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Abstract
In recognition of problems of public distrust in science and non-acceptance of new technologies,
investment in communication with the public has become an increasingly important concern for the
scientific community. Involvement of future users of technology has been aimed at, so as to achieve
more adequate social embedding of new technologies. However, though public concerns have gotten
higher on the agenda, not all of them are equally paid attention to. The focus has been found to
remain largely on the ‘hard’ impacts of technologies (e.g. on health, environment and safety),
whereas consumer concerns regarding the ‘soft’ impacts of technology (e.g. those concerning
politics, culture or morality) hardly gain access to the discussion.
This thesis aims to gain insight in what soft impacts consumers distinguish with respect to food
technology. A discursive psychological perspective on consumers’ talk about emerging food
technologies allowed for three main soft impacts to become revealed. First, when involved with
accepting technologies, participants in this study were found to be managing their identity as selfdetermined and critical consumers. They underscored their autonomy in food choice and presented
themselves as critical towards claims being made by industry. Secondly, participants were found to
casts their doubts on certain technologies, without deploying technical arguments. Instead they
managed to construct technologies as ineffective in practice, by claiming entitlement to different
sources of ‘consumer knowledge’. Third, when confronted with food technologies designed to
improve health (e.g. products for weight control) participants were found to take (back) ownership
over the problems they face in daily life, as well as the responsibilities that come along with them.
These results suggest that signs of distrust and non-acceptance of technologies do not necessarily
need to be taken as such. Rather than to reject technologies per se, consumers may reject the
assumptions and criteria on which technologies are based. It would therefore be desirable for such
assumptions and criteria to be reflected on and to become part of the debate on food technology.
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1. Introduction
Over the past decades, expert-lay interaction has received considerable attention. In recognition of
problems of public distrust in science and non-acceptance of new technologies, investment in
communication with the public has become an increasingly important concern for the scientific
community. Risk communication has for example gotten high on the agenda and public engagement
initiatives have been undertaken to achieve more adequate social embedding of new technologies.
Active involvement of future users of technology has been aimed at, to enable the incorporation of
their wants and needs within the innovation process (Backstrand 2003 in Veen, te Molder et al.
forthcoming, 2011).
However, despite such efforts, Veen, te Molder et al. (forthcoming, 2011) point at a remaining
asymmetry in the science-public interaction. With respect to this, the authors discuss three main
interrelated problems. The public engagement initiatives tend to take the technology as central,
while a perspective which takes the everyday life of users as a starting point seems to be lacking (1).
This technology orientation in turn leads to a restricted topic agenda (2). Themes that gain access to
the discussions are mainly those which experts tend to focus on, such as health, environment and
safety. Other values, like those concerning politics, culture and morality receive only little attention.
Still, these may be of considerable importance to users (Swierstra and te Molder 2009 in Veen, te
Molder et al. forthcoming, 2011). Subsequently, these problems are found to affect the quality of the
interaction itself (3). That is, they pose a barrier to fruitful dialogue.
As such, doubts have been casted on how public engagement initiatives have so far been given
meaning to. There may no longer be a lack of public debate, but the quality of these debates can be
questioned, since they tend to be dominated by scientific knowledge. Problems of asymmetry have
been argued to start with the topical agenda: which topics are open for debate and which are not
(Wynne 2001; Wynne 2006; Swierstra and te Molder 2008; Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming,
2011; Veen, te Molder et al. forthcoming, 2011).
With respect to this, the focus may have lingered too much on risk communication only. As the focus
on involvement of the public has increased, a number of citizen concerns have become accepted as
part of scientific debates. These mainly comprise concerns regarding the ‘hard’ (i.e. measurable or
objective) impacts of technology which experts are used to focus on. In addition, however, the public
may have concerns regarding the so-called ‘soft’ impacts of technology. They may point at the
political, cultural or moral impacts a technology could have (see section 2.2.2 for a more elaborate
definition of hard and soft impacts). These topics are however often excluded from discussions on
emerging technologies, or receive only limited attention (Wynne 2001; Swierstra and te Molder
2008; Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011).
Swierstra and te Molder (forthcoming, 2011) have looked at why soft impacts tend to get so easily
removed from the topical agenda. They did so taking a discursive psychological perspective on
expert-citizen interaction. Rather than to focus primarily on the contents of the interaction, and to
take these as reflecting participants’ inner states or feelings, such an approach focuses on what
people do in the interaction (Edwards 1997, Potter 1996, te Molder and Potter 2005 in Swierstra and
te Molder forthcoming, 2011). This means that the social actions people perform, or in other words
the interactional goals they achieve (e.g. in terms of blaming or complimenting), are taken as a
starting point. To illustrate, a question like ‘you don’t buy Fair Trade certified chocolate?’ may for
example be treated as an accusation and lead to an elaborate explanatory response, rather than a
simple yes or no.
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Taking a discursive psychological perspective on expert-citizen interaction, reveals why soft impacts
so easily get dismissed. The authors (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011) show that the
problem is mainly in how such concerns typically manifest themselves. With respect to this, they
distinguish between two kinds of soft impacts. Soft impacts of the first kind, are those that come up
as black-boxed classic arguments, such as for example naturalness. These kind of soft impacts are
directly referred to in interaction and are therefore relatively easy to identify. Much soft concerns
however ‘emerge from rather than stand out in discussions about new technologies’ (forthcoming,
2011 p. 1055). That is, the softer and less tangible concerns are, the less likely they are to be directly
referred to in interaction. People will for example not that easily explicitly mention the impacts a
particular technology will have on their sense of identity. When talking about the technology they
may however (consciously or unconsciously) put efforts in how they present themselves (e.g. as a
conscious consumer). In other words, they may manage or maintain a certain identity. Such
interactional achievements, may reveal for a certain identity to be at stake when confronted with a
technology. Soft impacts of the second type, are thus available only in implicit ways, as they emerge
as interactional goals of what people say. Swierstra and te Molder (forthcoming, 2011) have referred
to those as difficult to pin down concerns. The authors (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011)
explain that soft impacts of the first kind tend to get removed from the topical agenda, because
experts tend to treat them as private issues, to be dealt with individually by the users of technology.
Soft impacts of the second type, run the risk not even to be recognized as concerns, because they
remain largely invisible.
In order to improve public engagement initiatives, the topical agenda needs to be addressed. How
citizens’ soft concerns are dealt with, is central to this. This thesis therefore aims to contribute to an
understanding of how the public’s (soft) concerns are managed within expert-citizen interaction. To
be more precise, the focus of this thesis is on how these dynamics are shaped in the field of food
technology. A first step, to be addressed by this thesis, is to gain insight in what soft impacts of food
technology consumers make relevant.
Food technology entails the ‘application of a diversity of scientific and practical disciplines, including
chemistry, biology, physics and engineering, to the development of food products and to their
worldwide distribution’ (IFIS 2009 p. 174). Its definition reveals the wide scope of this field of study. It
is therefore considered a particularly interesting field to explore with respect to soft impacts. As will
be outlined below, many interesting developments have been going on in food technology.
Furthermore, the topic of food is considered especially relevant since it is strongly intertwined with,
and as such affects, many areas of life. Food constitutes an extremely important part of everyday life
and culture. As such, food technology is something people are confronted with almost anywhere and
anytime. In addition, food (including the way in which it is produced) may (either positively or
negatively) affect bodily health as well as that of ecological systems. Finally, issues concerning trust in
governance play a part when it comes to food (Blue 2010).

1.1.

Developments in food technology

1.1.1. Food technology for increased efficiency
From halfway the 19th century, natural science has started to play an increasingly important role in
the production, processing and preservation of food. With the developments in food technology, the
course from primary production to consumption has substantially enlarged. The food industry has
grown bigger and the processing of foods has developed in such a way, that it is now often unclear
4

for consumers what has actually happened to their food before it reached their plate (Walstra and
Van Boekel 2006). New, sometimes controversial, technologies have been introduced for increased
efficiency, such as for example genetic modification (GM) or food irradiation.

1.1.2. Food technology for health
Apart from its contribution to the developments in production, processing and preservation of foods,
natural sciences have also been studying the relation between nutrition and health (Walstra and Van
Boekel 2006). In relation to this, the concept of functional foods originated during the 1980s (Scrinis
2008). Numerous definitions exist for this concept. One that is often used is that of the American
Dietetic Association, which defines functional foods as ‘any potentially healthful food that may
provide a health benefit beyond the traditional nutrients it contains’ (American Dietetic Association
in Scrinis 2008 p.541). The number of functional foods that are proven effective is limited. One
example of a functional food that is being considered to really benefit health is the cholesterol
lowering margarine containing plant sterols, which was introduced about ten years ago (Law 2000;
Walstra and Van Boekel 2006).
Though the concept of functional foods has been argued to be problematic because of the large
number of ambiguous definitions which exist for it (Scrinis 2008), it shows how food technology has
been pushing its boundaries over the past decades. Food has been presented more and more as a
means to improve health, and gradually the boundary between food and medicine has become
blurred. The number of foods that can formally be labelled as functional food may be rather low, but
the trend towards more healthy foods is well visible. The supply of modified, apparently more
healthy, versions of existing products keeps on growing. Examples of such products are numerous
and range from non-fat yoghurts and sugar free soft drinks to healthy variants of crisps, such as light
crisps and vegetable crisps.

1.2.

