).
In contrast I suggest that this shows that sameness (with one or many others) works as a marker of
united identity against an external other, irrespective of scale.
Dahl-Jorgensen finds that ‘global’ or ‘modernising’ style wage systems - based on the idea of
motivating individual staff through greater wage differentiation - led to unhappiness: “employees were
not happy with the goal of the new wage system to create greater wage differentiation within positions,
and there was little willingness to talk about it collectively at their work arenas” (1997: 1).
Differentiation became an ‘invisible” topic (ibid.:2). She questions the validity of the concept of
individual-based motivation as a viable concept for her informants in the council workplace, and her
findings suggest that ‘fairness’ ‘sameness’ and strong and predictable stmctures were preferred.
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The private sector by contrast tends to be portrayed as adhering to global, hierarchical
values. In such a view it would be expected that hierarchical relations and values
dominate private sector workplaces (e.g. Bames 1954). Yet I argue that there is
evidence to challenge this assumption. Nordbye’s data (2001) shows for example that
relationships within firms are often characterised by loyalties of sameness and
equality between owner and employees traditionally associated with the family and
which in fact are stronger within the firm than within the family surrounding the
firm^^^. The material presented in the thesis also found these values dominated the
private sector itself and government interaction with the private sector.

Tensions between likhet and hierarchy, consensus and difference were encountered by
genetic technology and its users throughout the technological field. The extent to
which these values impact on decision-making surrounding the development of
genetic technology must not be underestimated by posting an a priori distinction
between private and public sectors or the domestic and market spheres. For instance
in the laboratory of the dairy company (Chapter 4) we saw that the need to keep
separate their work with genetics and their private lives reflected a deep
embeddedness in the moral sociality of equality as sameness. What appeared as
separation in fact reflected proximity. Similarly, in order to include their genetic
technology in the moral and social domain of Norwegian govemance, the
biotechnologists appealed to the intrinsic sameness of their bacteria to other
genetically engineered bacteria. It was the same as other bacteria already existing in
relation to the Norwegian markets (in the form of imported tryptophan, for instance,
or medicines), and which therefore were already included in the social and moral
sphere. In order to be frea'fecf equally they appealed to their sameness, as
entrepreneurs, GM bacteria, or as recipients of artistic renditions of Norwegian-ness.

Norbye concentrates on so-called ‘family firms’ (i.e. firms ownedhy the same family over several
generations, and where the name and history of the company is associated with a particular family).
These are in fact the dominant types of company in Norway accojwiting for around two-thirds of all
Norwegian companies and approximately 45% of BNP (Norbye 2!oo/168). My interpretation of
Norbye’s material is that distinctions between family and firm loyalfiés are blurred, and that ‘market’
and ‘social’ moralities are held in tension within the same company-based relations. She provides
interesting observations of situations where ‘family-like’ loyalty and trust are found amongst
employees in times of crisis, and not in the blood-family of the owner, for example.
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The tears shed at the conference music performance signalled the Norwegian
humanity and hence sameness of the listener.

‘Equality as sameness’ as the basis for social belonging is evident, in various guises,
in the ‘market’ or ‘economic’ sphere as much as in the private. Social relations in
Norway (both at home and at work, and between people and things) their processes,
the way that things are done, seek to foreground that we are all the same; they
emphasise similarity and common morality, and are characterised by what Graubard
(1986) called “a passion for equality”.

8.6 Persisting in the face of opposition; vocation and the disparate agency of
genomics
A question that remains is, in the face of such opposition and excluding forces, and in
a position that so clearly challenges basic Norwegian values, why do entrepreneurs,
scientists and others involved with genetic technology persist? Where there are no
clear-cut economic advantages, no economically rational decision-making processes
going on, and may feel persecuted and misunderstood, why do they persist?

It is important to qualify that not all persist. Many companies I spoke to are thinking
hard about where to locate their activities, and whether they should move out of
Norway altogether. Thus one informant tells me “ ...it’s obvious which way
biotechnology is going in this country. I think it’s heading in one direction, and that’s
out \Jeg tror det gâr en vei, og det er m^].” His company has a sister-company in the
UK “the laws there are ‘to the point’ [he says this in English]. Attitudes there are
based on a joint understanding of the facts.... That helps. In Norway we lose the
argument because of the political attitudes...” He gave me another example of a
Norwegian company which has set up a satellite-company in Germany for R&D
purposes in order to avoid the risks associated with unpredictable Norwegian
regulatory responses. “They can’t even plan their future work here... over time we’ll
be left behind... it’s stupid of Lille Norge [little Norway].”

A research director from another company also told me that his board was currently
debating a move to another northern European country. He personally wanted the
company to stay, as he would not move with the company. Thus while genetic
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technology in general is a global activity, with movement between institutions and
organisations in the US, Japan and Europe^^^, its human actors are not always mobile.
I thus encountered several responses in the Norwegian biotech sector;
1) going abroad to pursue a career
2) trying to bring genetic technology to Norway
3) leaving the private sector to stay in Norway in academia or the public sector (for
instance regulation).

Defining success and motivation
Our company has had 14 years of life and is not yet profitable. This is a success. (Research
director, biochemical company)

This quote is from a respected biotechnology actor. Success is defined by her not in
commercial terms but in terms of having negotiated governmental opposition to
genetic technologies and Research Council changes of heart, and managing to
establish the use of their rDNA technology in production. They have managed to
become experienced with rDNA technology; they are one of the few Norwegian
companies that have managed to give the technology local ‘rootedness’, and an actual
physical presence in the outskirts of Oslo. Success is not commercial, but rather the
establishment of a strong relationship.

When considering motivating factors it is worth noting again the magic and
fascination which genetic technology holds, as expressed in the food company
laboratory discussed in Chapter 4. It is not only consumers and sceptics who consider
that there is something akin to sorcery or God-in-man in genetic science. Words such
as ‘magical’, ‘fantastic’ and ‘overwhelming’ are common currency amongst
biotechnologists. A deeply religious relationship with genetic technology emerges in
the vocational sense in which biotechnologists see their relationship with it. The
agency of genetic technologies is considered meaningful {ha mening) in a quasi
religious sense. The biotechnologist whose quote opened this section tells us, “We
went through hard times, no money. How did we survive? Because it was meaningful
[hadde m ening]...”

A number o f native Norwegian informants had pursued such paths before returning to Norway. A
number of non-native informants were from other countries, and had previously spent time in e.g.
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Further, excitement about the nature of genetic technology’s agency was frequently
expressed, and the transformative power of genetic technology is celebrated. GM food
technologies such as GM bacteria are seen as the agents behind the “transformation of
the functional food sector into the new IT industry” (R&D director). Genetic
technologies are not only powerful in themselves (in a technological capacity in a
factory) but are seen as powerful allies in the quest for wealth and progress, thus in
bald terms I was told “In fermentation, enzymes give value to something that has no
value” (991207). These technologies are powerful bearers of wealth.

Thus an informant at the biotech sector conference told participants that his company
had previously provided enzymes for seafood processing to make e.g. “Caviar from
fatty fish, calamari without rubbery skins, fish fillets without scales, clean cod liver”.
But they experienced a problem; “ ...we were always depending on nature [...] the
squid ran out”. Instead they turned to marine biochemicals. They now produce “coldadapted shrimp alkaline phosphates and cold adapted marine proteases; purified
natural enzymes used in PCRs sequencing kits and in PGR clean ups.” He paused for
effect “Worth 50 times as much as the shrimp”. The audience was suitably impressed.
The effect was similar to an alchemist revealing his secret of turning waste into gold.

A common theme is that this substantial power of genetic technologies is biddable - it
is liable to greater control than if things are done ‘naturally’. Thus informants often
contrast techniques such as traditional methods of selecting bacteria for industrial
processes through ‘natural’, non-GM methods such as treating them with chemicals to
increase diversity through inducing mutations. “That will alter the gene, but you don’t
know where else you will find the mutation... it’s much more dangerous than genetic
technology” (991207) In contrast genetic technology is precise and controllable as
well as powerful.

The fact that the genetic technologies are, to many, allies in the pursuit of wealth fo r
Norway^^^ is an aspect of their perception that they as biotechnology entrepreneurs are

Japan or the US, before coming to Norway for personal reasons.
Thus there is much mock (and real) despair at what they will do if the government doesn’t change
its position. “The industry will disappear...” an informant told me. He quoted a despairing friend of his

292

creating welfare as White Knights, saviours of their people. This makes them heroes.
The control, the heroic hold, that biotechnologists have over genetic technologies is
conditioned by their knowledge; the genetic technologies are bearers of exclusive
knowledge; the technologists are such bearers too. This knowledge is expressed as
hard earned. The global identity of genetic technologies can increase the sense of it as
something hard earned or exclusive. As a knowledge-system genetics is perceived as
originating from the US and UK. Thus when work started on GM salmon in the
seventies, one informant had to go to the US to buy human genetic material, which
was not available in Norway at the time and which was to be inserted into the salmon.
He carried the genetic tissue into Norway in a test tube (“in his suit pocket!” I was
told with laughter and enjoyment). This anecdote was told to me on several occasions
by different people, and served as a symbol of how daring, new, different and strange
their activities were in ''Lille Norge\ The protagonist was a bodily bearer of foreign
knowledge quite literally. Although it was not exactly a dangerous journey, it was
daring, and exciting to think about now.

Impassioned defence o f their expertise against lay people (as displayed by Sylvia,
Peter, and others in the field) is indicative of the passionate identification that
technologists feel with their technology. What I at first thought was defence of their
status within knowledge hierarchies (and is perhaps in part) must also be understood
in terms o f personal identification with the knowledge/technology. Informants suggest
liminal descriptions of self in line with the technology. They stress how crossing
boundaries between academia and industry gives one bad name Çdârlig klang’), and
this applies both to the genetic technology and to themselves. One woman was really
upset that they were all lumped together. Referring to the dominant values already
discussed she expressed a strong sense that it was unfair for her company (especially
as her use o f rDNA technology was aimed at providing detection kits to enable
identification of GM foods, and was a such a ‘social’ and ‘useful’ application of
genetic technology). Her association with the technology placed her outside of the
realm of fairness.

who wondered “what on earth is Norway going to live off when the oil runs out. He suggested that we
could become a nation that is very good at making toilet paper but...” He laughed.
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One man when he told me a story at the conference dinner to answer my question
about why people persist when biotechnology is such a difficult field. He told about
E, a biotechnologist entrepreneur who had bailed out friends’ companies and was well
respected by others in the sector. He is one of the main ‘movers and shakers’ in the
Norwegian industry. E had told him a story, and this story would explain it to me, he
suggested. Paraphrased, the story is like this: There was a boy who went to the woods
to shoot grouse. The pellets for his gun cost sixpence a piece, and he could sell the
grouse at market for sixpence a piece. So even if he shoots one bird with each pellet
he earns nothing. So why do it? For the bang! The narrator laughed and looked at me
and asked “See?”

Self, technology, identity
Rabinow (1996b) argues that there has been a significant omission on the part of
laboratory studies of science, as there has been a failure to consider “representation of
science as a practice and a vocation - by its practitioners” (1996b: 17). That people
persist despite the fact that they feel that they are despised and not recognised in their
own country can, I suggest, best be explained by including precisely this kind of
representation. In addition to the passion and wonder that were expressed in fieldwork
we also find suggestions that actors strongly identify with their technologies. It is only
through passionate relations and identification with the genetic technologies, that the
persistence o f the scientific relation is maintained in the face of ridicule and fear. The
nature of these relations reveal the agencies associated with genetic technologies.

This section shows the variety of ways in which genetic technology ‘ties’ human
actors to it. Persistence in the field of genetic technology is persistence with one
aspect of one’s own identity. There is a choice, and they are seen to exercise it, but the
close identification in that part of their lives makes it difficult to untie oneself. Thus
biotechnologists persist with their activities because they have become in part the
technologies that they represent, as well as because they desire association with
certain aspects of it that are exciting, purposeful, or rewarding. It is not that they think
of themselves as technologies, but that the way in which they position themselves in
relation to regulators, knowledge systems, and Norwegian-ness is the same as the way
in which the genetic technologies are positioned. They mirror their behaviour. They
maintain, in common with genetic technologies, oppositional relations with
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consumers, and their representatives. Their agency has become ‘mixed’ with the
genetic technology’s.

Their embodiment of scientific knowledge unites the biotechnologists. As individuals
they are part of a ‘distributed personhood’ of the global ‘knowledge substance’ that is
genetic technology, as are the genetic technologies themselves^

As such, the

biotechnology actors embody the agencies of genetic technologies. They have
allowed biotechnological knowledge to become embedded in them, in their praxis of
work, and thus in their everyday lives. This makes their very existence quite strained.

8.5 The intrusion of genetic technology; entering the social, natural and bodily
domain of Norway
“To belong in a world where Satan had no entry” (“[/f] here hjemme i en verden der Satan
ikke hadde adgang”) (Witoszek, 1998: 53)

The moral basis of sociality in Norway, characterised as equality, humility and
pragmatism, is one that extends to Norwegian nature, the Norwegian body, and the
social and economic spheres. External boundaries between this Norwegian sphere and
the ‘rest of the world’ were in the context of genetic technology one of the most
important boundaries suggested by the material. Global corruption or pollution and
local purity or innocence emerged as important themes. The idea of global corruption
versus Norwegian purity is one which Witoszek characterises as the inheritance from
the Christian enlightenment; an “influential meme of the Norwegian people as the
last, unsullied “tribe of nature”, surrounded by the evils of European civilisation”
(Witoszek 1998: 66 my translation). Norway as a natural and social domain in this
sense has been “a world where Satan had no entry” (ibid.: 53). Yet genetic technology
crosses that boundary as a disruptive (satanic?) force.