Problem statement

Although they might have been especially designed to comply with all of their wishes (e.g. regarding
taste, healthiness and convenience), consumers do not always simply accept innovative food
products. In fact, they may express concerns with respect to the technologies that were used to
create them, and in some cases they may express serious distrust in science. Food technology may
for example be questioned when it comes to artificial colouring agents, GM or food irradiation.
Technologies like these have raised public concerns, such as about how far we can go in manipulating
nature.
Some of such issues which are extremely important to consumers, are not paid much, if any,
attention to by scientists (Wynne 2001). Scientists may label them as subjective and emotional, and
may therefore not consider them to be part of their scientific domain. In contrast to hard risks (e.g.
those concerning health, environment and safety), these so-called soft impacts of technology tend to
get excluded from the scientific debate (Swierstra and te Molder 2008; Swierstra and te Molder
forthcoming, 2011). This technology orientation and the resulting restricted topical agenda is
problematic (Veen, te Molder et al. forthcoming, 2011). Closing down the debate for those topics
which may be most relevant to the daily lives of consumers, thwarts a fruitful dialogue and is likely to
trigger feelings of resistance. As such, a good relationship between science and the public is being
hindered. A more constructive mode of communication in which both hard and soft impacts of food
technology are open for debate thus seems crucial.
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1.3.

Research objective & Research question

In recognition of the above, a research project called ‘Responsible Innovation in Food Technology:
about the intricate web of soft impacts, (ir)responsibilities, and mutual lack of trust’ has been started
(Swierstra and te Molder 2008), a collaboration between researchers of the Maastricht University
and Wageningen University. The objective of this research is to identify possibilities to bring the soft
impacts of food technology into the debate, so as to ensure that at least some enter the research
agendas of both scientific and industrial experts. In order to reach the objective it is, amongst others,
necessary to gain insight in what kinds of impacts (e.g. hard vs. soft, desired vs. undesired) of food
technology are put forward by both experts and consumers.
The current paper aims to contribute to the latter and explores what (kind of) soft impacts
consumers make relevant with respect to food technologies they are faced with now and might be
faced with in the future. It will specifically focus on what interactional goals are being served by
doing so. As such, this paper aims to answer the following research question:
What (kind of) soft impacts of (future) food technologies do consumers distinguish, and what
interactional goals are such impacts designed to achieve?
Because of the increasing concern for a healthy lifestyle, and the related increase in supply of foods
with special health beneficial properties, the focus of this research is especially on impacts of
technologies aiming at (better) health. With respect to this, this thesis will pay attention to different
aspects of health, and takes the World Health Organization’s (WHO) definition for health as a starting
point, i.e.: ‘a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of
disease or infirmity’ (WHO 2012).

1.4.

Research perspective

As mentioned before, Swierstra and te Molder (forthcoming, 2011) have pointed at two ways in
which soft impacts typically emerge. First, they may come up as black-boxed concerns, which people
directly refer to in interaction. The question is then, what is their function in interaction (or i.e. what
interactional goals are such impacts designed to achieve)? Secondly, Swierstra and te Molder
(forthcoming, 2011) speak of difficult to pin down concerns, referring to those that do not explicitly
stand out in discussions on technology. Rather, these tend to manifest themselves as the
interactional goals of what people say. In this case soft impact and function thus coincide. This means
that studying consumers’ constructions of soft impacts, merits a research perspective that allows for
these functions or interactional goals to become visible. As such, this research will take on an
interactional perspective on soft impacts, rather than an individual-cognitive one.
The research question will be approached from a discursive psychological perspective. This means,
that the interest is not so much in the contents of the arguments and concerns consumers put
forward, but rather in what social actions, or interactional goals, are being achieved by doing so.
With respect to such interactional achievements, the negotiation of rights and responsibilities is
considered a particularly important aspect of expert-consumer interaction (Swierstra and te Molder
2008; Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). It is therefore especially interesting to explore
how rights and responsibilities are being distributed by making particular claims. It is important to
note here that there are two interrelated levels of responsibility. That is, claims about what others
are to be held responsible for, have implications for what one can be held accountable for oneself.
Let’s take the following claim, which could be made by a consumer, as an example: “tomatoes have
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become tasteless due to technological interference during growth”. It renders the technologist
responsible for a reduction of taste. At the same time however, this statement also implies that the
speaker can be held accountable for knowing what good tomatoes used to taste like. Both in and by
the things they say, people thus continuously ascribe themselves and others particular rights and
responsibilities (Heritage and Raymond 2005). That is, ‘the distribution of rights and responsibilities
regarding what participants can accountably know, how they know it, whether they have rights to
describe it, and in what terms, are directly implicated in organized practices of speaking’ (Heritage
and Raymond 2005 p. 16). How attributions of accountability are played out in the interaction
between food experts and consumers, is relevant because it will have its implications for how to
achieve a more constructive public dialogue (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011).

1.5.

Overview of this thesis

Chapter 2 forms the theoretical basis for this report. This chapter will look more closely at the
relationship between (food) science and the public. Over the past decades science has aimed at more
active involvement of the future users of technology. Despite public engagement initiatives,
communication with the public has been found to remain of limited quality. It will be explained how
the limited extent to which consumers’ soft concerns are taken into account is considered to
contribute to this problem. Subsequently, it will be discussed why it is necessary to improve the
current mode of communication between science and the public. To end this chapter, the need for a
discursive psychological perspective on consumers’ soft concerns regarding emerging food
technologies will be demonstrated. Chapter 3 deals with the methodological aspects of this research.
It will be discussed why group interviews were considered most feasible for data collection, as well as
how these interviews were organized around different topics and food products. Finally, this chapter
provides information on a series of practicalities, like those concerning group size, participant
recruitment, recordings, transcriptions and analysis. In chapter 4 the results of this thesis will be
presented. The three most dominant soft impacts that were identified will be discussed and
illustrated by means of fragments taken from the interviews. Finally, in chapter 5 the strengths and
limitations of this study will be addressed and its results as well as their implications are discussed.
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2. Theoretical framework

2.1.

Consumer concerns and how science responds

In a way, it could be stated that food technology anticipates on many of the wishes of the consumer
and the increasing concern for a healthy lifestyle. At the same time however, it can be questioned to
what extent consumers are really satisfied with all those new products. They may feel confronted
with certain trade-offs for the increased healthiness of foods, such as decreased naturalness or
tastiness of products. When taking on the example of the healthy crisps, the consumer may wonder
whether crisps could, or even should, actually really be healthy. Apart from that, consumers may
experience certain risks or ethical considerations, with regard to new foods and the technologies that
were applied to create them.
In recognition of such worries, investment in communication with the public has become an
increasingly important concern for the scientific community. Various authors have described and/or
discussed past and current dynamics of science-public interactions. From this literature it becomes
clear that in the past concerns about risks have received considerable attention (Macnaghten,
Kearnes et al. 2005; Wynne 2006). With respect to this, Wynne (2006) observes that a distinction has
been made between objective and subjective risks (i.e. risks as perceived by the public) of
technology. Getting controversial products (like for example GM foods) accepted by the consumer
was found problematic and has been ascribed to public distrust caused by a lack of scientific
understanding (Wynne 2001). Since the late 1990s, deliberative forms of public engagement with
science have been emphasized as a means to improve this situation (Wynne 2006; Kurath and Gisler
2009). In line with this, consumer concerns with respect to safety, health and environment, have
become recognized as important by experts and taking them into account is yet accepted as part of
so-called ‘responsible innovation’ (Swierstra and te Molder 2008).
Although there is a notable shift towards more public dialogue, Burchell, Franklin et al. (2009) show
that scientists may however experience some drawbacks to public engagement. From their
interviews with scientists it becomes clear that apart from challenging and time-consuming, public
engagement is often regarded as potentially hazardous to one’s reputation as a researcher. That is,
scientists expressed concerns that public engagement would not be perceived positively by their
scientific peers. Engaging in such practices could thus be experienced by scientists as threatening
their credibility as a researcher.
This may explain why, once public engagement initiatives are being undertaken, it has been found
hard to bring them to a high quality level. Next to questions regarding health, environment and
safety, the public may have more fundamental questions about emerging technologies, concerning
consequences that are, in contrast to risk, hard to predict. These may comprise questions about
driving human purposes, ownership, control and responsibility (Macnaghten, Kearnes et al. 2005;
Wynne 2006). Topics like these, that are beyond the scope of the risk debate, but which may be of
considerable importance to the public, are hardly being integrated. As such, it has been concluded,
that the quality of the debate remains doubtful (Macnaghten, Kearnes et al. 2005; Wynne 2006).
This lack of quality of public engagement initiatives has been illustrated by Kurath and Gisler (2009),
who analysed six projects aimed at public engagement with nanoscale sciences and
nanotechnologies. According to the authors the initiatives were characterized by a profound
boundary between science and the public as two ‘self contained, antagonistic social entities’,
hindering the desired process of mutual learning. Despite the current recognition of the need for
8

more deliberative forms of public engagement, actually bringing this into practice thus seems
problematic.

2.2.

Why does expert-citizen interaction remain problematic?

2.2.1. Explanations from science - The deficit approach
A common explanation for the problematic mode of communication between science and the public,
has been that the public just does not understand science. The presumption of a correlation between
the public’s understanding and support for science, became prevalent especially during the 1970s
and 1980s, when biotechnology was coming up. At that time, the focus of science communication
was especially on educating the ‘scientifically illiterate public’ (Kurath and Gisler 2009).
A good example of the above can be found in literature on GM foods, which shows that public
concerns are often brought into relation with irrationality and ignorance (Marris 2001; Cook, Pieri et
al. 2004). The reasoning is that, if only people would understand science better, this would take away
their concerns, leading them to accept the technologies. Consequently, it is argued that mere
education could solve the current problems (Marris 2001). As such, there would be no need for
scientists to engage with public concerns, which are based on subjectivity and emotion only, and
actually difficult to deal with in a scientific manner. The solution would be for the public just to learn
to judge technologies objectively, like scientists do.
This line of reasoning, also referred to as deficit approach, departs from the following assumptions:
(1) For lay people to be able to make an argued judgment about a technology they should be
knowledgeable about the issue, and (2) knowledge increases acceptance (Miller in Hisschemoller and
Midden 1999). Over the years, this theory has become disproved. That is, in case of highly complex
issues of science and technology, increased knowledge has actually been found to be leading to less
positive attitudes towards science and technology (National Science Board in Hisschemoller and
Midden 1999). There is for example evidence that more knowledge with respect to GM, makes
people even more sceptical about the technology (Marin and Tait, and Gaskell et al. in Marris 2001).
Moreover, it is questionable whether increased literacy would take away the controversies people
experience (Marris 2001). After all, how people may judge a technology, depends on much more
considerations than those reflected in technical knowledge.
Apart from that, such a perspective taken by experts is also argued to be very much biased, in the
sense that it is one-sided. By attributing non-acceptance and distrust merely to ignorance of the
public, the problem is placed with the public, and as such scientists do not have to take a look at their
part in the story (Wynne 2001; Wynne 2006). Wynne (2001; 2006) explains that scientists in this way
manage to evade self-reflexivity. Putting the problem with the consumer, implies that also the
solution should be sought with the consumer. However, as Wynne (2006) explains, trust is not
something one can enforce, ‘the only thing which one can expect to control, and take responsibility
for is one’s own trustworthiness’ (p. 220). Wynne (2006), therefore suggests science to become more
self-aware, and reflexive on its own assumptions of what science is about.
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2.2.2. Which topics make it to the debate - Hard vs. soft impacts
As mentioned above, the idea that mere education would not suffice to solve the problem of public
distrust seems to have become generally accepted, and more deliberative forms of public
engagement with science have been suggested as a solution (Wynne 2006; Kurath and Gisler 2009).
In relation to this recent recognition of the need for a more constructive mode of communication
between science and the public, Petts and Brooks (2006) studied the challenges for public
participation in environmental decision making process from the experts’ point of view. More
specifically, they studied expert conceptualizations of the value of public knowledge in these
processes. Their results however show that also in their field, the deficit model of lay knowledge is
still present, and misunderstanding of the public is regarded as an obstacle to a more proactive
engagement of the public. The authors discuss that experts may actually feel uncomfortable to
engage with the public’s concerns, because this could be experienced as threatening their expert
credibility. The issues brought forward by the public may in a way be regarded as questioning the
experts’ scientific knowledge. Moreover, they are often not suitable to consider in a scientific,
objective and quantitative manner, and are therefore difficult for scientists to engage with. As a
consequence, not all topics will equally gain access to the discussion.
As the recognition of the importance of public engagement with science has grown considerably over
the past decade, a lack of debate between experts and consumers thus does not seem to be so much
of a problem. Rather, the problem seems to be in which topics do, and which topics do not enter this
debate. While some public concerns regarding technologies may be taken up by experts, others
easily seem to get removed from the topical agenda. In relation to this, Swierstra and te Molder
(2008) distinguish between hard and soft impacts. The ‘hardness’ of impacts is determined by three
criteria: (1) the objectivity of the values involved, (2) the extent to which the impact is quantifiable,
and (3) the presence of a clear causal link (Swierstra 2010; Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming,
2011).
Impacts that score high on these criteria, are considered hard impacts. They comprise the concrete
consequences of technologies, such as those regarding health, environment and safety. They
generally involve some kind of indisputable harm that can be directly linked to the technology. As
these concerns are rather concrete and often measurable, they are relatively easy to handle for
natural scientists (Swierstra 2010; Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011).
However, when it comes to concerns about the less tangible consequences of food technology (e.g.
concerns about the naturalness of a food product or the impact it will have on culinary tradition),
that score low on the three criteria, the situation becomes more problematic. Swierstra and te
Molder (2008) label these impacts that refer to culture, morals and politics, as soft impacts. Such
impacts cannot be directly linked to the technology. This category comprises more controversial
issues. As they are related to human behaviour and perception, these impacts are disputable and can
be difficult to grasp. As such, they have been found difficult to be integrated in scientific debates. As
Wynne (2001) explains, they are generally regarded by experts as too subjective; based on emotions
rather than facts. As such experts find it difficult and undesirable to take them into account in their
research. Moreover, they may not regard it as their responsibility to deal with them. After all, it is
their job to deliver a good product. Soft impacts could be seen as scientifically indefinable, and may
therefore be regarded as a private matter, to be resolved by market mechanisms only after the
technologist has finished his job (Wynne 2001).
Important to note with respect to this, is that the distinction between hard and soft impacts is
however not as straightforward as it may seem at first sight. As mentioned above, health for example
can be regarded as a hard impact. However, when taking a closer look, it is important to notice that
this concept can have different meanings for different people, most notably for experts and
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consumers. Taking a scientific, biomedical perspective, health is something that can be clearly
defined and assessed. As such, it can be taken into consideration by experts in their research. From
this perspective, health is often brought into relation with the intake of nutrients. However, the way
in which consumers define what is healthy, may be a lot different. First of all, they may for example
not think in terms of healthy nutrients, but rather in terms of healthy products. Moreover, what is
suggested to be healthy by experts, may clash with other values consumers have. Nowadays,
healthiness is for example often brought into relation with naturalness. Many functional foods that
are on the market, may however be regarded as very much ‘artificial’ and thus ‘unnatural’, which
may clash with the consumer’s view on healthiness. There may thus be quite some tension between
hard and soft impacts, and the line between the two is not always that clear cut.

2.3.

Why attempt to improve the dialogue between food experts and consumers?

Why is the current mode of interaction between science and society with respect to innovations in
food technology problematic? According to Wynne (2001), by refusing to deal with the public’s
concerns, science actually denies the legitimacy of these concerns. As he explains, the assumption is
being made by science that ‘expert knowledge is grounded in reality whereas lay knowledge and
attitudes are politically real but intellectually unreal’ (Wynne 2001 p. 452). According to Wynne, the
public’s aversion to certain technologies is therefore most likely not just a response to the
technologies as such, but as much a response to how science has portrayed the public.
In line with this, Davies and Macnaghten (2010), who studied public’s moral concerns with respect to
nanotechnologies, talk of narratives of mastery and resistance. The first referring to narratives that
‘blame ignorance and privilege scientific knowledge’, the second referring to a public response to the
first. As such the authors argue, ethical concerns expressed by the public cannot be understood in
isolation, but should be considered as a response to the dominant scientific narratives.
Veen, Gremmen et al. (2010) also emphasize that people’s responses to new technologies are to a
large extent determined by such socio-interactional factors. The way science communicates its
technologies may carry implicit assumptions about the public, that may in turn lead to resistance of
the proposed technology by the public. To illustrate this, Veen, Gremmen et al. (2010) discuss a case
in which celiac disease patients apparent non-acceptance of a proposed pill that would neutralize
gluten, turned out to be not necessarily a response to the innovation as such, but primarily a
response to the way the pill was communicated to them.
Veen, Gremmen et al. (2010) therefore emphasize the need to understand consumer’s responses to
new technologies ‘not from a technology-oriented perspective, but on their own terms’ (p. 2). Soft
impacts of technologies that consumers foresee in their everyday lives, such as how using a product
fits with one’s self-image, may not directly seem to be related to the technology itself, but do play an
important role in how people respond to it (Veen, Gremmen et al. 2010). From this perspective, it
can be stated that the restricted room for debate around the soft impacts of technologies is likely to
increasingly contribute to friction between scientists and the public. It seems that it is not only the
scientist that experiences a lack of scientific understanding by the public, also the public may feel
misunderstood by science.
Consequently, what may originally have started with largely invisible, not necessarily negative,
consumer concerns, may turn to considerable irritations and discontent (Swierstra and te Molder
forthcoming, 2011). In the end, this may affect consumers’ trust in science and technologists. The
latter also seems to be reflected in current initiatives and social movements that try to counter
further expansion of the food industry. Such initiatives, like the Slow Food Movement, have
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emphasized the need for transparency of the food chain and have advocated for sustainable, locally
produced, non-processed foods. Interestingly, Blue (2010) has emphasized the importance of taking
such public responses seriously. Since, she argues, food consumption is in fact in itself an invisible
form of public engagement. By shopping and eating consumers negotiate issues such as risks and
safety of foods. In the end, they are the ones to decide ‘what they let into their bodies’(Blue 2010
p.148).
It is important to make not only these, but also the softer concerns consumers have debatable. As
explained above, not taking the public’s soft concerns seriously and focusing on risk communication
only, has been argued to work out counterproductive on public trust. The problematic relationship
between science and the public may in turn impede technology development (Wynne 2001 in
Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). Besides that, it could be argued that whenever there
are soft impacts of technology many consumers worry about, these deserve to be open for
discussion, if only for democratic reasons (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011).
Swierstra and te Molder (forthcoming, 2011) emphasize that this does not simply mean that experts
need to accept them as correct, and subsequently act upon them. Rather, questions concerning the
validity of such concerns as well as the feasibility to act upon them, need to become debatable.
Opening up the debate with respect to these issues, would increase the quality of the debate itself as
well as the technologies to be developed (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). That is, the
debate itself would become more positive, as it would allow the current focus on harm-avoidance, to
be turned into one of goal-setting (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). Broadening the
scope of the debate would in turn allow experts to anticipate on a much wider range of potential
impacts, resulting in better technologies.