How can we imagine this connection? Unlike Cell’s art works, we cannot say that the technologies
or the technologists are connected through the cognitive processes of a single agent (artist). Nor can
we, as he argues e.g. for the Maori meeting houses, that they are expressions of the cognitive processes
of an easily defined collectivity. Instead we can argue that the cognitive processes expressed are those
of the conjunction of scientific knowledges embedded in global and local institutions of learning,
commerce and power with the non-global local identities of the agents and objects. What the persons
and objects here considered represent is a replication of what they are internally (Gell 222) in the sense
that the agencies of global and local scientific knowledges embedded in institutions of learning,
commerce and power.
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Genetic knowledge (viz. scientific knowledge in its dominant modem western
understanding as technological control over nature) by definition sets itself and its
bearers in a hierarchical relationship to nature and society. Scientific knowledge
breaks with the values of bondevett (farmer’s sense) and priestly guidance: it is not
useful knowledge and it is not practical knowledge, it is knowledge unconstrained by
the rural and the religious, and a knowledge that scorns the mle of the collective. A
“knowledge without knowers” (Barth 2002: 2), apparently alien both in form and
intention genetic technology promises irreversible damage on the basis of a proud
relationship with the world.

Genetic technology positions its bearer in a position to its subject (life) that cannot be
other than hierarchical. It seems impossible to position genetic technology in the way
in which other knowledge forms (IT, chemicals) have been, namely as useful tools at
the command of society, govemed by the collective. While the use of IT can be
govemed socially (by its bearers positioning themselves in acquiescence to selective
demands and mles), genetic technology is simply too different and cannot. To act on
the basis of genetic technology is to act on the basis of asserting a superior command
of power and knowledge over the world, in a way that is presumed to be inaccessible
and uncontrollable by the collectivity.

Knowledge in this respect appears in fact to pollute its bearers with its unalterable
nature; they are feared and despised as ‘not right’. It appears that knowledge l^ere is
something to be ‘had’. Possession of knowledge is perhaps best understood^ /lot $o
much in terms of ‘ownership’ which is the dominant post-enlightenment relationship
to knowledge in the west, where mental knowledge is possessed by the brains of
individuals, or codified in books, or owned directly through patents (Strathem 2001).
Rather, knowledge is ‘had’ in the way that a disease, or infection is ‘had’, or perhaps
as a poison, a substance that can embed itself in your body.

Thus the russ purge themselves of knowledge in their dmnken weeks, while in
contrast the biotechnology sector entrepreneurs seem sullied by their enduring
association with genetic knowledge. In this respect I suggest that scientific knowledge
in Norway acts as a substance that crosses the boundaries between abstract and the
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embodied^

bringing the unknown (uncontrollable) into the social, and which is

perceived to have an agency of its own irrespective of (or corrupting) its bearers’
intentions.

The social, natural, moral sphere
Against the background of the material presented here I want to posit a model of
Norwegian govemance and sociality that comprises a sphere of relations and sociality
that incorporates both ‘moral’ and ‘immoral’ relations. The moral sphere is the social
sphere; it is a sphere o f relations encompassing people and things, people and their
technologies, policy documents and government institutions, nature and society.
Within that sphere people’s actions and relations are defined in reference to a
dominant axis of core values through which they are understood and judged
(esteemed or condemned).

The dominant moral/social sphere in Norway can thus be conceptualised as
dominated by an axis of good and bad vs. same and different in the figure below. The
term "likhet’ carries with it its cultural opposite - hierarchy, difference, multiplicity,
inequality (cf. Gullestad 2001:36, Strathem 1997) which is likewise included in the
sphere of sociality. Relationships between people and things, systems of knowledge,
work, are all judged according to this dominant moral axis. Yet when people or things
display values or demand practices that are tmly ‘not same’ - when their differences
are simply ""too g r e a f (Gullestad ibid.) - they cannot be contained within the
moral/social sphere at all. If practices cannot be understood within the terms of the
dominant moral axis, they are excluded. Without wanting to suggest any real rigidity
here, but simply as an aid to explanation, this places them somewhere on the left-hand
side of the diagram; conceived of as outside of the sphere of Norwegian sociality.

emphatically so in the case of genetics, which threatens to cross the boundaries between self and
non-self through food, states and self through medical genetics and nation and global through legal ties
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F igure 23 T he N orw egian social/m oral sphere

Moral (based on
valuing equality)

Regulatory procedures lay persons panels,
consultation, ‘ethical’
processes of consensus

Genetic technology:
‘science’ {vitenskap),
global forms of
governance,

Norweglan/’same enough’

Not Nonveglan/not ‘same enough"
anonymous systems of
expertise, knowledge
for knowledge's sake
etc.

e.g. ostentatious displays
of wealth by businessmen
(R0kke)

Immoral (based on
values of hierarchy/
difference)

Exclusion is premised on displays of difference that are too marked, or that conflict
too strongly with the core values embedded in govemance and everyday interaction.
Thus hierarchy, pride and individual ambition can in excess exclude the bearer.

Material and immaterial agency
Genetic agency ‘places people outside’ of the sphere; we have seen the many ways in
which being associated with genetic technology is likely to make people uneasy,
excluded, confused or despairing. We have seen the proliferation of responses in the
‘purgatorial’ spaces surrounding genetic technology. But to understand the exact
nature of that agency is difficult.

Strathem’s (1997) discussion of wulya wulya poisoning among Hagen clans is
enlightening at this point, in a final consideration of the agency of genetic technology.
Wulya is a powerful substance that makes people unable to make sensible judgements
about their social relations amongst the Hagen in Papua New Guinea, an effect which
is strikingly analogous with the effect of genetic technology on those it touches in the
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Norwegian technological field. I suggest we can understand genetic technology, and
the knowledge upon which it is based, as a kind of wulya.

Strathem describes moral reasoning among Hagen clans as built on the ability to
knowingly negotiate social relations. In such a context immoral behaviour “would
include not only betraying one’s own clan but also more generally going one’s own
way and not heeding others” (ibid.: 141). Wulya poison makes people behave not in
relation to this moral axis of acknowledging ties and ignoring ties (moral versus
immoral behaviour). Instead, wulya made people shift “not between two moral
domains but between moral and amoral states of being” (ibid.).

Once the wulya substance has been imbibed, the victim cannot pursue a ‘knowing
sociality’ (i.e. moral or immoral relations with the world). They become unable to
make judgements about their actions and assess them morally; they expose
themselves to danger and become vulnerable to the actions of their enemies. This is
similar to the way in which genetic technology (or knowledge) appears as a substance
or thing that can place those affected outside of the ‘knowing sociality’ that makes up
the social/moral sphere in Norway.

Genetic technology ‘pollutes’^^^ its representatives. Private sector actors working with
genetic technology are closely identified with their technologies and knowledges and
are in some respects also considered to be polluted by their proximity to genetics. The
agency of the biotechnology sector specialists and the agency of their genetically
modified bacteria, for example, are thus closely linked. Through their demand for
modem, anonymous, expertise based assessment and their rejection of traditional
face-to-face govemance genetic technologies make the government unable to reason
knowingly in relation to traditional values. The regard that the government and
Ministers are obliged to perform in relation to intemational agreements is a direct
consequence of genetic technology’s presence in Norway (both as knowledge in the
biotechnology sector entrepreneurs as well as in the form of actual products and
services), as well the intemational political and market forces that are involved in
shaping the EU, Codex and UN, for example. The government becomes confused.
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e.g., informants complain of being ‘tarred by the same brush’

299

Similarly, Norwegian biotechnology sector entrepreneurs (Chapters 2 and 3) are
unable to relate to traditional Norwegian values. Instead they value intemational
styles of govemance and science that make no sense in relation to traditional
Norwegian values of equality and collective unity. Genetic technology can cause
severe distress and disempowerment to some of those closely associated with it, and
can ultimately make people vulnerable. In Chapter 5 in particular we saw how Beate
and David sought to resolve that impact as the terms of their power and position were
threatened and they suffered varying degrees of personal and professional fhistration.

Like Hagen wulya wulya, genomics affects people’s ability to reason knowingly
according to the values of their moral and social domain, and thus to remain
legitimate moral social actors. Those ‘infected’ with (or ‘affected’ by) genetic
technology tend to look to science instead o f (or as well as) social allies fo r answers,
making them unable to relate ‘p roperly’. Thus Stine (Chapter 7) does not relate
‘properly’ or ‘usually’ within the environmental meetings. The biotechnology sector
actors do not relate properly to the systems of govemance and consultation embedded.
David and Beate are snared in the conflicting desires of heeding science and pursuing
fore-var.

The effect is particularly acute for scientists and others working directly with
genetics: they become ‘walking technologies’. 'Witenskap\ scientific knowledge,
becomes conflated with the technology, and subsequently the technology threatens
selfhood through its capacity to be intemalised or invade self and identity through the
body (DNA). Scientific knowledge, feared as an extemal threat to society, becomes
horrendous in scope and particularly ominous. Through GM foods in particular,
knowledge as a ‘thing’ outside can make its way inside the human Norwegian through
the biological processes o f digestion. Existing Norwegian distmst of science as an
extemal threat to the intemal self and society is exaggerated through the intemalist
agency of genetics.

This identification of the biotechnologist with the technology that they work with is
linked to the way in which knowledge is understood to be a bodily process, or
expressed bodily, in Norway. The particular ability of genetic technologies to have
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bodily and social effects, and the understanding of their scientific knowledge as
embodied, bring the two closer together in identification with each other. So they
have the knowledge embedded with in them^’^.

Agency - some final thoughts
The thesis has been concerned with the question of whether it is analytically and
ethnographically useful to treat genetic technology as an Index in the Gellian sense.
The findings reinforce such an approach; genetic technology and knowledge
(apparently disembodied and abstract entities) act like ‘things’, and ‘things’ act like
people^Genetic

technology has had effects in

a variety of ways

as

knowledge/substance, which we can understand as the result of intemal and extemal
agency (see Gell 1998 particularly pp. 126-143):

•

Genetic technology has in Norway ascribed to it an intemal agency, as a social
other with behaviour related to its presumed intemal intentions. Not in the sense
that the genetic technology is necessarily anthropomorphised entirely (though it is
at times, in e.g. the guise of monster-foods, Frankenfoods and so on). Yet it
nevertheless is perceived to have intentions. It is a powerful entity, feared and
desired for the same reasons, treated as though it had a ‘mind of its own’^’^.

The ability of genetic technology to breach bodily boundaries was cited as a fear that illustrates
public ignorance. An informant working with in the food industry gave me an example of the way in
which the public are ill-informed. “You tell your friends that their food is full of genetic material and
they say ‘oh help, how can we get rid of them?’” he laughed. His point was firstly, that all food has
genes in it (all living things) and secondly, that there is a “natural defence mechanism which makes
sure that genes don’t mix” (between food and body). (000813) So while he jokes about his friends’
ignorance o f genes, he reassures me by referring to the body’s “natural defence”, suggesting an image
of opposition between inner and outer bodies that agrees with consumer fears. There is a basic
understanding of bodily processes as being bounded by a potentially breachable defence. There is
potential for biotechnological products to cross such a boundary, just as it crosses the national
boundary.
Again, as discussed in the introduction, it is of course possible to distinguish between things as
“secondary agents”, mediating the agencies of “primary agents” (“intentional beings who are
categorically distinguished from ‘mere’ things” Gell 1998: 20). However for the sake of the analysis
this is less important than it is distracting. Whether or not the ultimate origin of the agency that is
embedded in the index is that of another ‘human’ agent, the index ‘acts like’ a social agent, in the
manner described. This is a result of the relationality under discussion here; relations and (human)
intentions embedded within the index have ‘apparently intentional” consequences for recipients,
irrespective, often, of the agency that such recipients may ‘delegate’ to such indexes.
As a knowledge/substance ‘poison’ it appears to enrol people in certain (global) scientific ways of
thinking - poison etc, it is seen to infect people, to cormpt them, to invade them.
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bodily and social effects, and the understanding of their scientific knowledge as
embodied, bring the two closer together in identification with each other. So they
have the knowledge embedded with in them^''^.

Agency - some final thoughts
The thesis has been concerned with the question of whether it is analytically and
ethnographically useful to treat genetic technology as an Index in the Gellian sense.
The findings reinforce such an approach; genetic technology and knowledge
(apparently disembodied and abstract entities) act like ‘things’, and ‘things’ act like
people^Genetic

technology has had effects in

a variety

of ways

as

knowledge/substance, which we can understand as the result of internal and external
agency (see Gell 1998 particularly pp. 126-143):

•

Genetic technology has in Norway ascribed to it an internal agency, as a social
other with behaviour related to its presumed internal intentions. Not in the sense
that the genetic technology is necessarily anthropomorphised entirely (though it is
at times, in e.g. the guise of monster-foods, Frankenfoods and so on). Yet it
nevertheless is perceived to have intentions. It is a powerful entity, feared and
desired for the same reasons, treated as though it had a ‘mind of its own’^^^.

The ability of genetic technology to breach bodily boundaries was cited as a fear that illustrates
public ignorance. An informant working with in the food industry gave me an example of the way in
which the public are ill-informed. “You tell your friends that their food is full o f genetic material and
they say ‘oh help, how can we get rid of them?’” he laughed. His point was firstly, that all food has
genes in it (all living things) and secondly, that there is a “natural defence mechanism which makes
sure that genes don’t mix” (between food and body). (000813) So while he jokes about his friends’
ignorance of genes, he reassures me by referring to the body’s “natural defence”, suggesting an image
of opposition between inner and outer bodies that agrees with consumer fears. There is a basic
understanding of bodily processes as being bounded by a potentially breachable defence. There is
potential fbr biotechnological products to cross such a boundary, just as it crosses the national
boundary.
3'5 Again, as discussed in the introduction, it is of course possible to distinguish between things as
“secondary agents”, mediating the agencies of “primary agents” (“intentional beings who are
categorically distinguished from ‘mere’ things” Gell 1998: 20). However for the sake of the analysis
this is less important than it is distracting. Whether or not the ultimate origin of the agency that is
embedded in the index is that of another ‘human’ agent, the index ‘acts like’ a social agent, in the
manner described. This is a result of the relationality under discussion here; relations and (human)
intentions embedded within the index have ‘apparently intentional” consequences for recipients,
irrespective, often, of the agency that such recipients may ‘delegate’ to such indexes.
3'6 As a knowledge/substance ‘poison’ it appears to enrol people in certain (global) scientific ways of
thinking - poison etc, it is seen to infect people, to cormpt them, to invade them.
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This is made explicit in the material by its positioning in the body of knowledge
that we call science; the modem temple of western society. Seen as key to
understanding humanity, understanding life, and controlling it. It is God’s code,
the code of Life. In fact, it may be the case that genetic technology is perceived as
'mind' itself, the source of all commands for the practice of ‘life’

•

Genetic technology also has an ‘external’ agency, by which I mean that it is seen
to “mimic the behaviour” (Gell 1998: 126) of social others (humans). By this I
mean that it is used as an ally (for instance by the biotechnologists and Stine). It is
accorded the status of social other by the biotechnologist as they seek to enrol it in
the processes of regulation; like ‘nature’ or ‘food’ or ‘washing powder’ genetic
technology has a ‘right’ to be subject to regulation and law as entities within the
Norwegian sphere. Genetic Indexes are made Patients, subject to the agency of the
Recipients (government and biotechnology sector actors). Stine provided another
example; she treats the genetic technology as a subject worthy of inclusion in the
processes o f governance, as does Beate (Chapter 5). The way in which genetic
technology is enrolled in processes of governance or excluded (e.g. by
parliamentary resolutions), the way people position themselves in relation to the
technology all express ways in which the technology acts as a social other upon
those around it.

Even its physical agency in the laboratory, as the originator of certain physical
processes (causing bacteria to produce listeria-killing substances, for example), the
genetic technology acted in relation to these internal and external aspects of social
agency. The activities of the genetic technology can be described as the genetic Index
(A) acted on Recipients (?) the bacteria. The Index was also in the Patient position,
doing or refusing to do what the scientists (Artist (A)). This Index-ness is seen as
coming from ‘nature’ (objective facts and actions) yet is simultaneously enrolled in
both internal and external notions of agency. It is understood (by Brian, but also
generally^'^) to confer learning, referring to its internal agency. Secondly it positions
people within the unspoken hierarchy of teacher-pupil relations, thus ascribing to it an
external attributed agency.

He tells us that ‘usually you say that bacteria learn quickly’
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Above all these two forms of agency express the relationality (social-ness) of the
genetic technology. I suggested earlier (Chapter 4) that the genetic technology has
embedded within it international and domestic relations (see in particular the Figures
14 and 15 in Chapter 4). The relations embedded within the technology brings to
mind the notion of the fractal person (Wagner (1991) or see in Cell’s (1999)
discussion of Strathem (1988), Gell 1999). Rather than the individual being conceived
of as a whole unit in opposition to the social (collective) the individual person (or
thing) is multiple in the sense that it is composed of multifarious relations that make
up the whole.

In his discussion of internal and external agency Gell (1998) considers the A’a, a
Polynesian carving (from Rurutu in the Austral isle) of a god. “The most striking
attribute of this carving is the way in which the features of the god are represented by
little figures which represent, in miniature, the overall form of the god as a whole”
(ibid.: 139). The God is made up of smaller versions of itself. Gell goes on to draw on
the (Norwegian) playwright Henrik Ibsen’s Peer Gynt, reminding us of the onion
representing the person. Stripping away the layers Ibsen’s character Peer reveals to us
that the person is nothing but layer upon layer of the same concentric form. The inner
is a version of the outer. Both the A ’a and the person/onion are fractals; diminishing
identical forms within the form.

Gell quotes Wagner (1991:163) “A fractal person is never a unit standing in relation
to an aggregate, or an aggregate standing in relation to a unit, but always an entity
with relationships integrally implied” (1998: 140). Resolution of the externalist and
internalist theories of agency (inner versus given) is sought in the “the structural
congruence between the inner self (which is relational) and the outer self (which is
equally relational, but on an expanded scale)” (1998: 141). Inner and outer are
versions of the same process.

In a view of ‘things’ as social actors for all intents and purposes equivalent to
‘persons’ we can understand technological Indexes as fractal entities too; made up of
the multiple ‘genealogical’ relations that are embedded within them (cf. Figures 14-15
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in Chapter 4). This has worked well, as a spring-board for the ethnographic approach
taken here.

Yet finally it must be highlighted that genetic technology is particularly well-suited to
a fractal approach, referring as it does explicitly to the innermost parts of the whole
(person) and whole (collectivity). Genetics is about how we imagine our intemality
and our externality. This brings to mind fascinating questions for further study about
the relation between genetics, notions of interiority (Deleuze’s folds) and identity.
The inside is a version of the outside.
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8.7 Reconfiguring the field, understanding agency and contributing to
understanding genetics

The thesis has argued that in the case of the Norwegian food industry genetic
technology is not allowed to develop easily because its presence there disrupts basic
core values that define Norwegian sociality and the limits of what is acceptable within
that domain. I argued that genetic technology acts as a substance with the power to
pollute, to provoke conflict, and to change processes of governance. It is a key player
in the emergence of a new form of social relationship between state and self in the late
modem Norwegian meeting with global force.

It is clear that this description of genetic technology is not a complete one.
Nevertheless, the exercise has proved extremely fruitful in eliciting the complexity of
local interactions with technological development. The study of these interactions
have allowed us to see the delineation of the Norwegian social domain, which we
have seen does not consist o f oppositional relations between nature, the market, the
domestic and the political. Rather, these elements are all included in the Norwegian
socio-moral sphere. Inclusion in that sphere is premised on the ability to negotiate the
tension between sameness and equality in a way that does not mark the actor as too
different.

A powerful effect of genetic technology was to act as a substance capable of
corrupting its bearers and its representatives. As such its substance and its effect are
interactive and active aspects that cannot be understood within a framework of social
or technological determinism, but through an agency-based account that incorporates
the affective and effective basis of the material and non-material aspects of
technology’s interaction with the world.

The need in the study of science and technology to provide cultural and historical
context has been met by using the genetic technology as a window through which we
encounter core features of Norwegian sociality and culture. Genetic technology, rather
than being the receptacle for meaning or the overpowering force of globalising
technology (passive or determining), instead emerged as an interactive agent best
understood to exist in a interactive relationship with its surroundings. This has
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facilitated an account which reveals deeper cultural conflicts and values that would
otherwise remain hidden.

The need to show how material and immaterial ‘substances’ or entities are best
understood in terms of their agency led us to seek out alternatives to the traditional
analytical separation of persons and things. Drawing on the work of Gell (1998, 1999)
and his notion of the index I have shown how genetic technology is enrolled in
relationships with humans and institutions on the basis of imagined, ascribed, actual
and embedded agencies. This has addressed the weakness of social constructivist
accounts where the material world can become passive recipient of the human,
disembodied will. The complexity of people’s engagement with technology has
emerged from the material through focusing on the interactive nature of relationships
and the non-passive role of the technological object. Genetic technology brings with it
massive agencies and distributed personhood: the power of EU regulators, global
scientific knowledge systems, market values and forms of governance are embedded
within it. The focus on the complex social relations embedded within genetic
technologies (which in effect stretch from the UN to the kitchen-table) was made
possible by focusing on the agentic nature of material objects (and immaterial
indexes).

This approach was supplemented with a focus on the way in which local and
translocal meanings emerge and in relation to the power structures that are also in the
technological field. It engenders feelings and an affective commitment, for instance.
Thus the notions of index and agency has allowed a reconceptualisation of the field to
include a broader array of actors, multisited approaches, and the multifaceted nature
of meanings and experience. Addressing the weaknesses of overly deterministic
models where the local interaction with technologies is neglected, the ethnographic
approach based on the notion of the agency of technology shows that meaningmaking is a process that is politically, culturally, economically, socially and
historically situated.

Further, the thesis shows that people and things are given meaning in same way and
that the interactive, co-constitutive nature of things and people can be integrated in
our analytical and ethnographic frameworks. The opposition between persons and
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things is found to be unhelpful analytically. Genetic technologies in food production,
just as Prozac (Dumit 1997) Psychology (Rose 1996) notions of the immune system
(Martin 1994) are involved in self-making, in the confirmation and transformation of
the relationship between person and state.

Empirical focus and the technological field
Empirically the agency-based approach has meant focusing not only on the discourse
of informants; it stops us from accepting at face value the conceptual distinction that
biotechnologists (Chapter 3) for instance, posit between commercial and ethical
activity. Similarly the environmentalists may posit an ‘us v. them’ model of
governance (Chapter 7). Examination of their interaction with genetic technology
reveals that such distinctions are only partial truths, and that a more complete picture
gives us a far more complex level of understanding. An important element here is to
engage with the field on terms that are non-native; ‘native’ categories are here also
often the categories of western science (i.e., my own) and it is therefore essential to
engage reflexively with them in order to grasp their particular local expression.

The framework of the technological field that has been developed here was based on
the notion of the perspective of the object of the economic activity and its agency.
Developing an agency-based approach has meant developing an analytical approach
that examines genetic technology as an interactive substance/entity/index in its many
domains and contexts within which it is emerging. This allows us to draw in actors
and institutions that might otherwise remains conceptually separate.

•

In doing so we found the hybrid nature of objects and their relations, and the
market itself (cf. Strathem 1996)^^^. The commercial product is as much a product
of social relations as a gift, and it is unhelpful to maintain conceptual boundaries
between the two when studying the products of ‘economic’ activity.

As Marilyn Strathem suggests, (in reference to Latour) “[m]odems divide society from technology,
culture from nature, human from nonhuman, except that they do not - Euro-American modems are
like anyone else in the hybrids they make, even though they are rarely as explicit.” 1996: 522. Norway
is no exception to this, and like British and American culture we strive to separate body from soul, sex
from gender and nature from culture, science and technology from society, the market from social
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We also found that it crosses more boundaries than simply the technological or
commercial vs. social, and that where it does cross the boundary into the
commercial or technological these domains actually exists in union with the
social, in an oppositional relationship to science as an abstract and a-social
activity. Apparently distinct spheres were found to be closely linked and in fact
inseparable. Thus it obliges us to rethink basic western distinctions.

This means working away from networks, away from ahistorical or acultural
accounts. Thus the tendency of studies of science and technology to concentrate
on strategic networks o f achievement (e.g. ANT) has been addressed by
examining failures and dead-ends as much as achievements, and the thesis has not
focused on any one institutional or individual driving force. The resulting picture
allows multiple actors and institutions to emerge as important players in the
development of the technology.

•

We have also seen that the notion of the technological field is useful in that it
retains the notion of fieldwork as a directed activity within a ‘field’ of domains
and actors. The field thus remains a place of engagement that the anthropologist
can address and redefine to meet the challenges facing the discipline.

Policy implications
The

complexity

of

technology

development

when

encountered

from

an

anthropological angle may conspire to make ethnographic accounts daunting to
readers from outside of the discipline, in particular to policy-makers. Nevertheless,
the thesis does present policy-makers with a number of key points. In particular the
thesis has shown that the morality at the heart of the relationship (ideal and actual)
between governed and governing is paramount in determining the conditions for
technological development. This is true whether the governed are companies,
consumers, or technologies themselves. In the Norwegian case the study of genetic
technology revealed key dilemmas taking place in processes of governance, all widely
impacting on genetic technology and, in turn, being affected by the technology. The

relations, while at the same time we operate across these boundaries in our everyday practice (cf.
McCormack and Strathem, Lien 1998, Franklin, Martin 1998, Haraway)
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deeply interactive nature of this relationship is something that should be borne in
mind.

An example of how these processes have continued since I left the field affirms this
view of the relationship between technology, government and ‘people’. Since leaving
the field the Consumer Council has been engaged in complex negotiations with
government about the establishment of 7 consumer panels to access consumers
‘directly’. The panels, it is argued by the government, would access ‘real consumers’
i.e. not ‘expert consumer representatives of the new consumer citizen’. The initial
impetus towards such panels came from government in an attempt, it might be
suggested, to circumvent new forms of (consumer-based) power associated with EU
and global governance. The outcome will be interesting to watch^^^

The balance between consensus decision-making processes and scientific expertise is
one that all countries currently face, as is evidenced by current ‘global’ crises
(perceptions of global warming, and rising sea-levels for instance). However we have
seen that the establishment of lay panels and the use of the precautionary principle
{fore-var prinsippet) for instance, enrol different meanings in Norway than in the UK.
The emphasis on breadth of input does not necessarily equal better input, nor does it
necessarily equal greater democratic control (cf. Holeman 1999 and Burgess 2001).
Instead, it may indicate an expression of particularly local concerns with the tradition
of political process. It becomes clear that local political responses to apparently
globalising technologies do not have meanings that translate easily from one country
to the other.

Similarly genetic technology itself cannot be understood to have one face, either as a
globalising and terrible technology or a saviour of humanity. Nor is it an empty vessel

3>91 must hazard a prediction; namely that the government will be obliged to incorporate the Consumer
Council to a great degree, and that the scientific information available to the lay panels will be
substantial. If I am right then the panels will become locally-originated and ‘lay-originated’ ‘expertpanels’, an interesting combination of local representatives and expertise. There can be objections both
ways; namely that on the one hand they are undemocratic and self-selecting and thus normalising,
reaffirming the moral hegemony of the majority, and on the other that they are lay-experts and
therefore not ‘real’ experts’. Neither truly democratic nor truly expert. Nevertheless, such an
arrangement represents an interesting experiment in bringing science and people together at the local
level, and will surely not be the final version of what promises to be a long line of local encounters
with global challenges.
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to be filled with meaning in the local context. It is best understood as an independent
agent bearing distributed personhood and complex agencies that are both attributed
(through the local context) and internal to it through its close association with
networks of power, systems of knowledge, and the understanding of what technology
(knowledge) is and how it should be related to. Genetic technology does different
things in different places, and by studying it in this manner we learn about the
complex interrelation between humans, things, and ideas.
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Appendices
Appendix 1

Table 1 The Gellian Art Nexus (see Gell 1998: 29)

AGENT

Index

Artist

f

N.
Nv

Artist as
source of
N y creative act

Material inherently
dictates to artist the
form it assumes

Artist
Artist as
witness to
act of
creation

n.
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Material stuff
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Index source of
power over
recipient. Recipient
as ‘spectator’
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power over the
recipient. Image of
prototype used to
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recipient. Idolatry.