2.4.

Towards a discursive psychological perspective on soft concerns

This thesis aims to gain insight in the (kinds of) soft impacts of food technology consumers make
relevant, and to what social purposes. When we want to understand people’s responses to new
technologies, and as such the opinions they present, it is important to be aware that these opinions
are being produced in interaction and are context dependent (Myers 2004). Davies (2010) as well as
Veen, Gremmen et al. (2010) therefore propose, that in order to understand (prospective)
consumer’s reactions to new technologies, the interactional contexts in which these reactions are
brought forward should be studied. This implies that an interactional perspective needs to be taken.
This section will highlight why discursive psychology (DP) is considered to provide an especially
suitable perspective for this thesis. After an introduction with the starting points of DP, two
specifically dominant soft concerns in relation to technology will be discussed, so as to illustrate the
relevance of a DP take on such impacts. As mentioned before, there are two ways in which soft
impacts tend to manifest themselves in interaction. That is, they may either be explicitly referred to
or may only be implicitly available as the interactional goals of what people say (Swierstra and te
Molder forthcoming, 2011). Of both instances will be given an example.

2.4.1. Starting points of discursive psychology
Opinions only get meaning through the exchange with other people (Myers 2004). That is, they are
being produced in interaction and are context dependent. This means that studying opinions in
isolation becomes problematic. The arguments or opinions people bring forward, may differ from
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situation to situation, as they serve to accomplish particular social goals (e.g. managing the identity
of a conscious consumer) (Veen, Gremmen et al. 2010). Why is it, for example, that in some cases
consumers just buy and eat products without actually knowing where they are coming from, while in
other cases they express so much worries about the lack of transparency about the food chain?
DP aims to gain answers to such questions, by studying the way in which people use their talk in
interaction. It investigates how psychological categories, such as attitudes and identities are
managed in discourse (Sneijder 2006). The interest is in direct, but especially in indirect ways in
which this happens (Aarts and van Woerkum 2008). Rather than to treat talk as reflecting what
people really think or feel, the aim is thus to make visible what people do with their talk, in terms of
accomplishing social and interactional goals (Potter and Wetherell 1987 in Veen, Gremmen et al.
2010).
DP departs from three main characteristics of discourse. First of all, discourse is constructed (Edwards
and Potter 2001). Since it is impossible to fully describe reality as it is, we will always be selective in
our descriptions. Different constructions however lead to different versions (Aarts and van Woerkum
2008) (Potter 1996a; te Molder 2008). For this reason language appears to be far from neutral.
Construction plays a role at two levels. First, there is the way our talk is constructed from words.
Second, there is the way our talk situates versions of reality. Talk is thus both constructed and
constructive (Edwards and Potter 2001; Potter 2004).
Secondly, discourse is action-oriented, which refers to the notion that people do things with their talk
(Edwards and Potter 2001). Which version we choose depends on what we want to do with it at a
particular situation (te Molder 2008). This is where the focus is on in DP. Rather than to assume
utterances to be reflecting underlying mental structures, the interest is in the actions people perform
with their talk. Some examples of important actions people perform with language are dealing with
stake or interest, building identities and dealing with issues of agency and responsibility (te Molder
2008). As I will go deeper into in section 2.4.3, people may for example construct naturalness as a
highly valued characteristic of food that is impossible to unite with current trends in food technology.
It is then interesting to find out what purpose is being served by doing so, i.e. which social action is
being performed.
Finally, discourse is situated, which refers to the fact that discourse is always part of an interactional
context. The way talk is embedded in sequences of interaction, subsequently affects its course. In
other words, talk is oriented to its sequential position and setting (Edwards and Potter 2001).

2.4.2. Identity – A difficult to pin down concern
Technologies may have impacts on consumers’ everyday lives that may not directly seem to be
related to the technology itself, but do play an important role in how people respond to it (Veen,
Gremmen et al. 2010). The fact that using a particular product may or may not fit one’s self-image
has been provided as an example of such an, at first sight invisible, soft impact of technology. Several
cases in other fields than food technology, indeed show that identity issues may affect the
acceptance of new technologies.
The problematic uptake of cochlear implants by the deaf community provides an example. The
cochlear implant is an electronic device, with which some totally deaf people can be provided with a
form of hearing (Blume 1999). Despite great enthusiasm of the scientific community towards the
device, deaf people have been shown to be very sceptical about it. Blume (1999 p. 1263) explains
that ‘deaf people have created a distinctive way of life, a community, with its own structures,
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institutions, norms and values’. The author illustrates how choosing for cochlear implantation, would
imply that one would no longer belong to this specific community, and has even been described as
abandoning one’s identity as a deaf person. At the same time, it is questionable whether after
cochlear implementation an ‘ex-deaf person’, would ever become to experience a true sense of
belonging to the hearing community. A technology that at first sight for outsiders may seem to
provide a perfect solution, will thus not necessarily be received as such by the public when identity
becomes at issue.
Another example of the delicacy of issues of identity when introducing new technologies, is being
shown by Oudshoorn (1999) in her article on hormonal contraceptive injection for men. The author
discusses that the scientific discourses and discourses in the popular press with respect to this
technology, have been extremely divergent in the way they depicted prospective users. In the
scientific press male users were presented as responsible and caring men, committed to share
responsibility for family planning. This representation conflicts with the dominant cultural
representations of men, and has been shown to be contested by the popular press. That is, here men
were described as unreliable and disinterested towards contraception. At the same time,
descriptions in the media contested prevailing representations of men as being brave, by portraying
men as oversensitive to pain and therefore unwilling to take the injections. For men to choose for
hormonal contraceptive, may imply a reconsideration of their perspective on masculinity in general,
and more specifically of their idea of the kind of man they consider themselves to be. Although such
concerns may not be the ones that become prominent when asking men about their willingness to
choose for hormonal contraceptive, they may be the backdrop when they are not willing to. Taking
such issues into account thus seems inevitable when developing and communicating new
technologies.
Identity issues are likely to also play a role when it comes to food and food technologies. According
to Lupton (1996), food and eating practices are central to our sense of the self. Our food choices are
part of how we present ourselves to other people (Conner and Armitage 2002 in Lupton 1996;
Sneijder and te Molder 2009). A person’s food choices may tell something about for example this
person’s degree of self-control, knowledge of nutrition or commitment to bodily health (Lupton
1996). Thus, by making particular choices with respect to their food, people may construct a certain
identity, such as that of an environmentally conscious or a health conscious consumer. At the same
time, people may construct certain identities to serve social purposes, such as accounting for
particular eating behaviours. As Sneijder (2006 p.17) illustrates: ‘They may, for instance, present
themselves as a vegetarian in order to express their commitment to animal welfare, while at the
same time draw on the identity of a responsible human being who looks after their own health to
account for meat-eating’.
As the above makes clear, identity is a rather difficult to pin down soft concern, which therefore runs
the risk to be overlooked when introducing new technologies. It is the type of soft concern, which
tends to ‘emerge from rather than stand out in discussions about new technologies’ (Swierstra and te
Molder forthcoming, 2011 p.1055). That is, impacts on identity are unlikely to be directly put forward
as arguments. Rather, concerns regarding identity tend to manifest themselves as interactional
concerns. They often only become visible through the interactional goals of what people say.
This is however not the only reason why this soft impact merits an interactional approach. DP has
highlighted an important feature of identities: they can be looked at as both an achievement and a
tool. This means that identities are not considered as fixed, but as being established in interaction.
They are associated with particular behaviours or so-called category bound activities (Sacks 1992 in
Sneijder and te Molder 2006), which speakers may draw upon in order to work up their membership
to a particular category.

14

At the same time, identities may be treated as providing certain entitlements. That is, they bring
along certain rights and responsibilities (Heritage and Raymond 2005). Consumer’s may, for example,
be considered entitled to make judgments about good and bad taste, while food technologists may
claim epistemic access to the technicalities involved in achieving a certain taste. Identities thus go
together with specific kinds of expertise.
Since identities are continuously being negotiated, so are their accompanying rights and
responsibilities to speak (Heritage and Raymond 2005). Myers (2004) therefore argues for an
interactional perspective on expertise. Rather than to treat expertise as ‘out there’, he contends for
expertise to be treated as ‘entitlement to speak’. In this light, expertise is no longer something fixed,
but becomes negotiable and to be worked up in interaction. This has implications for
conceptualizations as ‘expert-lay communication’, since it means that expertise is no longer being
reserved for scientists only. The term ‘layman’ entails the absence of expertise in a particular
domain, and thereby a denial of the right to speak about it. Consumers may however claim epistemic
access to their own sources of expertise, and also the rights to speak about certain technical aspects
of food may be negotiated. The notion that identities are essentially bound up with entitlement to
speak, is thus of crucial importance for this thesis. That is, identity can be expected to be an
important soft concern in the face of some food technologies. And, as mentioned earlier, the
negotiation of rights and responsibilities regarding the impacts of emerging food technologies is
considered a particularly important aspect of expert-consumer interaction.