Recipient
as
spectator
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Appendix 2
Box 2 Bioteknemnda’s response to Norferm’s application
Application for large-scale contained use of genetically modified micro-organisms.
1. The Biotechnology Advisory Board is of the opinion that the application from Norferm re.
Contained use of genetically modified £ . coli K12 for production of the amino acid
tryptophan can be approved. The council would however note that use of antibiotic resistant
marker genes in production is undesirable and that in any future commercial production
should remove genes that code for antibiotic resistance.
2.

The Department of Health [SHD] is requested to take the initiative to discuss the question of
antibiotic resistant marker genes in contained use in international fomms.

3.

The Biotechnology Advisory Board discussed the application on the 25^ September this year and
has the following comments to make. Biotechnology Advisory Board Recommendations

4.

The application refers to sealed use of genetically modified micro-organisms on a large scale. The
Norwegian Company Norferm seeks approval for use of recombinant E. coli K12 for production of
amino acid tryptophan. The gene that codes for tryptophan derives from another E. coli bacteria.
The plasmid (pSGSlT) used in gene construction also contains antibiotic resistant marker
genes for tetracycline and ampicillin.

5.

The aim is to test production on a large scale of a production organism for the amino acid
tryptophan. The project is part of an EU-project "Bioprocess scale up strategy". The pilot project
aims to in the first instance carry out to or three fermentations of 20.000 litres; scale where optimal
process parameters can be established. The amino acid tryptophan can be added to certain
animal feeds and food. The Biotechnology Advisory Board wishes to make it clear that it has
not assessed the use of tryptophan as an additive to animal feed or human food.

6.

Norferm’s laboratories and production site are approved by the Government institute of public
health {Statens institutt for folkehelse) as laboratory class 2 for contained use of genetically
modified micro-organisms in risk class I and II-2 for large scale.

7.

According to the application all waste products will be heated at low pH (1-2) which will
denaturalise and destroy the information in the DNA {depurinering). The Biotechnology Advisory
Board therefore considers the likelihood of any spread of antibiotic resistant genes to nature as
highly unlikely. However in the case of large-scale contained production based on micro
organisms should not, in the view of the council, be based on marker genes that encode for
antibiotic resistance. The technology is becoming available which allows alternative marker genes.
The Board also expects the Department of Health (SHD) to assess this and similar cases in
the light of Parliament’s resolution 18.6.97, where Parliament ask the government to ban the
production, import and sale of all genetically manipulated products that contain antibiotic
resistant marker genes, and to work for an international ban in this area.

8.

The Biotechnology Advisory Board therefore asks the Department of Health (SHD) to initiate
investigation into the use of antibiotic resistant marker genes in contained use of GMM in large
scale for discussion in international arena.

9.

The Biotechnology Advisory Board is of the view that the application from Norferm for contained
use of genetically modified E. coli K12 for the production of tryptophan should be granted. The
Council does however wish to note that the use of antibiotic resistant genes in production is
undesirable and that in any future commercial production should remove such genetic codes. (My
translation)
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Appendix 3
Bioteknologinemnda’s mandate:

1. The Biotechnology Advisory Council is an independent advisory body for the administration
that will assess and discuss questions of principle or general questions tied to biotechnology and
genetic technology, including social and ethical questions.
2.

The Biotechnology Advisory Council shall contribute to creating public debate and provide
information to the public and by contributing to communication between the authorities,
experts and [interesseorgansisasjoner.]

3. The Biotechnology Advisory Council shall on request or on its own initiative provide statements
on cases according to the Law on medical use of biotechnology and the Law on production and use
of genetically modified organisms, including proposals for changes to the law that are relevant to
biotechnology
4.

The Biotechnology Advisory Council shall provide advice to Norwegian authorities in relation to
Norway’s views on biotechnology in international organisations.

5.

The Biotechnology Advisory Council shall work on questions that are particularly important from
a North-South perspective.

6.

The Biotechnology Advisory Council’ statements are public unless laws of confidentiality state
otherwise.
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Appendix 4
Box 3 Norferm’s appeal
Letter to SHD from Norferm, Febmary 1998. Appeal.
Re. SHD refusal of application for contained use of genetically modified bacteria.
With reference to correspondence from the Ministry of Health and Social Affairs (date) and
(date) to Norferm/Biosentmm where our application for the use of GM bacteria is turned
down on the grounds of “full consideration” [helhetsvurdering].
On behalf o f Biosentrum we are thus appealing this decision on the following grounds:
§1 It is our clear understanding that the parliamentary resolution of 18.06.97, which forms the
basis for the government’s rejection, cannot refer to medical and industrial products based on
sealed use of GM bacteria, due to the far-reaching consequences such an effect would have. If
it were the case that the resolution applied to these products then Norway must desist
from importing a wide range of pharmaceuticals, diagnostics, research chemicals, and
other consumer products which have been imported over the last ten years. We would
also stress that there are currently approximately 500 new pharmaceuticals under clinical trial
in Europe alone, which Norway, through such an interpretation of parliament’s resolution will
not be able to make use of.
§2 Through SHD’s interpretation of the resolution Norway places itself in a peculiar
position in the European context. A large proportion of the international fermentation
industry makes use of such genetically modified bacteria in their production. For example,
such production is so well established, and the risks so thoroughly assessed, that the enzyme
and insulin producers Novo Nordisk in Denmark have for ten years sold the biomass by
products from their production of e.g. insulin as fertiliser to farmers.
§3 Biosentmm has already been granted permission for contained use of the same kind of
genetically modified bacteria for the production of the enzyme xylanase. This approval
lasts until the year 2000. The approval is based on the condition that both the organism and
the plasmid that contains antibiotic resistant genes are destroyed before the product leaves
Biosentrum. These are far stricter practices than is usual in the EU today.
§4 The EU project which is turned down represents a large-scale test production and does
not represent commercial production of the amino acid tryptophan. The product is today
imported into Norway as an additive to various animal feed products. The product
shikimsyre is aimed at pharmaceutical use and the aim here is for actual production.
§5 SHD’s rejection is based in the main on parliamentary resolution of 180697; “the storting
requests that the government bans the production, importation and sale of all genetically
manipulated products that contain genes that code for antibiotic resistance, and requests that
the government work for an international ban in this area.” It is common knowledge that
products for medical, industrial and food use produced with the assistance of sealed use
of genetically modified micro-organisms do not contain integrated genes that code for
antibiotic resistance. This is also the case for tryptophan and shikimsyre.
§6 From the replies given to storting representative Jan Johnson by minister Meltveit Kleppa
in question time 040298 it appears that “from consideration to the patients that benefit from
the positive aspects of genetic technology, the health minister wants a closer consideration of
the consequences of the parliamentary resolution”. As we understand it this means that all
imports of pharmaceuticals, feed additives, diagnostic kits, washing powders and so on
will continue until such time as a reconsideration if the parliamentary resolution has been
carried out. It must then be noted that there is at this time no possible method for determining
by chemical tests whether products that are imported are produced with the help o f genetically
modified bacteria containing antibiotic resistant genes. Nor is there any labelling requirement
for such products.
§7 It is our view that the government, on the basis of health and medical criteria, cannot stop
the well-established importation and use of important medicines and diagnostics produced
with the help of genetically modified bacteria which contain genetic codes for antibiotic
resistance. Against this background it seems entirely unreasonable that Biosentrum stands
to lose substantial contracts, as the - as far as we know - only company to be affected by
the parliamentary resolution. If the government were to implement the parliamentary
resolution consistently, then the government should long since have stopped the wide-

316

reaching import of genetically modified products. It is hard for Biosentrum to accept that
such a reconsideration [of the ramifications of the parliamentary resolution] is only now being
implemented, and only as a consequence of Biosentmm’s application, and that at the same
time the rejection is based on the fore-var [precautionary] principle. For Biosentrum such an
approach appears meaningless and unfair, and entails a clear competitive advantage for
foreign manufacturers [original emphasis].
§8 If the government’s rejection of Biosentmm’s application stands, this will lead to the
company losing approximately 50-60% of 1998 income due to an inability to honour
relatively large contracts with Swedish and UK clients. Many contracts have already been lost
[original emphasis] and it is our experience that the trend within international fermentation
industry is to use genetically modified bacteria which contain genetic coding for antibiotic
resistance. Such technologies are developed for efficiency as well as for specificity. If the
government maintains that such activity shall not be permitted in Norway then Biosentrum
will have to cease operations. The result of this will be that Norway will lose the only large
scale production plant in Norway with general approval for use of genetically modified
organisms, despite the fact that biotechnology has been clearly defined as a priority
investment area for Norwegian industry and research. A total of ca. 40 million krone has been
invested in the firm, which also plans to expand by approximately 8 FTEs [full-time
equivalents] during 1998.
§9 We are forced to question SHD’s claim that Biosentrum’s application has had "broad
consideration”. A consideration of the consultation responses from other ministries
shows that there is in general a positive attitude to Biosentrum’s application, especially
on the part of the department of trade and industry. We find that this places SHD’s
arguments and the rejection itself in a curious light, and makes it difficult to understand
the logic of the assessment procedure and its conclusions. In our view SHD should, on
the basis of the consultation, have approved the application. The rejection has already
had serious economic consequences for Biosentrum.
§ 10 We therefore request that the SHD, on the basis of the above, overturn the decision of the
050198 so that Biosentrum can continue to carry out research and production for technical and
medical products on an equal footing with our competitors. Time is of the essence for
continued production at Biosentmm and a long assessment process is therefore intolerable.
On behalf of &c.

Note §2 stresses that the government is producing a situation where conditions are
different than they are for European companies. Again, implicit is the value of
fairness in itself, as an unavoidable ‘truth. §4 tries to alleviate the fears surrounding
the food value of the final product produced with the help of the GM bacteria. §5
addresses the scientific logic of their appeal, namely that the parliamentary resolution
does not actually apply to such products anyway, as they do not contain genetic
coding for antibiotic resistance in the final product; it is simply a tool in production. It
seemed surprising to me at the time that this did not form the main part of the
argument. If the resolution that the government referred to in justifying the ban on
Norferm’s activities referred to final products containing genetic sequences that
confer antibiotic resistance, and the product in question would not in fact contain such
sequences, why was this not made more explicit? Again the values and logic that is
brought to the fore is that of fairness, and not science. Such scientific ‘facts’ are
relegated to playing minor, supplementary roles as ‘supportive arguments’ rather than
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central points. Box 3 §6 points again to the unfairness of banning their production
process while not banning anyone else’s, for the duration of the further consideration
of the resolution.
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Appendix 5 Jante-Law
From Aksel Sandemose (1933) A refugee crosses his tracks set in a town called Jante
where the ‘Jante Law’ clearly dictates social and moral standards. The Danes consider
it particularly Danish, and in Norway it is also considered to be particularly
Norwegian.

This

was

taken

from

‘Beautiful

Anja’s’

homepage

(http://www.danbbs.dk/~anjal/home.htm) and reflects the way in which the Jante law
is experienced and also that efforts are made to find an opposite. The ‘opposites’
stress tolerance, love and connectedness, as well as achievement and education.

Janteloven (The Jante Law) by Aksel Sandemose
1. Du skal ikke tro at du er noget. (You shall not think that you are anything
special.)
2. Du skal ikke tro at du er lige sâ meget som os. (You shall not think that you
are as good as us.)
3. Du skal ikke tro at du er klogere end os. (You shall not think that you are
smarter than us.)
4. Du skal ikke bilde dig ind at du er bedre end os. (You shall not think that
you are better than us.)
5. Du skal ikke tro at du ved mere end os. (You shall not think that you know
more than us.)
6. Du skal ikke tro at du er mere end os. (You shall not think that you are more
important than us.)
7. Du skal ikke tro at du duer til noget. (You shall not think that you are good
at anything.)
8. Du skal ikke le a f os. (You shall not laugh at us.)
9. Du skal ikke tro at nogen bryder sig om dig. (You shall not think that
anyone cares about you.)
10. Du skal ikke tro at du kan Icere os noget. (You shall not think that you can
teach us anything.)^^®

Anja asks; “Were you brought up to think that you’re someone special, or were you
taught the Jante Law? I’d like to know if this phenomenon exists in other parts of the
world - please mail me (from Beautiful Anja’s homepage) if you have a comment on
this.”
The page continues with the ‘opposites’:

(translation adapted from ‘Beautiful Anja’s homepage: http://www.danbbs.dk/~anjal/home.htm)
The Jante Law is a feature of many Danish and Norwegian internet musings
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Vikingloven (the Viking Law)
1. See possibilities
2. Create winners
3. Be brave
4. Praise people
5. Think positive
6. Take responsibility
7. Look ahead
8. Aim at education and research
9. Fight envy and laziness
10. START TODAY
(translated from Norwegian by Anja)
Tommi W. Nielsen sent me this (in Danish):
1. Du skal vide, at vi andre regner med dig.
2. Du ma indse, at mindst 4-5 mennesker - dine allemærmeste - er belt afhængige
af dig.
3. Du skal vide, at vi ved, at der er noget godt og værdifuldt i dig, som vi bar
brug for.
4. Du skal vide, at du bar menneskelige egenskaber, som vi holder af.
5. Du skal vide, at vi andre ogsa kender til at foie sig betydningslos, vaerdilos,
ensom og mislykket.
6. Du skal vide at du borer sammen med os.
7. Du skal vide, at vi vil gore meget for dig.
8. Du skal tro, at dit eget liv og vores samfunds bestaen er meget afhængigt af
din indsats.
9. Vi - du og jeg - kan lose problememe i fællesskab.
Here's an English translation by Jan Figa - thanks Jan!
1. You should know that we count on you.
2. You must realize that at least 4-5 people - your closesfs - are totally dependent
on you.
3. You should know that we know that there is something good and valuable in
you that we need.
4. You should know that you have those human qualities that we like.
5. You should know that we also know about feeling meaningless, worthless,
lonely and unsuccessful.
6. You should know that you belong with us.
7. You should know that we would do a lot for you.
8. You should believe that your life and our society's existence is very dependent
on your contribution.
9. We - you and I - can solve the problems together.
Ole Zeeb A. sent me this (in Danish):
1. Jeg er enestaende.
2. Min værdi kan ingen vurdere.
3. Jeg bar faet min viden for at bruge den.
4. Jeg bar noget at give, som andre ikke bar.
5. Jeg ved pa mange omrader mere end andre.

320

6. Jeg har meget, jeg har grund til at være stolt af.
7. Jeg duer til noget.
8. Jeg onsker at acceptere dem, som ikke er ligesom mig.
9. Jeg ved, der er nogen, der bryder sig om mig.
10. Jeg vil være âben for det, jeg kan lære af andre.
Here's an English translation by Jan Figa - thanks again Jan!
1. I am unique.
2. My worth can not be estimated by anybody.
3. I have gotten my knowledge to use it.
4. I have something to give that nobody else has.
5. I am more knowledgeable than others in many fields.
6. I have much to be proud of.
7. I am good at something.
8. I wish to accept those who aren't like me.
9. I know that there is somebody who cares about me.
1 0 .1 will be open for that which I can learn from others.

The anti-Jante laws are striking for their similarity to some elements of global
individualism associated with late modernity (Stratehm 1992).
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Appendix 6
Relevant guidelines that regulators, food companies and retailers have to take into
account include:
1.

08.07.1983 no. 1252. General directive for production of foods

§ 16a. Foods and ingredients that consist of, contain or are produced from genetically
modified organisms are not permitted for sale unless the Government Food Safety
Agency [Statens nœringsmiddeltilsyn, SNT] has given specific approval for this. Exempt
from this are products that are covered by Law 2 April 1993 no. 38 (The Gene Technology
Act) [...]
° Addendum 18* June 1998 no. 799 (in force 1®* January 1999 according to directive 24*
September 1998 no. 985 with changes 18* December 1998 no. 1449, excluding that part
which applies to genetically modified additives, which will come into force on order of the
King).
(Source: 08.07.1983 no. 1252. General directive for production o f foods.)
[Note that additives are exempt]

2. Guidelines for health risk assessment Novel foods
Novel foods that are covered by the guidelines belong to one or more of the following
categories. Novel foods in category a) are covered by the Gene Technology Act, whilst food
in categories b) - f) are approved in accordance with current official food regulations.
a) Foods and ingredients that consist of or contain genetically modified organisms (i.e.
genetically modified, living and reproductive plants, animals and micro-organisms, where
the genetic make-up is altered by the use of genetic technology).
Examples of foods that consists of genetically modified organisms, genetically modified
tomatoes, genetically modified com on the cob, genetically modified soya beans. Example of
food containing genetically modified organisms: salad containing chopped fresh genetically
modified tomato, yoghurt containing genetically modified melkesyre lactic acid bacteria.
b) Foods and ingredients that are produced from but that do not contain GMOs, for instance,
tomato puree, frozen vegetables, hermetic com, com flakes, soya oil, eggs, meat, filets of fish,
milk from GMOs. [...]
c) Foods and ingredients with new or purposefully altered primary molecular stmcture. For
instance, fat-substitutes (“Olestra”), new/altered proteins and carbohydrates.
d) Foods and ingredients that consist of or are isolated from micro-organisms, fungi or algae.
For example, all novel foods from such organisms, e.g., new bacteria, single-cell proteins,
kelp products, proteins from fungi (e.g. ‘Quom’).
e) Foods and ingredients that are not genetically modified and consist of or are isolated from
plants or animals, except foods produced through traditional breeding or processing and which
are previously used as food without risk, e.g., new deep-sea fish, exotic fmits and vegetables.
f) Foods and ingredients where unusual production methods are employed, when this method
involves significant changes to stmcture of the food in terms of nutritional value,
stoffomsetning and content of undesired/ikke onskelig forbindelser. For instance, UVC
radiation of food, new drying and freezing techniques, new processes catalysed by enzymes.
[...] Parliament resolved in June 1997 that all products containing genes coding for
antibiotic resistance should be banned. Whether this resolution also applies to processed
foods and ingredients is not yet clarified.
(Source: Retningslinjer for helserisikovurdering av ny mat)
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These are the author’s own translations
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3. Labelling requirements '
Parliament has requested by resolution of 31.10.95 that the government ensure that genetically
modified foods sold in Norway be labelled as such. This is also included in Stortingsmelding
nr. 40 (1996-97) Matkvalitetogforbrukertrygghet. [...]
These guidelines apply to: Labelling of all types of genetically modified foods and
ingredients, with the exception of additives, flavourings and ekstraksjonsmidler which are
regulated separately.
Labelling does not apply to fish and meat products where genetically modified animal feed
has been used but where the final product does not have an altered genetic make up [...]
The following foods and ingredients are covered by the labelling regulation
§5 requirement re. labelling of genetically modified foods:
Foods and food ingredients consisting of or containing genetically modified raw materials that
are live and able to reproduce (e.g. tomatoes in salads, lactic acid bacteria in yoghurt).
Foods and food ingredients produced on the basis of but not containing genetically modified
raw materials that are live and able to reproduce (e.g. tomato puree, soya oil, canned com,
cornflakes, sugar).
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Appendix 7
Box 1. Consumer Council Resolutions
Resolutions for Consumer Council and associated organs{PRIVATE}.
Consumer Council - 14. September 2001
§ 1.

The Consumer Council is established as a free-standing institution.
Finance for the Council’s activities are determined by the state within the budget approved by
parliament.
§ 2.
The Consumer Council’s aim is to increase consumer influence in society and in the market, to
contribute to a consumer-friendly development and to promote activities which can improve the
position of consumers in society today and for the future. The Council shall co-operate with
authorities, institutions and organisations as and when it deems appropriate.

§3.
The Consumer Council’s main tasks are a) To influence the private and public sector product and
service provision to consumers and market conditions in general, and further to influence the
development of public consumer policy.
b) To provide information and guidance in order to improve consumers’ ability to evaluate their
needs and possibility to meet those needs.
c) To increase knowledge about the home^^^ so that available resources can be used most
effectively.
d) To work towards improved consumer protection.
e) To take part in environmental protection and sustainable development (ressursvemarbeid) from a
consumer standpoint.

§4.
The Consumer Council shall achieve this by:
a) Initiating and carrying out research into consumers’ position in society and into the goods and
services available to consumers.
b) Carrying out information and guidance on both an individual basis and through journals and other
publications, conferences, courses, exhibitions etc.
c) Promoting education in questions relating to consumers and the home.
d) Taking up consumer complaints about goods and services.
e) Making statements to Ministers and others from a consumer point of view.
f) Working to ensure that consumer interests are maintained, through for example representation on
select committees, steering groups and councils that are of relevance to consumers.
(Source: http://www.forbrukerradet.no/om_forbmkerradet/article.jhtml?articleID=l291699. Author’s
translation )

Box 2. The Consumer Council
1) Consumer interests in Norway are protected by a national organisation called the Consumer
Council of Norway. The Council comprises a central secretariat plus county offices in each county.
The goals of the Council are to formulate opinions concerning consumer policies, offer educational
opportunities related to consumer issues, and assist consumers when they have complaints
concerning consumer-related problems. In addition, the council has established several co
operative relationships with outside organisations to further foster consumer interests.
2) The Consumer Council of Norway is a service organisation that protects the interests of all
consumers in Norway. Consumers of all types - wealthy or poor, educated or not - can
benefit from the services of the Consumer Council.
3) The activities of the Consumer Council are threefold:
• The Council formulates opinions concerning consumer policies so that public authorities as well as
business and industry may offer better general conditions to consumers.

clarify; I’m unsure whether the best translation for this is ‘home’, as it also means ‘habitat’ and
‘native country’ (Haugen 1984)
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•

The Council is engaged in educational activities with a view to assisting people in becoming selfsufficient. The Council’s educational process also has a great impact on tiie formation of public
opinion.
• The Council assists people in filing complaints.
4) In performing these tasks the Council has contact with approximately 140 000 households per
year. The knowledge gained from such contacts is the basis for the Council’s education-related
activities. The information garnered from the extensive consumer interaction also prepares the
Council for its efforts to exert influence on public authorities and business and industry. In
addition, the collaboration between the consumer offices in the counties and the central secretariat
strengthens the organisation.
(Source:http://www.forbrukerradet.no/template/printarticle_template.jhtml?sectionID=250866&articleI
D==320551&publicationID=253843 (original translation, my emphasis))

325

Bibliography
Abrams,

Simone (m.s.) “Governing Publics.

Theories

for Anthropology of

Governance” University of Sheffield
Abu-Loghud, Lila (1990) “The romance of resistance: tracing the transformations of
power through Bedouin women”, American Ethnologist, Vol. 17 No. 1 pp. 41-55
Ahson, Kemal (1996 ) “Oncomouse™ or Semacylase™?: Notes for the Researcher” in
All Over the Place: Postgraduate Work in Social and Cultural Geography
University of Portsmouth
Aldridge, Susan (1996) The Thread o f Life: the story o f genes and genetic engineering
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Andresen, 0yvind (1999) Organisas]onsdeltakelse i Norge fra 1983 til 1997
(Participation in organisations in Norway 1983 to 1997) Report no. 34 1999 Oslo
and Kongsvinger: Statistics Norway
Appadurai, Aijun (1986) (ed.) The Social Life o f Things Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press
Appadurai, Aijun “Disjuncture and Difference in the Global Cultural Economy” in
Theory, Culture and Society Vol. 7 pp. 295-310
Appell, David (2001) “The New Uncertainty Principle” Scientific American January
2001
Aranowitz, S, B. Martin and M. Menser (eds.) (1996) Techno Science and Cyber
Culture, London: Routledge
Amaut, Karel (2001) “A pragmatic impulse in the anthropology of art? Gell and
semiotics” JoMrwfl/ des Africanistes 71.2 pp. 191-208
Badiou, Alain (2001) Ethics: An essay on the understanding o f evil London: Verso
Barnes, B (1974) Scientific Knowledge and Sociological Theory London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul
Barnes, Barry, David Bloor and John Henry (1996) Scientific knowledge: a
sociological analysis London: Athlone Press
Barnes, John A. (1954) “Class and Communitities in a Norwegian Island Parish

326

Human Relations Vol 7 pp 39-58
Barth, Fredrik (2000) “Boundaries and Connections” in Anthony P. Cohen (ed.)
Signifying Identities: Anthropological perspectives on boundaries and contested
values London: Routledge
Barth, Fredrik (2002) “An Anthropology of Knowledge” Current Anthropology Vol.
43 No 1 pp. 1-11
Bastrup, Olav Rune Ekeland (1998) “Velferdsstat og Menneskeverd” (Welfare state
and human worth) Fast Grunn
Bauer, Martin 1995 “Resistance to new technology and its effects on nuclear power,
information technology and biotechnology” in “ Bauer, M (ed.) (1995)
Resistance to New Technology: nuclear power, information technology and
biotechnology , Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Bazerman, Charles (1996) “Review Symposium” Mind, Culture and Activity Vol.3
No.l pp. 51-54
Beckman, Tad (n.d.) “Martin Heidegger and Environmental Ethics” Harvey Mudd
College, Clarmont (www2.hmc.edu/~tbeckman/personal/HEIDART.HTML)
Berman, Marshall (1983) All That is Solid Melts into Air, London: Verso
Bijker, Wiebe (1987) “The Social Construciton of Bakelite: Toward a Theory of
Invention” in Wiebe Bijker Thomas Hughes and Trevor Pinch (eds.) The Social
Construction o f Technological Systems: New Directions in the Sociology and
History o f Technology Cambridge MA: MIT Press
Bijker, Wiebe (1995) O f Bicycles, Bakelites and Bulbs: Towards a Theory o f Sociotechnical Change London and Cambridge MA: MIT Press
Bijker, Wiebe and John Law (1992) Shaping technology/building society: studies in
sociotechnicai change Cambridge MA: MIT Press
Bijker, Wiebe T Hughes and Trevor Pinch (eds.) (1987) The Social Construction o f
Technological Systems: New Directions in the Sociology and History o f
Technology Cambridge MA: MIT Press
Bioprint (1997) NORDIC COMPANIES IN BIOTECHNOLOGY '91
Bioteknologinemnda

(2000)