2.4.3. Naturalness – A classical black-boxed concern
As already briefly mentioned, consumers and scientists may hold different views on healthiness. The
increased interest in organically produced and non-processed foods, seems to reflect a growing
concern for naturalness of food products among consumers. With respect to this, Lupton (1996)
mentions the use of oppositions, such as natural and artificial, and non-processed and processed, to
define ‘good’ (healthy) and ‘bad’ (unhealthy) food. Naturalness seems to be a common standard for
the healthiness of products. O’Key and Hugh-Jones (2010), who studied maternal accounts of
(mis)trust of healthy eating information, indeed noted the prominence of occasions at which
participants brought naturalness of food products in relation to health and depicted contemporary
foods as risky. Well-known examples of such concerns, are those about artificial colouring agents and
artificial sweeteners. Food industry anticipates on these kind of concerns by mitigating the
technological processes involved in food production in their marketing strategies, such as by claiming
naturalness of ingredients (Blue 2010).
Naturalness has been pointed at as a typical black-boxed concern in discussions on food technology
(Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). It is a concern that consumers may directly refer to,
making it relatively easy to identify in comparison to those impacts that emerge as interactional
concerns. Still, it remains equally interesting to address from an interactional perspective.
Public concerns with respect to naturalness and technologies have already received some attention
in literature, among which are attempts to identify where people draw the line between which food
transformations they consider natural and which not (for an example see Rozin 2005). The latter
question, about where consumers draw this line, has been seen as especially relevant to the field of
GM, and has for example been studied by Marris, Wynne et al. (2001). Surprisingly however, this
research revealed that consumers depicted both GM techniques and conventional methods as
unnatural. Although it is interesting to find out how consumers distinguish between which
technologies they find natural and which not, it might however be even more interesting to uncover
the reasons why consumers express to attach so much value to naturalness of foods.
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A possible explanation could be, that in times at which health messages are abundant and often
contradictory, people may simply look for their own standards to make sense of what is healthy.
Naturalness is a concept which people can relatively easily relate to, and as such it may provide a
standard for health that is both comprehensible and manageable.
Swierstra, Boenink et al. (2009) also mention the possibility that people simply do not want
everything to be under human control, as this implies a need for decisions to be made. Until recently,
nature has been the one aspect of life, people were not able to exert much control over. It has been
something simply happening to people. Due to technological developments the world around us
becomes more and more controllable. The idea that even nature is no longer beyond our control
suggests however, that decisions need to be made, about how we want to handle it. The desire for
naturalness, might thus in way reflect a certain reluctance to consider and make decisions about
everything in life. Studying how naturalness is being put forward in interaction, may help gaining
more insight in such underlying difficult to pin down concerns.
Finally, it is important to note that the question what naturalness actually entails remains largely
unanswered, due to the way it is currently being treated by both experts and consumers. Swierstra
and te Molder (forthcoming, 2011) show that experts tend to label the concern for naturalness as
invalid, and treat it as a private citizen concern that needs no further explanation. As such
naturalness easily gets removed from the topical agenda, and its definition remains unavailable for
discussion. Until now, also consumers themselves hardly seem to address the question of what they
actually mean by natural food. A DP perspective on naturalness, allows for a better understanding of
how and to what purposes naturalness is currently being put forward by consumers. Such an
understanding in turn may help to gain insight in the conditions that need to be set, for its definition
to be opened up for debate.
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3. Methods and Materials

3.1.

Group interviews as a data gathering method

To answer the research question, consumers’ talk about the (soft) impacts of (future) food
technologies was studied. It was aimed to obtain data that would be as naturalistic as possible. In this
way, most relevant insight could be gained in the way consumers themselves express themselves
with regard to this topic, rather than only studying the researcher’s vocabulary. Group interviews
were chosen as a means to collect the data. In comparison to an interview with one single
participant, group interviews have the advantage that they provide insight in the interaction taking
place between the participants themselves, and how they together construct a response (Baxter and
Babbie 2004).

3.2.

Interview setup

3.2.1. Structure of the interview
The interview consisted of three different phases. First participants were asked to explain about their
current food practices. Secondly, questions were asked that focused on what expectations they had
with respect to the future of food and food technology. During the third phase of the interview, the
participants were asked specifically about different food products, that were presented to them on
the table or on small cards and posters (the latter in case products were not available). For this last
phase, a distinction was made between three categories of foods, each focusing on a different health
aspect. This was done in line with the WHO’s definition for health, capturing both its physical and
mental aspects as well as the notion of well-being (WHO 2012). The categories comprised, foods for
(1) weight control, (2) mental performance and (3) emotional wellbeing. For each category,
participants were first asked about and presented with more familiar products, which they could
easily relate to. Light products were for example considered as common products that are being used
for weight control, while coffee and energy drinks were considered to be generally accepted foods to
increase mental performance. After having talked about these rather familiar products, that are
already part of many people’s current food practices, participants were presented with one or more
food products belonging to the same category, but based on more advanced technologies. These
included some that are not (yet) available on the Dutch market.
As has also been emphasized by Komduur and te Molder (Submitted for publication) reflecting on
future technologies may be difficult, since the immediacy of discussing issues that might take place in
the future may not be self-evident. People may just not have their ideas on these topics readily
available. Therefore, the interviews were designed to gradually move from participants’ current
customs and perspectives, towards their perspectives on the future of food. Moreover, also the
decision to put real food products on the table in the third phase of the interview, was made to make
the discussion more actual to the participants.
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3.2.2. Semi-structured questionnaire
In order to facilitate a group discussion, a semi-structured questionnaire was used (see Appendix A),
guiding the facilitators and participants through the three phases as described above. Since the aim
was to study what arguments participants themselves would bring forward, it was considered
important for the facilitators to avoid steering in the direction of certain soft impacts (as foreseen by
the researcher). Therefore, most of the questions that were used asked participants to give
descriptions (for example of their eating practices). The idea is that when giving these descriptions,
participants will indirectly also construct evaluations (Puchta and Potter 2004). Asking for
descriptions has the advantage that it provides the participants room to introduce all kinds of
impacts (e.g. hard/soft, desirable/undesirable, etc.) to the discussion.
People may however not always feel secure about giving accurate descriptions. As such, they may
claim to have insufficient knowledge to answer the question (Puchta and Potter 2004). From this
respect, opinions are easier for participants to provide, since they do not require very specific
knowledge and cannot really be right or wrong. In other words, opinions are, at least to some extent,
personal and every person is entitled to have their own opinion (Myers 2004). In addition to the
questions for descriptions, therefore also some questions for opinions were included, since the two
are considered to complement one another (Puchta and Potter 2004).

3.2.3. Food products on the table
In order to make the discussion about food and food technologies more actual for the participants,
real food products were put on the table during the third phase of the interview. In addition, the
participants were provided with pictures of products that were not readily available. For each of the
three categories (i.e. weight control, mental performance, and emotional well-being) several
products were chosen, ranging from more familiar ones to products which were considered by the
researchers as more advanced in their technologies and therefore presumably more controversial to
the participants. It was decided that the latter, more advanced products, should be products
expected to stimulate debate as they:




could be expected to call up controversies
could be expected to be associated with conflicting values (e.g. hard vs. soft impacts that
are/seem irreconcilable)
included a health component that could be expected to be debatable with respect to the
different ways in which health can be constructed (e.g. taking a biomedical perspective vs.
taking naturalness as a standard for healthiness)

The products were chosen in consultation with food technologist Prof. Harry Gruppen. Below both a
description and a motivation is given for the product(s) chosen in each category.

3.2.3.1 Weight control
The first food item selected for the category of weight control is the appetite suppressing dairy
product Optimel Control. It works by inducing a feeling of satiety, which refers to the feeling of being
full after a meal (Geissler and Powers 2005). As such, the drink is marketed as a product that ‘helps
to eat less’. The active ingredient is Fabuless. This concept is based on an oil-in-water emulsion,
containing oil droplets, that consist of both palm and oat oil. The oat oil is believed to hinder the
digestion of the palm oil in the stomach. As a consequence the palm oil will enter the small intestine.
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Availability of the undigested fat at the end of the small intestine, signals the body that there is
enough food. As such, a feeling of hunger, that usually occurs a
couple of hours after a meal, will be suppressed (DSM ca. 2010).
Anticipating on concerns that could become at play when presented
with this product, identity issues are quite likely to play a role. This
drink is designed to improve physical health by helping the consumer
to cope with one of our major imperfections as human beings. That
is, it anticipates on our lack of self-discipline when it comes to the
consumption of food. The question here is: what does consuming
such a product then tell about you?
On the one hand the consumption of this product could be taken as very favourable, as it shows
one’s efforts to eat healthy and to be ‘a good person’. Pajari, Jallinoja et al. (2006), who studied the
negotiation over self-control and activity among Finnish middle-aged and older unemployed, indeed
conclude that the norm of responsibility for health seems to be strong. Also in a Dutch study on how
consumers themselves make sense of healthy eating, participants were found to construct healthful
eating as important, as well as self-evident (Bouwman, te Molder et al. 2009).
However, through the pursuit of health, and specifically eating practices (Lupton 1996), people
express virtues such as willpower and self-control (Petersen and Lupton in Pajari, Jallinoja et al.
2006). From this perspective, the use of an appetite suppressing drink becomes problematic, as by
doing so one would actually admit to lack this highly valued willpower and self-control. Pajari,
Jallinoja et al. (2006) identified different interpretive repertoires for the construction of responsibility
for health. One of these actually rejected the ideal for a healthy lifestyle because of its rigidity, and
instead focused on pleasure and enjoyment as essential to a satisfactory life. Still, pleasure seeking
was always constructed as a behaviour one is in control of. Admitting to be in lack of such control,
and to be in need of an appetite suppressing product, may thus be problematic.

A second item chosen in the category of weight control is the calorie
burning soft drink Enviga. It is a beverage that contains both the antioxidant EGCG from green tea, as well as caffeine, a combination of
compounds that is believed to have a stimulating effect on the burning of
calories by the body (Enviga 2009b). There is evidence that green tea
components are able to interfere with a bodily enzyme that inhibits
thermogenesis, the production of heat by the body at the cost of energy. As
such, green tea is considered to increase thermogenesis, and as a
consequence energy expenditure of the body (Dulloo, Duret et al. 1999).
The product is marketed as a drink with negative calories, as by drinking it,
you burn more calories than you consume (Enviga 2009a).
Several discourse analytic studies have indicated consumer’s tendency to construct living healthily as
self-evident, yet something to be relaxed about. With respect to this Bouwman, te Molder et al.
(2009) explain that people tend to distance themselves from so-called ‘healthfreakiness’. Pajari,
Jallinoja et al. (2006 p. 2609) describe a balancing so as to ‘avoid both the extreme of rigidity and the
extreme of carelessness’. Taking this into account, new technologies like Enviga, aiming to facilitate
the pursuit of a healthy body weight, could thus work out in two ways. On the one hand reaching for
such a product could be regarded as indicative of an almost obsessive desire to control one’s weight
(taking every possible option). On the other hand, the product could also be seen as a very easy,
even effortless, way to compensate for preceding pleasurable, less healthy eating behaviour. In their
article Bouwman, te Molder et al. (2009) indeed found that participants presented compensating for
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unhealthy eating behaviour as an ordinary thing to do. Moreover, it was constructed as something
that can be done easily by using certain products. Enviga seems to provide a way to compensate
without restricting oneself from pleasure (i.e. a way to compensate while staying relaxed about it).

3.2.3.2

Mental performance

Blue Band Idee! is a margarine with B-vitamins and fish oils for the
brain. It contains omega-3 fatty acids alpha-linolenic acid (ALA) and
decosahexaenoic acid (DHA), derived from sardine and anchovy
(BlueBand ca. 2010). DHA is considered to be an important building
block of the cells in the brain, and is considered crucial for brain
development of the infant taking place during pregnancy (Singh 2005).
Apart from omega-3 fatty acids, Blue Band Idee! also contains several
B vitamins (Vitamin B1, B6, B12 and folic acid) (BlueBand ca. 2010),
which are also considered to play a role in the brain (e.g. with respect to the maintenance of, or
processes in, nerve cells) (Whitney and Rolfes 2005).
DHA can be made by the body from ALA, an essential fatty acid which can only be obtained through
diet (Whitney and Rolfes 2005). It is available in for example rapeseed and linseed oil. It is not clear
yet, whether the amounts of DHA that can be produced by the body are sufficient. It is therefore
recommended to obtain also DHA directly through diet. A sufficient amount can be achieved by
eating fish two times a week, of which at least once a week this should be so-called fatty fish, like
salmon, mackerel or herring (Voedingscentrum 2008). Blue Band Idee! claims to be an adequate
supplement for people that do not reach the recommendations with respect to the intake of fish
(BlueBand ca. 2010). It is promoted as a margarine containing important nutrients for the brain. With
respect to this, Blue Band distinguishes between nutrients as building blocks for the brain (especially
DHA) and nutrients playing a role in the transfer of information within the brain (BlueBand ca. 2010).
Rather than to help us deal with our apparent imperfections hindering the achievement of good
health, this product suggests to add to a good health that has already been established, a principle
that is also referred to as human enhancement. The product is not that much focused on improving
the bodily functions of individuals that are currently being less healthy. Rather it is aimed at bringing
the health of our brain to an even higher, superior level. One may wonder however whether it is
possible to enhance such a complex and clever system as our brain. After all, it has taken ages for our
brains to evolve to what they are today. With respect to this particular product, there may thus also
be ethical questions involved with respect to whether we should actually be willing to get involved
with, or even manipulate, what nature has given us (Bostrom and Sandberg 2007).

3.2.3.3

Emotional well-being

This anti-stress chocolate has been selected as a product aimed at
emotional well-being. This chocolate is claimed to have a destressing
effect, because of its fortification with the neurotransmitter ƴaminobutyric acid (GABA). A neurotransmitter is a chemical regulator in
the nervous system, which plays an important role in the transfer of
signals from nerve cell to nerve cell. Both excitatory and inhibitory
neurotransmitters exists. That is, neurotransmitters can either stimulate
or inhibit the activation of nerve cells. GABA is an important inhibitory neurotransmitter in the brain
(Fox 2006), that has been found to reduce psychological stress in humans (Abdou et al. 2006 in
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Nakamura, Takishima et al. 2009). Cacao, one of the main ingredients of chocolate, contains GABA
(Stark et al. 2006 in Nakamura, Takishima et al. 2009). However, the amount of GABA naturally
available in chocolate is only limited, therefore a stress-reducing effect is not likely to occur
(Nakamura, Takishima et al. 2009). Based on the above Glico Foods, a Japanese food corporation, has
introduced a series of GABA fortified chocolates to the market (Glico ca. 2010).
Feeling happy and relaxed is an important aspect of well-being that is, however, sometimes difficult
to achieve in today’s hasty society. In this sense, this product may thus be very much appealing to
the consumer. However, the supposed health beneficial ingredient of the food product, GABA, is one
that most people are probably not familiar with. It may be difficult to comprehend how this
compound could interfere with processes within our body, and as such could make you feel better.
The unfamiliarity with this principle, and therefore its intangibility, might be experienced as rather
scary. Apart from that, people may not that easily admit to feel stressed or unhappy. In
contemporary society mental health appears to be a sensitive issue. It is therefore that stigma and
discrimination are points of particular attention of the World Health Organization (Rutz 2001).
Mental stress may still be too much of a taboo, which may be of influence on the acceptance of
products like these.

3.3.

Group size, facilitation, duration and location

Three group interviews were held, each among 6 participants. This group size was chosen in order for
the group to be small enough for every person to be able to contribute to the conversation, and at
the same time to be as much as possible a varied sample of people (Kitzinger 1995; Baxter and
Babbie 2004). The interviews were guided by two facilitators (the researcher/author of this thesis
and a second facilitator). Each of the interviews lasted for approximately two hours, including an
introduction, small break and closing. This means that in the end, each of the interviews provided
between 1,5 and 2 effective hours of data. The interviews were held at the Wageningen University.

3.4.

Participant recruitment

Recruitment of participants was contracted out to a recruiting agency. To ensure the variety of the
group, gender, age and socio-economic status (SES) were taken into account. In each group the ratio
of men and women was 1:1. Participants were chosen from the working population, aged 18-65. In
order to reflect society to some extent, the group was mixed with respect to the SES. However, to
facilitate the conversation between the participants extremes were avoided. As this research focused
especially on the consumer point of view, overrepresentation of persons having an educational
background or profession closely linked to the topic of food engineering was avoided. The
interviewees received a fee for their participation and signed informed consent for the use of audio
and video material for further research.

3.5.

Recordings and transcriptions

The conversations were recorded and afterwards transcribed, in order to facilitate the analysis. Both
audio and video material were collected. The latter to enable a check on ‘who said what’ and to
possibly also take into account the non-verbal signals of participants and facilitators.
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Transcription was done first at word-level accuracy. Subsequently, after initial analysis of the
material, relevant sections were transcribed in more detail. This was done according to the
Jeffersonian transcription method (See Appendix B for the key to transcription (Jefferson 2004)),
because this method allows to capture the social nature and joint construction of issues by both the
participants and the interviewer (Potter and Hepburn 2005). Moreover, this method enables the
researcher to refer to specific elements of the talk when making claims about it, rather than making
global observations (Potter and Hepburn 2005). The data presented in this report has been
anonymised by changing the names of the participants.

3.6.

Analysis

3.6.1. Analytical perspective
This thesis aims to gain insight into the (kind of) soft impacts consumers make relevant with respect
to food technologies they are faced with now and might be faced with in the future. Its focus is
specifically on what social actions are being achieved by doing so. In addition, it is known that soft
impacts are not always directly available in talk, but often manifest themselves as interactional goals
of what people say (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). Therefore a discourse analytic
perspective was taken in order to reveal such social actions or interactional goals. As such, an
important question to be addressed during the analysis was:
What major social actions are being performed by consumers while discussing (future) food
technologies?
In order to answer this question the data were analysed according to the three rules of the thumb for
discourse analysis (te Molder 2008; Bouwman, te Molder et al. 2009):
1. Look at the uptake of what is being said by the conversation partners: Important for
discursive psychology is that actions are most often implicit. They mainly derive meaning if
the interpretation of the conversation partner(s) is as such (Aarts and van Woerkum 2008).
This principle is very important in analysing discourse, as the understanding displayed by coparticipants in subsequent turns will provide guidance for the researcher. This particular
approach is known as the next turn proof procedure (te Molder 2008). In addition, because it
is so important to analyse subsequent turns in relation to each other, not only should the
participants’ inputs be analysed in relation to each other, but also in relation to what has
been said by the facilitator(s) (Potter and Hepburn 2005).
2. Look at what is being denied or countered by talking in a particular way: This is related to the
concept of rhetoric. Discursive psychology emphasizes that the meaning of what is being
said, is dependent on the contrast with what is not being said (te Molder 2008). Giving a
particular evaluation always goes with undermining an opposite version. Using a specific
version may therefore function to deny or counter a real or potential alternative version
(Edwards and Potter 2001). In this way the rhetorical principle is thus associated with the
principle of action, as it may be used to find out what the effect is of using a particular
version (te Molder 2008; Sneijder and te Molder 2009). The researcher can also replace a
particular utterance by an alternative description, to find out what the effect is of using a
specific version.
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3. Identify variation in utterances regarding the same phenomenon: what action is being
performed by using a particular version in comparison to another one?