Oppfolgingskonferansen

om

genmodifisert

mat

327

(15.11.2000) Genialt'Ho. 4
Bloch, M and J Parry (eds.) (1989) Money and the Morality o f Exchange Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press
Bloor, D (1976) Knowledge and Social Imagery London: Routledge and Kegan Paul
Bourdieu, Pierre (1977) Outline o f a Theory o f Practice Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press
Bourdieu, Pierre (1978) “Sport and Social Class” Social Science Information Vol 17
pp 819-40
Bourdieu, Pierre (1984) Distinction: A Social Critique o f the Judgement o f Taste
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul
Bourdieu, Pierre (1990) The logic o f practice Stanford: Stanford University Press
Braidtotti, Rosi (2002) Metamorphoses: Towards a materilaist Theory o f Becoming
Cambridge and Malden MA: Polity Press
Braun, B and N. Castree (eds.) (1998), Remaking Reality: Nature at the Millennium,
London: Routledge
Broch-Due, Vigdis and Ingrid Rudie “Carved Felsh - Cast Selves: An Introduction””
in Vigdis Broch-Due, Ingrid Rudie and Tone Bleie (eds.) Carved flesh/cast
selves: gendered symbols and social practices Oxford and Providence: BERG
Brubaker, Rogers and Frederick Cooper (2000) “Beyond 'Identity.'” Theory and
Society Vol 29 No 1 pp. 1-47
Bruland, K (1995) “Patterns of resistance to new technologies in Scandinavia: an
historical perspective” in Martin Bauer (ed.) Resistance to new Technology:
Nuclear power,

information

technology

and

biotechnology

Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press
Bruland, K and P.K. O’Brien (1991) (eds.) Technology Transfer in Scandinavian
Industrialisation, New York and Oxford: Berg
Bud, R (1993) The Uses o f Life Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Bud, R, (1995) “In the engine of industry: regulators of biotechnology, 1970-86” in
Bauer, M (ed.) Resistance to New Technology: nuclear power, information

328

technology and biotechnology , Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Bugge and Doving (2000) “Det Norske Maltidsmonsteret - Ideal og Praksis” (The
Norwegian Meal Pattern - ideals and practices, with English summary) Rapport
nr. 2 - 2000 Oslo: Statens Insititutt for Forbruksforskning (SIFO)
Burchell, Graham, Colin Gordon and Peter Miller (1991) (eds.) The Foucault Effect:
Studies in Governmentality Chicago: University of Chicago Press
Burgess, A (2001) “Flattering consumption: creating a Europe of the consumer” in
Journal o f Consumer Culture Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 93-117
Butler, Judith P. (1993) Bodies that matter : on the discursive limits o f “sex” New
York: Routledge
Callon, Michel (1986) “Some Elements of a Sociology of Translation: Domestication
o f the Scallops and the Fishermen of St. Brieuc Bay” in John Law (ed.) Power,
Action and Belief: A New Sociology o f Knowledge? London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul
Carrier, James G. (1997a) (ed.) Meanings o f the Market: The Free Market in Western
Culture Oxford: Berg
Carrier, James G. (1997b) “Mr Smith, Meet Mr Hawken” in James G. Carrier (ed.)
Meanings o f the Market: The Free Market in Western Culture Oxford: Berg
Carrier, James G. (1998) “Abstraction in Economic Practice” in James Carrier and
Daniel Miller (eds.) Virtualism: a new political economy, Oxford: Berg
Chapman, Malcom (2001) “Social Anthropology and Business Studies: Some
Considerations o f Method” in David N. Gellner and Eric Hirsch (eds.) Inside
Organsiations: Anthropolgosits at Work Oxford and New York: Berg
Cheater, Angela (1995) “Globalisation and the new technologies of knowing” in
Marilyn Strathem (ed.) Shifting Contexts: Transformations in Anthropological
Knowledge London: Routledge
Chiu, Chi-Yue 2002 “Comment” to “An Anthropology of Knowledge” (Fredrik Barth)
Current Anthropology Vo\. 43 No. 1 pp. 11-12
Codex Alimentarius Commission n.d Codex Alimentarius

329

Coombes, Rod, Paolo Saviotti and Vivien Walsh (1992) “Technology and the Firm:
The Convergence of Economic and Sociological Approaches” in Rob Coombs,
Paolo Saviotti and Vivien Walsh (eds.) Technological Change and Company
Strategies London: Academic Press
Coombs, Rod, Paolo Saviotti, and Vivien Walsh (1987) Economics and technological
change Totowa, N.J: Rowman & Littlefield
Cruikshank, Barbara (1999) The Will to Empower: Democratic Citizens and Other
Subjects Cornell University Press
Dahl-Jorgensen, Carla (1999) “The Social Management of Difference: Employees in a
Norwegian municipality and a new wage system”, paper presented to Nordisk
Etnografi conference Likhetens Paradokser, Hadeland, Norway
Danielsen, Hilde (1998) “Odda modrehygienekontor. En historié om frigjering og
disiplinering av kjonn, klasse, kropp og seksualitet” (Odda ‘mother-hygeine
office’. A story about disciplining gender, class, body and sexuality) in Nord
Ayr/71/72/1998
Deleuze, Gilles (1983) Nietzsche and Philosophy New York: Columbia University
Press
Derry TK (1973) A History o f Modern Norway Oxford: Clarendon Press
Directive 90/219/EEC The Contained Use of GM Micro-Organisms
Directive 90/220/EEC The Deliberate release into the Environment of GM Organisms
Douglas M. and A. Wildawsky (1982) Risk and Culture: An essay on the Selection o f
Technological and Environmental Dangers, Berkeley: University of California
Press
Douglas, Mary (1986) How Institutions Think London : Routledge & Kegan Paul
Doving, Runar (1999) “Matpakka: Den store norske fortellingen om familien og
nasjonen” (The packed lunch (matpakka)'. The big story about the family and the
nation) in Din No. 1
Downey, Gary (1998) The Machine in Me: An Anthropologist Sits among Computer
Engineers New York and London : Routledge

330

Downey, Gary Lee and Joseph Dumit (eds) (1997) Cyborgs and Citadels:
Anthropological Interventions in Emerging Sciences and Technologies Santa Fe:
School of American Research Press
Dumit, Joseph (1997) “A Digital Image of the Category of the Person: PET Scanning
and Objective Self-Fashioning” in Gary Lee Downey and Joseph Dumit (eds.)
Cyborgs and Citadels: Anthropological Interventions in Emerging Sciences and
Technologies. Santa Fe: School of American Research Press
Durant, J (ed.) (1992) Biotechnology In Public: a review o f recent research London:
Science Museum
Edwards, Jeannette, Sarah Franklin, Eric Hirsch, Frances Price, Marilyn Strathem
(1999) Technologies o f procreation: Kinship in the Age o f Assisted Conception
London and New York: Routledge
Elam, Mark (1999) “Living Dangerously with Bmno Latour in a Hybrid World” in
Theory Culture and Society Vol. 16 No. 4 pp. 1-24
Ellen, R.F. 1984, Ethnographic Research: A guide to general conduct, London:
Academic Press
Elliot, J.E. (1980) “Marx and Schumpeter on Capitalism’s Creative Destruction: A
Comparative Restatement”, in Christopher Freeman (ed.) The Economics o f
Innovation - The International Library o f Critical Writings in Economics 2,
Edward Elgar, Aldershot
Elliott D (2001) “The TRUSTNET framework: a new perspective on risk governance”
Science as Culture Vol. 10 No.2 pp.265-271
Elvebakken,

Kari-Tove

Institusjonalisering,

(1996)

Offentlig

kontroll

apparat og tjenestemenn

av

(Public

næringsmidler.
control

of food.

Instituionalisation, apparatus and servants) Institutt for adm. Org./Senter for
samfunnsforskning Norway
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1993a) “Being Norwegian in a Shrinking World: reflections
on Norwegian identity” in Anne Cohen-Kiel (ed.) Continuity and Change:
Aspects o f Contemporary Norway Oslo: Scandinavian University Press
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1993b) “Myten om det homogene Norge” (“The myth of a

331

homogenous Norway”) in C. Huidfeldt (ed.) Typisk Norsk (Typical Norwegian)
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1994) “Milk as a symbol of Norwegianness” Norway Now
1994
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1996) “Globalisation and Norwegian identity” on
http://odin.dep.no/odinarkiv/norsk/dep/ud/1997/annet/032Q05-99Q499/indexdokOOO-b-n-a.html
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1996a) “Globalisation and Norwegian identity” in Nytt Fra
Norge (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Oslo)
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1996b) “Norwegians and Nature” in Nytt fra Norge
(Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Oslo)
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1997a) “Images of the neighbour: reciprocal national
stereotypes in Scandinavia” on
www.folk.uio.no/geirthe/Scandinaivian images.html first published in LIBER
June 1997
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1997b) “The nation as a human being - a metaphor in a
mid-life crisis? Notes in the immanent collapse of Norwegian national identity”
in Kirsten Hastrup and Karen Fog Olwig (eds.) Siting Culture London:
Routledge
Eriksen, Thomas Hylland (1998) Et langt, kaldt land nesten uten mennesker (A long
cold country almost without people) Oslo: Universitetsforlaget 1998
European Commission DGXXII (1998) Guidelines on the Application o f the
Precautionary Principle Brussels: European Commission DGXXII Consumer
Policy Health Protection
European Parliament and Council Directive EU 95/2/EC
Feher, Ferenc and Agnes Heller (1994) Biopolitics Public and Policy and Social
Welfare, vol. 15 Aldeshot: Avebury Publishers
Fincham, J.R.S. and J.R. Ravetz (1991) (in collaboration with a working party of the
Council for Science and Society). Genetically engineered organisms: benefits
and risks Milton Keynes: Open University Press,

332

Foster, Kenneth R., Paolo Vecchia, Michael H. Repacholi (2000) “Science and the
Precautionary Principle” in Science May 12 2000 (pp. 979-981)
Foucault, Michel (1979) Discipline and Punish: The Birth o f the Prison New York:
Vintage Books
Foucault, Michel (1988) Technologies o f the self : a seminar with Michel Foucault
edited by Luther H. Martin, Huck Gutman and Patrick H. Hutton London:
Tavistock
Foucault, Michel (1991) [1978] “Governmentality” in Burchell, Graham, Colin
Gordon and Peter Miller (eds.) The Foucault Effect Chicago: University of
Chicago Press
Franklin, Sarah (1995) “Science as Cultures, Cultures of Science” in Annual Review o f
Anthropology

163-84

Freeman, R.B. (1997) “Norway’s welfare state policies” in Jon Erik Dolvik and Arild
H. Steen (eds.) Making Solidarity Work? The Norwegian labour market in
transition Oslo: Scandinavian University Press
Frykman, J (1993) “Becoming the perfect Swede - modernity, body politics, and
national processes in twentieth-century Sweden” in Ethnos, Vol.58, No.3-4,
p.259
Frykman, Jonas (1994) "On the Move. The Struggle for the Body in Sweden in the
1930s," in Seremetakis, Nadia S. (ed.) The Senses Still. Perception and Memory
as Material Culture in Modernity Boulder/San Fransisco/Oxford: Westview
Press
Fujimura, Joan H. (1992) “Crafting Science: Standardized packages. Boundary Objects
and ‘Translation’” in Andrew Pickering (ed.) Science as Practice and Culture
Chicago and London: Chicago University Press
Fullerton, Brian and Richard Knowles (1991) Scandinavia London: Paul Chapman
Publishing
Garvey, Pauline (1999) “Conformity through transgression: Norwegian drinking
parties in the home” paper presented to the Norwegian Anthropological
Association Conference, Hadeland 1999

333

Garvey, Pauline (m.s.) PhD University College London
Gatens, Moira (1996) Imaginary Bodies: Ethics, Power and Corporeality London and
New York: Routledge
Gell, Alfred (1999) The Art o f Anthropology: Essays and Diagrams London: Athlone
Press
Gell, Alfred (1998) Art and Agency: an anthropological theory Oxford: Clarendon
Press
Gellner, David N. and Eric Hirsch (2001) (eds.) Inside Organisations Oxford: Berg
Glick, B. R. and J. J. Pasternak (1994). Molecular Biotechnology: Principles and
applications of recombinant DNA Washington D C .: ASM Press
Grace, Eric S (1997) Biotechnology Unzipped: Promises and Realities Washington
DC: Joseph Henry Press
Graubard, Stephen R. (ed.)

(1986) Norden - The Passion fo r Equality Oslo:

Norwegian University Press
Graves-Brown, P.M. (2000) (ed.) Matter, Materiality and Modern Culture London and
New York: Routledge
Gullestad, Marianne (1984) Kitchen Table Society Oslo: Universitetsforlaget
Gullestad Marianne (1989) Kultur og Hverdagsliv Oslo: Universitetsforlaget
Gullestad, Marianne (1992) The Art o f Social Relations: Essays on culture, social
action and everyday life in Norway Oslo: Scandinavian University Press
Gullestad, Marianne (1996) "From Obedience to Negotiation: Dilemmas in the
Transmission of Values Between the Generations in Norway." The Journal o f the
Royal Anthropological Institute (N.S.) 2
Gullestad, Marianne (2001) “Likhetens grenser” (The limits of equality/sameness) in
Marianne E. Lien, Hilde Lidén and Halvard Vike (eds.) Likhetens Paradokser
Oslo: Universitetsforlaget
Guzman, Maria A, Ellen Bjorkum and Unni Kjæmes (2000) En Studie av
livssituasjon, mat og kjonn (With English summary: Youth Meals: A Study o f
Food, Gender and Everyday Life) Report no. 6 - 2000 Oslo: SIFO (Statens

334

insitutt for forbruksforskning)
Hacking, I. (1986) “Making up People”, in T. C. Heller, M. Sosna and D. E. Wellberry
(eds.) Reconstructing Individualism: Autonomy, Individuality and the Self in
Western Thought Stanford: Stanford University Press
Hacking, Ian (1991) “How Should We Do the History of Statistics?” in Graham
Burchell, Colin Gordon and Peter Miller (eds.) The Foucault Effect: Studies in
Governmentality Chicago: University of Chicago Press
Hakken, David (1999) Cyborgs@cyberspace? An ethnographer looks to the future
New York and London: Routledge
Haraway, Donna (1991) Simians, Cyborgs and Women: The reinvention o f nature
London: Free Association Books
Haraway, Donna (1992) “The promise of Monsters: A Regenerative Politics for
Inappropriate/d others” in L. Grossberg, C. Nelson and P.A. Treichler (eds.)
Cultural Studies. London: RoutledgeLawrence Grossberg, Cary Nelson, Paula A.
Treichler, (eds.) Cultural Studies (New York; Routledge, 1992), pp. 295-337.
Haraway, Donna J. (1997)
Modest Witness@Second Millenium.FemaleMan© Meets OncoMouse'^^:
Feminism and Technoscience London: Routledge
Harker, Richard, Cheleen Mahar and Chris Wilkes (1990) An Introduction to the Work
o f Pierre Bourdieu London: Macmillan
Harrison (1999) identity
Harvey, P (1997) (ed.) Technology as skilled practice (“Introduction: technology as
skilled practice”) Social analysis Adelaide, No.41(1), pp.3-14
Haugen, Einar Norsk-Engelsk Ordbok (Norwegian English Dictionary) Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget
Heath, D (1997), “Bodies, Anti-bodies and Modest Interventions” in Gary Lee
Downey and Joseph Dumit (eds.) Cyborgs and Citadels: Anthropological
Interventions in Emerging Sciences and Technologies, School of American
Research Press: Santa Fe, New Mexico.