3.6.2. Selection procedures
Doing an explorative study on almost six hours of interview talk, simply too many interesting
observations could be made for all of them to be studied in detail within the scope of this thesis. It
was therefore considered necessary to at some points make a selection.
The analysis started with global observations of the entire data corpus transcribed at word-level
accuracy. During this phase, recurring keywords (e.g. naturalness) and themes (e.g. reasons to
buy/try a product) were identified from the participants’ talk. Subsequently, all fragments of talk
which contained a certain keyword or were related to a certain theme, were gathered together in socalled collections. Each of the fragments within these collections were then analysed taking a
discourse analytic perspective (i.e. it was looked at what social actions were being performed by the
participants). After that, the analyses of fragments within one collection were compared, in order to
determine whether a pattern could be identified. The analyses of the collection of fragments in
which participants brought forward their reasons for buying certain products, for example, indicated
such a pattern. That is, in many of the fragments these reasons were found to underscore
participants’ autonomy in food choice. After patterns like these had been identified, it was chosen to
focus further analysis on those patterns that were most dominant with respect to the way
participants evaluated the foods they were presented with. Fragments of talk relevant to these
patterns were then transcribed and analysed in more detail. This detailed analysis eventually led to
the identification of three dominant soft impacts, which will be presented in the following chapter.
For this paper, five extracts (see Appendix C) have been selected from the interview material in order
to illustrate the three soft impacts that were identified. For each soft impact, one or two extracts
have been chosen that were considered most illustrative. This resulted in a set of five extracts, of
which two belonging to interview 1, one belonging to interview 2 and two belonging to interview 3. It
should be kept in mind that the identification of each of the soft impacts took place beforehand, and
was based on a much wider range of data. The soft impacts are thus not specific to the extracts
presented in this paper, but represent patterns which could be identified in each of the three
interviews that were held. Finally, for the sake of readability of the results chapter, each of the
extracts has been split up in smaller fragments, which have been translated to English (only after the
analysis had taken place).
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4. Results
This chapter provides an overview of several dominant patterns that were observed in the way
participants evaluated the foods and technologies they were presented with. This research does
however not simply take participants’ evaluations as representing their opinions as such. That is, it
does not focus on the content of these evaluations. Rather, evaluations are treated as a means
participants perform social actions with (for example in terms of building a particular identity). The
interest is thus in the interactional business being achieved by these evaluative practices.
DP offers a research perspective to study such interactional achievements profoundly. It is therefore
considered a useful perspective to gain insight in what (potential) soft impacts of (future) food
technologies consumers distinguish. In case those soft impacts come up as black-boxed concerns,
this perspective helps to gain insight in the interactional goals being achieved by putting forward
these concerns. In case of more difficult to pin down concerns, i.e. when soft impact and
interactional goal coincide, a DP perspective helps to visualize and reveal them. Doing so is
important, since soft concerns have been found susceptible to denial in the public debate (Swierstra
and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). As has been argued, the fact that these concerns are being
dismissed, has implications. Closing down the debate for topics most relevant to the daily lives of
consumers, thwarts a fruitful dialogue and is likely to trigger feelings of resistance.
By taking a DP perspective on consumers’ talk about (future) food technologies, this study revealed
three dominant soft impacts. First, when taking a look at the interactional business involved with
accepting (or taking a positive stance towards) technologies, participants are found to be managing
their identity as self-determined and critical consumers. They can be observed to underscore their
autonomy in food choice and to present themselves as critical towards claims being made by
industry. Secondly, participants are found to casts their doubts on certain technologies, without
deploying technical arguments. Instead they are found to claim entitlement to different sources of
what I will call ‘consumer knowledge’. By drawing on their own sources of expertise, they manage to
construct technologies as ineffective in practice. Third, participants are found to take (back)
ownership over the problems they face in daily life, as well as the responsibilities that come along
with them.

4.1. Maintaining the identity of the self-determined and critical consumer: How to
say yes to technology
Instances in which participants indicated to (be willing to) buy the food products that were discussed,
especially (but not exclusively) concerned the more ‘common’ products that were chosen for each
category (weight control, mental performance and emotional well-being). Many of the participants
for example indicated to buy light products. However, they often indicated to use these products for
different reasons than the ones intended by the industry (that is, losing weight). Most notably, taste
was observed to be a soft concern which participants often referred to as an important reason for
buying products. There are two important questions with respect to this. First of all, what social
actions are being achieved by stressing you have your own reasons for buying a particular product?
Secondly, what does the argument of taste in particular allow for in terms of action?
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4.1.1. I buy it because I like it – Expressing autonomy in food choice
This section contains several fragments belonging to extract 1 (see Appendix C1). It concerns
participants’ talk about the decision to buy either light or regular cola. It provides an interesting
example of how choosing light may be constructed as mainly a matter of taste. I will show that by
doing so, participants manage to immunize themselves to (potential) accusations of being
susceptible to external influences on food choice (e.g. temptation by advertisements, social pressure,
etc.). That is, by referring specifically to taste to account for food choice, it is being undermined that
any reason other than one’s own will would be of influence. In this way, participants manage to
accept food products, while maintaining full autonomy over the decision to do so.

Fragment 1
Part of extract 1 (see Appendix C1), interview 1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Fac1:

Margriet:
Lisanne:
Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:
Fac1:

Annelies:

does it actually still matter
then if if if you
use any light products then
or that cola or something is that on
special occasions or is that
just as a substitute for
(0.3) for eh regular cola (.)
always
yes
yes
at ours it is
yes
as a substitute yes yes
(1.2) so it’s not like eh
(1.7) that you that at a party
you would eat regular things but then
at home (0.5) °light or something°
(0.5) I drink light because I like
the taste better but not be:cause
it is ↑light

First the facilitator (Fac1) asks about situations in which one uses light (lines 1-8). Margriet, Lisanne
and Johan respond by indicating to drink light as a substitute to regular cola (lines 9-13).
Subsequently, Fac1 asks (lines 14-17):
“so it’s not like eh (1.7) that you that at a party you would eat regular things
but then at home (0.5) °light or something°”

It is being suggested that there could be a difference between drinking cola light at home, and
drinking it elsewhere at a party. That is, there might be reasons not to drink light at parties. Since
Fac1 does not make these reasons explicit, we can only guess about what they might be. Much more
interesting it is to look at the uptake of the next speaker, Annelies (lines 18-20):
“(0.5) I drink light because I like the taste better but not be:cause it is
↑light”

Annelies offers a subjective evaluation to account for drinking light (Wiggins and Potter 2003). By
stressing that she drinks light because she likes the taste better (rather than because it is light),
Annelies manages to render the difference between drinking light at home or at parties irrelevant. By
using the argument of taste, a potential role of other influences on the decision for choosing light is
being undermined. Annelies manages to stress autonomy over her decision to drink light:
irrespective of the circumstances, it is Annelies herself who decides. Note that taste is a strong
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argument here. It can be constructed as a personal experience that others do not have access to
(Wiggins and Potter 2003; Veen, te Molder et al. submitted). Only Nathalie herself can decide about
what she likes.

In fragment 2, we see a different kind of response to Fac1’s question, provided by Johan. That is, he
responds in a way that does seem to acknowledge a difference between drinking light at home and
drinking it at a party. We will see that this difference is then also being made relevant by the other
participants. Still, the orientation towards self-determination in food choice remains visible.

Fragment 2
Part of extract 1 (see Appendix C1), interview 1

23
24
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47

Johan:

Margriet:
Annelies:
group:
Johan:
Annelies:
group:
Johan:

Margriet:
Johan:

yes maybe there would be moments
that you but then::
((7 lines omitted))
that indeed you would then pay less
attention to it that at eh you would not
go and ask like eh::
is that[ligh(h)t heheh]
[is that light ]
[heheheh
]
[is it actually light indeed]
[no then I don’t need it]
[heheheh / ((inaudible))]
but when at home you do pay attention
to it and then you have control
over it yourself
[indeed eh:: and that
you decide yourself] what to
[yes:: yes yes yes ]
eh what to take but

Initiated by Johan (lines 23-34) the participants sketch a situation in which they would be asking for
light at a party and reject regular drinks (lines 35-39). In doing so they make use of active voicing,
which means that quoted speech is used in order to deliver a particular version of events (Wooffitt
1992 in Hepburn and Wiggins 2007). As becomes clear from the transcript, active voicing can feature
to vividly bring the situation to life (Wooffitt 1992 in Hepburn and Wiggins 2007). This in turn may
serve several functions in the interaction, such as for example the establishment of the factuality of a
claim (Wooffit in Potter 1996b). In this case, a lively sketch of a situation in which the participants
would ask for light at a party, underlines it as a rather odd thing to do. The reported speech (lines 35,
36, 38, 39) in combination with laughter (lines 35, 37, 40) thus turns out affirmative for the delicacy
of drinking light at parties (as earlier suggested by Fac1).
Up until here this delicacy has not been made any more specific yet. Why would there be a
difference between drinking light at home or at parties? Is drinking light in public problematic
because one might feel ashamed for trying to lose weight? Again, this is just a guess. I will therefore
have a look at what the participants themselves make relevant with respect to this. Let’s have look at
Johan’s follow up (lines 41-45, 47):
“but when at home you do pay attention to it and then you have control over it
yourself indeed eh:: and that you decide yourself what to eh what to take”

The difference he makes relevant here is that at home you are in control yourself about what to take,
while at a party you are not. However, rather than to construct control as lacking at a party, he
constructs it as something you have at home. The home situation, allowing for control, is constructed
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as most preferable, underlining the orientation towards self-determination in food choice. The
question remains then, why is holding on to this desire to be in control over food choice at a party,
constructed as problematic or even ridiculous (lines 35-39)? This becomes clear from another
difference between drinking light at home and at parties Johan makes relevant. At parties you pay
less attention to it (32-33), while at home you do (lines 41-42). The participants thus manage to
construct their own preferences as important, but also as something you are (or should be) able to
let go off at parties. Thus, while we can observe the orientation towards self-determination in food
choice, the participants at the same time also show to be relaxed about it.