335

Heidegger, Martin (1977) The Question Concerning Technology and Other Essays
New York & London: Harper & Row
Henningsen, Erik and Halvard Vike (1999) “Folkelig elitisme? Om offentlighetens
kultur i Norge” (Elitism of the people? About public sector culture in Norway) in
Norsk Antropologisk Tidsskrift, 10: 150-167
Hess, D (1997), “If You’re Thinking of Living in STS”, in Downey, G. L. and J Dumit
(eds.) Cyborgs and Citadels: Anthropological Interventions in Emerging
Sciences and Technologies, School of American Research Press: Santa Fe, New
Mexico.
Ho, Mae Wan and Peter Saunders (2000) “The Precautionary principle is Coherent”
ISIS Paper October 31, 2000 accessed at www.biotech-info.net
Hobsbawm, Eric and Ranger, Terence (1983) The Invention o f tradition Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press
Holeman, D (1999) “The ‘democratic’ separation of technology and ethics - the case
of the Flemish regulation of genetic engineering” in Democracy and nature Vol.
5 No. 3,511-522
Howell, Signe (1997) (ed.) The Ethnography o f Moralities London: Routledge
Howell, Signe and Marit Melhuus (2001) (eds.) Blod: Tykkere enn vann (Blood,
thicker than water) Oslo: Fagbokforlaget
Hoyer, Klaus (2001) “Blod, aktier og ‘etik’: Om etableringen af kommerciel genetisk
forskning i Vasterbotten,Nordsverige” (Blood, shares and ethics: about the
establishment of commercial genetic research in Vasterbotten, North Sweden)
Specialerækken, Department of Anthropology, University of Copenhagen
Hughes Thomas 1990 From deterministic dynamos to seamless-web systems. In
Engineering
Hurst, L J (1986) “We Are The Dead: The Day Of The Triffids and Nineteen EightyFour” in VECTOR The Critical Journal o f the British Science Fiction
Association 133 Aug/Sept
Hutchins, Edwin (1999) Cognition in the Wild Cambridge MA and London: MIT Press

336

Hutchins, Edwin (n.d.) “Distributed Cognition” accessed at http://hci.ucsd.edu/
Huxley Aldous (1932) [1950] Brave new world : a novel London : Chatto & Windus
Ingold, Tim (2000) “Making Culture and Weaving the World” in P.M. Graves-Brown
(ed.) Matter, Materiality and Modern Culture London and New York: Routledge
Irigaray, Luce (1981) “This Sex Which Is Not One” in Elaine Marks and Isabelle de
Courtivron (eds.) New French Feminisms: An Anthology Brighton: Harvester
Press
Keen, Ian (2001) “Agency, History and Tradition in the Construction of ‘Classical’
Music: The Debate over ‘Authentic Performance’” in Chris Pinney and Nicholas
Thomas (eds.) Beyond Aesthetics: Art and the Technologies o f Enchantment
Oxford: Berg
Keller, Janet Dixon (1996) “Review Symposium” Mind, Culture and Activity Vol.3
No.l pp. 46-50
Kjæmes, Unni (2001) (ed.) “Eating Patterns. A Day in the Life of Nordic Peoples”
SIFO report no. 7 2001
Klausen, Ame Martin (1984) (ed.) Den norke væremâten: antropologisk sokelys pâ
norsk kulture (The Norwegian way of being: anthropological search light on
Norwegian culture) Oslo: Cappelen
Kline, L. and N. Rosenberg (1986). “An Overview of Innovation” in R. Landau and N.
Rosenberg (eds.) The Positive Sum Strategy. Harnessing Technology fo r
Economic Growth, Washington DC: National Academy Press.
Klintman, Mikael (2002) “The Genetically Modified (GM) Food Labelling
Controversy: ideological and Epistemoloigcal Crossovers” in Social Studies o f
Science 32/1 pp. 71-91
Knappett, C (2002) Photographs, skeuomorphs and marionettes: some thoughts on
mind, agency and oh]QCt Journal o f material culture Vol.7, N o.l, pp.97-117
Kopytoff, Igor (1986) “The cultural biography of things: commoditization as process”
in Aijun Appadurai The Social Life o f Things: Commodities in cultural
perspective Cambridge: University of Cambridge Press
Kraft, N (1998) “Breakin gthrough the red tape” in Chemistry and Industry Number 7

337

pp. 250-252

Krauss, Robert M. and Chi-Yue Chiu (1998) “Language and Social Psychology” in D.
Gilbert, S Fiske-Emory and G. Lindzey (eds.) Handbook o f Social Psychology
vol. 2 new York: Guilford
Kuhn, Thomas S. (1996) [1962] The Structure o f Scientific Revolutions Chicago and
London: Chicago University Press
Kusum Gopal (LSE) Janteloven, the antipathy to difference: looking at Danish ideas of
equality as sameness
Laqueur, Thomas Walter (1990) Making sex: body and gender from the Greeks to
Freud Cambridge MA and London: Harvard University Press
Latour, Bruno (1987) Science in action: how to follow scientists and engineers
through society Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press
Latour, Bruno (1988) The pasteurization of France Cambridge MA and London:
Harvard University Press
Latour, Bruno (1991) “Technology is society made durable” in John Law (ed.) A
sociology o f Monsters: Essays on Power, Technology and Domination^ London:
Routledge
Latour, Bruno (1993) We Have Never been Modern, London: Harvester Wheatsheaf
Latour, Bruno (1996a) “Review Symposium” Mind, Culture and Activity Vol.3 No.l
pp.54-63
Latour, Bruno (1996b) Aramis or the Love o f Technology London: Harvard University
Press
Latour, Bruno (1999) “On recalling ANT” in John Law and John Hassard (eds.) Actor
Network Theory and After Oxford: Blackwell Publishers
Latour, Bruno (2000) “The Berlin Key or how to do Words with Things” in P.M.
Graves-Brown (ed.) Matter, Materiality and Modern Culture London and New
York: Routledge
Latour, Bruno and Steve Woolgar (1985) Laboratory life: the construction o f scientific
facts Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press

338

Law, John and John Hassard (eds.) (1999) Actor Network Theory and After Oxford:
Blackwell Publishers
Layne, Linda (1998) “Introduction” Science, Technology and Human values Vol 23
No 1 pp. 4-23
Lien, Marianne E., Hilde Lidén and Halvard Vike (eds.) (2001) Likhetens paradokser:
Antropologiske undersokelser i det moderne Norge Oslo: Universitetsforlaget
Lien, Marianne Elisabeth (1995) “Fuel for the Body - Nourishment for Dreams:
Contradictory Roles of Food in Contemporary Norwegian Food Advertising” in
Journal o f Consumer Policy 18 pp 157-186
Lien, Marianne Elisabeth (1997a) Marketing and Modernity London: Berg
Lien, Marianne Elisabeth (1997b) “Nation, Technology and Nature - Constructions of
Safe food in the Market”, in Almas (ed.) Social Construction o f Safe Food.
Health, Ethics and Safety in Late Modernity, Senter for Bygdeforskning Rapport
nr. 5/97
Lyngo, Inger Johanne (2001) “The national nutrition exhibition: A new nutritional
narrative in Norway in the 1930s” in Scholliers, Peter (ed.) Food, Drink and
identity: Cooking, eating and drinking in Europe since the middle ages Oxford:
Berg
MacCormack, C and M. Strathem (eds.) (1980) Nature, Culture and Gender,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press
MacKenzie Donald (1992), “Economic and Sociological Explanation of Technical
Change”, in Coombs, R, Saviotti, P and Walsh, V (eds.) Technical Change and
Company Strategies Academic Press Limited London
Mackenzie, Donal and J. Wajcman (1985) (eds.) The Social Shaping o f Technology:
How the refrigerator got its hum Milton Keynes: Open University Press
Marcus, G E (1995) “Ethnography in/of the World System” in Annual Review o f
Anthropology, pp. 95-117
Martin, Emily (1987) The Woman in the Body: A Cultural Analysis o f Reproduction
Boston: Beacon Press
Martin, Emily (1992) “Body narratives. Body Boundaries” in L. Grossberg, C. Nelson

339

and P.A. Treichler (eds.) Cultural Studies, London; Routledge
Martin, Emily (1994) Flexible Bodies: the role o f immunity in American culutre from
the days ofpolio to the age o f AIDS Boston: Beacon Press
Martin, Emily (1996) “Citadels, Rhizomes and String Figures” in Stanley Aronowitz
Martinsons, Barbara and Michael Menser (eds.) Technoscience and Cyberculture
New York and London: Routledge
Martin, Emily (1998) “Anthropology and the Cultural Study of Science” Science,
Technology and Human values Vol 23 No 1 pp 24-44
Massumi, Brian (1992) A users guide to Capitalism and Schizophrenia: Deviations
from Deleuze and Guattari Cambridge Massachusetts: MIT Press
Melhuus,

Marit

(2000)

“Æresforelesning

pâ Norsk

antropologisk

forenings

ârskonferanse, mai 2000, Lillehammer” (Honorary lecture at Norwegian
Anthropological Foundation annual conference May 2000 Lillehammer) Norsk
Antropologisk Tidsskrift pp. 161-181
Melhuus, Marit (forthcoming) “Exchange Matters: Issues of law and the flow of
human substance” in Thomas Hylland Eriksen (ed.) (title not finalised)
Miller, Daniel (1998) “Conclusion: A Theory of Virtualism” in James Carrier and
Daniel Miller (eds.) Virtualism: a new political economy^ Oxford: Berg
Miller, Daniel (2001) “The Fame of Trinis: Websites as Traps” in Christopher Pinney
and Nicholas Thomas (eds.) Beyond Aesthetics: Art and the Technologies o f
Enchantment Oxford and New York: Berg
Mulkay, Michael (1997) The embryo research debate: science and the politics o f
reproduction Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Nader, Laura (1996) (ed.) Naked Science: Anthropological Inquiry into Boundaries,
Power and Knowledge New York and London: Routledge
Nas, Svein Olav, Tore Sandven and Keith Smith (1994) “Innovasjon og ny teknologi i
norsk industri: en oversikt” (Innovation and new technology in Norwegian
manufacturing: an overview) STEP-rapport 4.94
Nelkin, Dorothy 1995 “Forms of intrusion: comparing resistance to information
technology and biotechnology in the US” in Bauer, M (ed.) Resistance to New

340

Technology:

nuclear power,

information

technology and biotechnology

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Nelkin, Dorothy and Susan M. Lindee (1995) The DNA Mystique: the gene as a
cultural icon New York: WH Freeman and Company
Nelson, R and S Winter (1982) An Evolutionary Theory o f Economic Change
Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press
NEM

NENT

NESH

(1996)

Kvikklaks

og

teknoburger:

Sluttrapport fra

Lekfolkskonferansen om genmodifisert mat, 18.-21. oktober 1996 (Quick Salmon
and Techno-Burgers: Final Report of the Lay Persons’ Panel on Genetically
Modified Food) Skriftserie nr. 6
NENT (1997) “Sammendrag av fore-var prinsippet: mellom forskning og politikk. En
studie av de etiske aspekter, forskningsmesige utfordringer, institusjonelle
rammebetingleser og praktiske anvendelse” (Summary of the precautionary
principle: between science and politics.) NENTPublikasjon nr. 10 Oslo: NENT
Nielsen, Torben Hviid (1997a) “Behind the color code of "no"”. Nature
Biotechnology Vol. XV No. 13 December pp. 1320-21
Nielsen, Torben Hviid (1997b) “Biotechnology and the European Public, Concerted
Action group. Europe ambivalent on biotechnology” In Nature Vol 387 no. 6636. 26
June pp. 845-47.
Nielsen, Torben Hviid, Monsen & Tennoe (2000) Livets tre og kodenes kode. Fra
genetikk til bioteknologi, Norge 1900-2000 (The tree of life and the code of
codes) Oslo: Gyldendal Akademisk .
Nielsen, Torben Hviid, Trond Haug, Siv Froydis Berg and Arve Monsen (2001)
“Norway: Biotechnology and sustainability” in George Gaskell and Martin. W
Bauer (eds.) Biotechnology 1996-2000 - the years o f controversy NMSI Trading
Ltd, Science Museum
Norbye, Anne-Katrine Brun (2001) “Forpliktelser og folelser: Om slekt, familie, og
familiebedrifter” (Responsibility and emotion: About kin, family and family
firms) in Signe Howell and Marit Melhus (eds.) Blod: Tykkere enn vann Oslo:
Fagbokforlaget

341

NOU 1989: 8, Moderne bioteknologisk sikkerhet, helse og miljo, **
1998 Bioteknologi ogpatentering,
1991 - 6 Menneske og Bioteknologi
NOU 2000:29 GMO-mat: Helsemessige konsekvenser ved bruk av genmodifiserte
næringlsmidler og næringsmiddelingredienser (GMO food: Health effects of the
use of gentically modified foods and food ingredients.) Oslo: Statens
forvaltningstj eneste
Odner, Knut (1996) “Nork makt, likhet og moral. Eksempler fra Hedemarken”
(Norwegian power, sameness and morality, examples from Hedemark) in Norsk
Antropologisk Tidsskrift 2/1996
OECD,

1992,

OECD Proposed Guidelines fo r

Collecting and Interpreting

Technological Innovation Data - Oslo Manual, Paris: OECD
Orwell George (1950) 1984: a novel New York : New American Library
Oxaal, Astrid (2001) Drakt og nasjonal identitet 1760 - 1917 (Costume and national
identity 1 7 6 0 - 1917) PhD University of Oslo
Petersen, Arthur C (2000) “Models as technological artefacts” Social Studies o f
Science Vol 30 No 5 pp 793-799
Pfaffenberger, Bryan (1992) “Social Anthropology of Technology” Annual Review o f
Anthropology 21 pp. 491-516
Pinch, Trevor and Wiebe Bijker (1987) “The Social Construction of Facts and
Artifacts: Or How the Sociology of Science and the Sociology of Technology
Might Benefit Each Other” in Wiebe Bijker, Thomas Hughes and Trevor Pinch
(eds.) The Social Construction o f Technological Systems: New Directions in the
Sociology and History o f Technology Cambridge MA: MIT Press
Pinney, Christopher and Nicholas Thomas (2001) (eds.) Beyond Aesthetics: Art and
the Technologies o f Enchantment Oxford and New York: Berg
Rabinow, Paul (1996a) Essays on the Anthropology o f Reason Princeton: Princeton
University Press
Rabinow, Paul (1996b) Making PCR: A Story o f Biotechnology London: University of

342

Chicago Press
Rabinow (1999) French DNA: Trouble in Purgatory Chicago: University of Chicago
Press
Rapp, Rayna (1998) “Refusing Prenatal Diagnosis: The Meaning of Bioscience in a
Multicultural World” in Science Technology and Human Values Vol 23 No 1 pp
45-70
Reiss, Michael J and Roger Straughan (1996) Improving Nature? The Science and
Ethics o f Genetic Engineering Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Richards, Paul and Guido Ruivenkamp (1996) “New tools for conviviality: Society
and biotechnology” in Philippe Descola and Gisli Palsson (eds.) Nature and
Society: Anthropological Perspectives London: Routledge
Rio Declaration on Environment and Development (1999) United Nations see e.g.,
http://habitat.igc.org/agenda21/rio-dec.html

or

http://www.un.org/documents/ga/confl 51 /aconfl 5126-1 annex 1.htm
Risan, Lars (n.d. (a)) “Norge har blitt ett Qos (nesten) - om organisering av den norske
storfebestanden” (Norway has become one bam (almost) -

about the

reorganisation of cattle) Norwegian Research Council Research Programme on
Social

and

Cultural

Preconditions

for

ICT

(SKIKT)

http://program.forskningsradet.no/skikt/frisan.php3
Risan, Lars (n.d. (b)) NRF-kua er en kyborg (The Norwegian Red Cattle is a cyborg)
Norwegian Research Council Research Programme on Social and Cultural
Preconditions

for

ICT

(SKIKT)

http ://program. forskningsradet.no/skikt/risan.php3
Rose, Nikolas (1991) “Governing by Numbers:

Figuring Out Democracy.”

Accounting, Organizations and Society Vol. 16 No. 7 pp. 673-92
Rose, Nikolas (1994) “Medicine, History and the Present” in Colin Jones and Roy
Porter (eds.) Reassessing Foucault London and New York: Routledge
Rose, Nikolas (1996) Inventing Ourselves: Psychology, Power and Personhood
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Rose, Nikolas (2000) “Community, Citizenship and the Third Way” in American

343

Behavioral Scientist 43. 9. Pp. 1395-1411
Rose, Nikolas (2000) “Government and Control” in British Journal o f Criminology
Vol. 40 pp. 321-339
Rudie, Ingrid (1994) “Sport: a way of thinking about society?” Arbeidsnotat nr. 2/94
Kvinner - En utfordring fo r idretten? (Working paper no. 2/94 Women, a
challenge for sport?) Sekretariatet for kvinneforskning, Norwegian Research
Council
Ruivenkamp, Guido (1994) Biotechnology and Changes in the International
Production and Trade o f Vegetable Oils and Fats, TAD/WAU Wageningen, m.s.
Russell Bernard, H. 1994, Research Methods in Anthropology, London: Sage
Sande, Allan (2000) “Den norske russefeiringen: Om meningen med rusmiddelbruk
sett gjennomrussefeiring som et ritual” (Norwegian '"russefeiring’\ The use of
alcohol as a ritual in the “rite of passage” to adulthood) in Nordisk Alkohol- &
narkotikatidsskrift Wo\. 17 pp340-354
Sande, Allen (2001) “Rusens betydning i feiringen av nasjonale felleskap” (The
meaning of intoxicants in the celebration of national community) Dugnad Vol.
27 No. 1 pp. 43-58
Sandemose, Aksel (1933) En flyktning krysser sitt spor: fortelling om en morders
barndom. (A refugee crosses his tracks) Oslo: Tiden Norsk Forlag
Schumpeter, Joseph A. (1992) [] Capitalism, socialism and democracy London :
Routledge
Selle, Per (2000) “Nork miljovem er annleis” (Norwegian environmentalism is
different) Nytt Norsk Tidsskrift No. 4
Shapin, Steven (1994) A Social History o f Truth: Civility and Science in Seventeenth
Century England Chicago: University of Chicago Press
Shilling, Chris (1993) The Body in Social Theory London: Sage
Shore, C (1997) “Governing Europe: European Union audiovisual policy and the
politics of identity” in Chris Shore and Susan Wright (eds.) Anthropology o f
Policy, London Routledge

344

Shore, Chris and Susan Wright (1997) “Policy: A new field of anthropology” in Shore
and Wright (eds.) Anthropology o f Policy London: Routledge
Shore, Chris and Wright, Susan (eds.) (1997) Anthropology o f Policy, London:
Routledge
Sirgy, MJ and C Su (2000) “The ethics of consumer sovereignty in an age of high
tech” 'm Journal o f business ethics Vol. 28 No. 1, 1-14
Simes, Thorvald and Per Sandberg (1998) (eds.) “Bioteknologiens etiske, juridiske og
sosiale aspekt” (Ethical, Legal and Social Aspects of Biotechnology) report from
Seminar at Norwegian Research Council Oslo 23"^^ - 24^^ March 1998 lEs
skriftserie Bind 3
Simes, Torvald (1996) Risiko og meining: Mentale brot og meiningsdimensjonar i
industri og politikk Bidrag til den sosiale stadieteorien. (Risk and meaning:
mental breaks and meanings in industry and politics.) Report no. 53, Department
of administration and organisation theory. University of Bergen.
Skodbo (1995) “The construction of femininity: representations of the female body in
Norway” MSc Dissertation University College, London
Smith, Adam (1976) [1776] An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes o f the Wealth o f
Nations Chicago: University of Chicago Press
SNT and Veterinærinstituttet (2001) “Utvikling av analysemetodikk og pavisning av
genmodifisert mais- og soyamateriale i utvalgte næringsmidler pâ det norske
markedet i âr 2000” (Development of analytical methods and detection of
genetically modified com and soya in selected food products on the Norwegian
market in 2000) SNT report 2001 Oslo
Sognen Randi (1997) “Vemeverdig eksperiment? Evaluering av lekfolkskonferansen
om genmodifisert mat” (An experiment worthy of protection? Evaluation of the
laypersons panel on genetically modified food) NIFU (Norsk insititutt for studier
av forskning og utdanning) Rapport 5/97
Sontag, Susan (1991) Illness as metaphor : and, AIDS and its metaphors. London:
Penguin
St.meld. nr. 27 (2001-2002) Om E0S-samarbeidet 1994-2001 (Parliamentary report

345

no. 27 About EE A co-operation 1994-2001)
Isaksen, Ame (1995) “Mot en regional innovasjonspolitikk for Norge” STEP report no.
4 1995
Strathem, Marilyn (1988) The Gender o f the Gift: Problems with Women and
Problems with Society in Melanesia. Berkeley, Califomia. : University of
Califomia Press
Strathem, Marilyn (1992) Reproducing the Future, Manchester University Press
Strathem (1993) “Cutting the Network”, J. Roy. Anthrop. Inst. (N.S.) 2, 517-535
Strathem, Marilyn (1995) “Foreword: Shifting Contexts” in Strathem (ed.) Shifting
Contexts. Transformations in Anthropological Knowledge London: Routledge
Strathem, Marilyn (1997) “Double Standards” in Signe Howell (ed.) The Ethnography
o f Moralities London: Routledge
Strathem, Marilyn (1999) Property Substance and Effect: Anthropological Essays on
People and Things London: Athlone Press
Strathem, Marilyn (2001) “The Patent and the Malangan” in Christopher Pinney and
Nicholas Thomas (eds.) Beyond Aesthetics: Art and the Technologies o f
Enchantment Oxford and New York: Berg
Strathem, Marilyn and Carol P. MacCormack (1980) (eds.) Nature, Culture and
Gender Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Tambiah, Stanley (1990) Magic, Science, Religion and the Scope o f Rationality
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press
Todal Jenssen and Valen 1995 Brussel Midt Imot: Folkeavsteming om EU (Against
Bmssels: the referendum on EU membership) Oslo: Ad Notam Gyldendal
Tong, T (1989) “On the intelligence revolution: the social impact of high-tech
development” Social Sciences in China Vol. 10 No. 4 pp. 66-84
Traweek, Sharon (1988) Beamtimes and Lifetimes: The World o f High-Enrgy
Physicists Cambrdige MA and Lodnon: Harvard University Press
Traweek, Sharon (1997) “Iconic Devices: Towards an Ethnography of Physics
Images” in Downey, G. L. and J Dumit (eds.) Cyborgs and Citadels:

346

Anthropological Interventions in Emerging Sciences and Technologies, School
of American Research Press: Santa Fe, New Mexico.
Vabo, S.I. (2000) “New organisational solutions in Norwegian local councils: leaving
a puzzling role for local politicians?” Scandinavian political studies Vol.23 No.4
pp.343-372
Veterinærinstituttet (1999) “Prosjekt: Genmodifisert soya og mais i utvalgte
næringsmidler pâ det norske markedet” (Project: Genetically modified soya and
maize in selected food products on the Norwegian market) Rapport February
1999
Vike, Halvard (1997) “Reform and Resistance: A Norwegian illustration” in Chris
Shore and Susan Wright (eds.) Anthropology o f Policy London: Routledge
Vike, Halvard (m.s.) “Norsk Kultur: myte og realitet” (Norwegian culture: myth and
reality) Oslo University
Vike, Halvard, Hilde Lidén and Marianne Lien (2001) “Likhetens Virkeligheter” (The
realities of equality/sameness) in Marianne E. Lien, Hilde Lidén and Halvard
Vike (eds.) Likhetens paradokser: antropologiske undersokelser i det moderne
norge (The paradoxes of equality/sameness: anthropological investigations in
modem Norway) Oslo: Universitetsforlaget
Wagner, R “The Fractal person” in M Strathem and M Goelier (eds.) Big Men and
Great Men: Personifications o f Power in Melanesia Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press
Wicken, Olav (1992a) “Norsk teknologihistorie (Norwegian technology history -

perspektiver og litteratur”

perspectives and literature) Research

Resources Series NTNF Programme Future-Oriented Technology Policy
Wicken, Olav (1992b) “Teknologi som politisk skillelinje: et teknologiskperspektiv pâ
norsk politikk ca 1850-1990” (Technology as political boundary: a technology
perspective on Norwegian politics 1850-1990) Notât 9/92 NTNF Programme
Future-Oriented Technology Policy
Wicken, Olav (1998) “Regional industrialization and political mobilization: Regions in
political party systems and industrialization in Norway” Comparative Social

347

Research Vol. 17 241-271
Wiig Aslesen, Heidi (m.s.) “Kapittel 2. Teknologiavtalene. En ordning etablert for a
bytte olje mot forskning.” (Chapter 2. “The technology agreements. An
arrangement established to exchange oil for research”) STEP-Group
Williams, R and Edge, D (1996) “The social shaping of technology”. Research Policy,
Vol. 25, No. 6, pp. 865-899
Witoszek, Nina (1997) “Fugitives from Utopia: The Scandinavian enlightenment
Reconsidered” in 0ystein Sorensen and Bo Strath (eds.) The Cultural
Construction o f Norden Oslo: Scandinavian University Press
Witoszek, Nina (1998) Norske Naturmytoligier: Fra Edda til 0kofîlosofî (Norwegian
Nature mythologies: from Edda to Ecophilosophy) Valdres: Pax
Woolgar, Steve (1996) “Science and Technology Studies and the Renewal of Social
Theory” in Social Theory & Sociology Oxford: Blackwell
Wright, Susan (1994) Molecular politics: Developing American and British
Regulatory Policy fo r Genetic Engineering, 1972-1982 Chicago: University of
Chicago press
Wyndham John (1999) [1951] The Day o f the Triffids London Penguin
Wynne, Brian (2001) “Creating Public Alienation: Expert Cultures of Risk and Ethics
on GMOs” Science as Culture vol 10 no 4 pp 445-481
Yoxen, Edward (1983) The Gene Business: Who should control biotechnology?
London: Pan Books
Zabusky, Stacia E. (1995) Launching Europe: an ethnography o f European co
operation in space science, Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press

348

Fulltexts of laws can be found at:
1993 Gene Technology Act (Genteknologiloven)
1994 Biotechnology Act {Bioteknologiloven)
http ://mondediplo .com/1999/10/11 gypsy
http ://W W W .lovdata.no

Websites consulted
www.aftenposten.no (Broadsheet newspaper)
www.bionemnda.no (The Biotechnology Advisory Board)
www.dagbladet.no (Tabloid newspaper)
Www.forskningsraadet.no (Research Council)
www.norferm.no (Company Chapter 2)
www.odin.no (Government pages)
www.tine.no (Dairy company Chapter 4)
www.ssb.no (Statistics Norway)