Finally, in fragment 3, we will see how Fac2 turns the issue around, by asking what it would be like
when throwing your own party (lines 51-52). On the one hand implying that one is now fully in
control over the decision what drinks to buy. As such, this could be taken as suggesting that under
these circumstances there would not be any obstacles to buying light drinks. However, apparently
the question remains a relevant one to ask. This in turn suggests that even in the case you are in
control over the groceries, there may still be other factors of influence on your decision. Let’s have a
look at the fragment to see how Annelies responds.

Fragment 3
Part of extract 1 (see Appendix C1), interview 1

51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

Fac2:
Margriet:
Annelies:
Fac2:
Johan:

and what if you throw a party yourself
then
heheh [.hh]
[yes]then you’d buy the light
you’d buy the light [because you
like the taste better because you]
[then you’d buy the light
]
[yes often you w: yes yes yes
]often
the light eh:: version indeed
((continues))

Similarly to her earlier contribution Annelies again stresses taste as a reason for buying light (lines
54-56). Although her contribution in lines 36 and 39 (fragment 2) could be taken as a confession that
there is some difference between drinking light at home or at parties, she now manages to get back
to the point of autonomy: if she is in control over the party, she will buy light, because she likes the
taste. By indicating so specifically that she would buy light because of its taste, she manages to
undermine that there would be any other possible reasons or influences on her decision making
other than her own will.

4.1.2. I already liked it – Not being gullible
In the following fragments (part of Extract 2, see Appendix C2) we see participants respond to the
calorie burning soft drink Enviga. It shows that stipulating one’s own reasons (e.g. taste) to use a
product in addition may function to undermine potential accusations of being gullible. I will first
show that such accusations may indeed be lurking and that participants tend to undermine them by
presenting themselves as critical consumers (fragment 4). They show to be well aware of, and
therefore not susceptible to, marketing strategies adopted by the industry. Secondly, I will show that
by drawing on one’s own reasons for buying, foods can be accepted, while maintaining this identity
of a critical consumer (fragment 5). That is, in this way, it can be left aside whether or not one
believes that the food product can actually fulfil to do what it promises.
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Fragment 4
Part of extract 2 (see Appendix C2), interview 2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Victor:
Tamara:
Fac2:
Victor:
Willem:

Bart:
Willem:
Saskia:
Willem:
Saskia:
Tamara:

yes I would rather drink green tea
than (.) than this
yes
yes
°I don’t see (.4)[((inaudible))°]
[I find those
bottles eh]
with green tea you know you have those
too like ice tea with green
tea (.) I kinda like the ↑taste of those
°yes°
so if this is something like that too (.) yes
ye:s this of course has to sell
because it is the calorie burner
(1.0) yes but do you belie yes
[taking that you] be↓lieve that
[ ((inaudible)) ]

The fragment starts with Victor, indicating that he would rather drink green tea than this (referring to
Enviga) (lines 1-2). Interestingly, Willem builds further on this same comparison with green tea, to
manage a different (more positive) stance towards the product (lines 6-10, 12). He likes the taste of
green tea, so if that of Enviga would be similar, he might like Enviga too:
“I find those bottles eh with green tea you know you have those too like ice tea
with green tea (.)I kinda like the ↑taste of those so if this is something like
that too (.) yes”

There are some interesting aspects to be observed from Willem’s contribution. First of all, there is a
focus on taste, rather than on other reasons one could think of for using this product (e.g. burning
calories, losing weight). The decision to (be willing to) use the product is presented as matter of
taste, and as such as one to be fully accountable for yourself.
On top of that, the way Willem presents his assessment of green ice tea, note the rise in intonation
(line 10), marks a kind of spontaneity. He appears to suddenly realize that he actually likes these kind
of drinks. Sneijder and te Molder (2006) have shown how speakers may deploy the suggestion of
personal and physical experience with a food item, so as to construct their evaluations of that
particular food as independently arrived at. A similar effect can be observed in the way Willem seems
to spontaneously recall his evaluation of the taste of ice tea with green tea, which he subtly links to
his present evaluation of Enviga. Willem shows that he already liked the taste of green tea, even
before it had been in any way connected to Enviga, which he has only just been presented with by
the facilitator.
In relation to this, Heritage and Raymond (2005) have pointed to the fact that speakers continuously
negotiate their relative rights to make an assessment. Rather than to simply agree with a previous
speaker’s assessment, second speakers may construct their opinion as independently arrived at. The
authors speak of first and second positioning here. Although at first sight, these positions may simply
seem to be bound up with the sequential order in which participants talk, the authors show that they
are not at all fixed, but negotiable. That is, when making second assessments, speakers may draw
upon a variety of discursive procedures in order to negotiate their primary rights to make an
evaluation. Even though in this case the product is new, Willem manages to bring himself in first
position by presenting his evaluation of its taste as previously held. That is, he already liked this taste
before it had been connected to Enviga. As such, it is being undermined that his stance towards the
product is the result of how the product has been presented to him by the facilitator. Willem has
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managed to undermine that he would be tempted to try Enviga for any other reason (for example
because of its calorie burning properties), than its taste.
Saskia’s follow up shows that buying Enviga because of its calorie burning properties, indeed seems
to be at stake here (lines 13-14):
“ye:s this of course has to sell because it is the calorie burner”

Hereby suggesting that there is a party involved trying to make money. As such, there would be an
interest in advertising this product as ‘the calorie burner’. This means that buying it for this reason
could be a rather naïve thing to do. Saskia’s contribution could thus be taken as a call for some
scepticism. In their following remarks both Willem and Saskia (lines 15-16) indeed construct the
calorie burning properties of Enviga as something you need to ‘believe in’, rather than something
they simply take for being true. They have managed to present themselves as critical consumers and
as such refuse a potential accusation of gullibility.

Now we have seen that gullibility indeed is at stake here, the following fragment will show how
Willem manages to accept this product, while maintaining the identity of a critical consumer.

Fragment 5
Part of extract 2 (see Appendix C2), interview 2

18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Willem:

41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

Willem:

Tamara:
Willem:

Bart:

Fac1:
Bart:
Fac1:
Willem:
Fac1:

if they would eh (.) if that would be
proven (0.4) yes I would anyhow
if it gets on the market I would
I would anyhow try it a
[couple of times]
[would try it
] ye:s yes
but well how can you prove it
(.) to to step onto the scale
every ten minutes that isn’t of
much use either
°no°
((12 lines omitted: participants discuss
on which shelve Enviga could be found))
hh. °it is a pity that I don’t
know it but I eh° (.) ↑yes it
sounds appealing to me (.)and if it is
tasty too because that is the main
the main requirement
[yes
]
[mm mm/((nodding))]
yes that is more important than tha than
that it w (.) it would happen to make you
lose weight that it would burn
that is the additional benefit
yes

The fragment starts with Willem saying (lines 18-22):
“if they would eh (.) if that would be proven (0.4) yes I would anyhow if it gets
on the market I would I would anyhow try it a couple of times”

He underlines his critical stance towards this product by indicating he needs proof first. Then he says
he would try it anyhow if it would get on the market (lines 19, 22). From an interactional perspective,
the effects of using ‘anyhow’ here are interesting. First, it implies a kind of casualness. However, the
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fact that Willem so firmly stresses how self-evident it would be to try this product by using the word
‘anyhow’ (even twice), indicates that it might actually not at all be something that goes without
saying. The latter could indeed be the case, since it could jeopardize one’s identity as a critical
consumer.
Secondly, the word ‘anyhow’ emphasizes that Willem is the one in charge here. Irrespective of how
this product might be presented by the industry, he is planning to buy it anyway. He clearly speaks
for himself here (he speaks in first person),showing that he is the one owning this decision. Together
with his preceding contribution on the product’s taste, which he already liked, he manages to put
himself in first position. He has not been in any way influenced or tempted by anything or anyone
else, but is fully self-determined to try it. This example nicely illustrates how participants negotiate
both rights and responsibilities that come along with food choice. By claiming the right to take
ownership over one’s decision to buy or not to buy, one can be held accountable for this decision, as
well as for the reasons which the decision is based on.
Since Willem is to be held fully accountable for his decision to try Enviga, the question whether the
product has really got calorie burning properties has become irrelevant. After all, these properties
are not the reason for Willem to be interested in trying it. As such it would be little relevant to him to
know whether this claim would be true. We see this assumption confirmed from lines 24 onwards. In
lines 24-27, Willem says:
“but well how can you prove it (.) to to step onto the scale every ten minutes that
isn’t of much use either”

Again stressing his scepticism, while at the same time indicating that he does not really see the use of
waiting for the proof he earlier referred to. Although proof is unlikely to come, Willem indicates that
the product is appealing to him (lines 41-45). He however stipulates one precondition (lines 43-45):
“and if it is tasty too because that is the main the main requirement”

In addition, he mentions the possibility of losing weight as an incidental benefit (line 51), rather than
a reason for buying it (responding to Fac1’s question, lines 48-50). Note how in this way Enviga,
which could be framed by industry as ‘a calorie burning soft drink, that is even tasty’ is now turned
into ‘a tasty soft drink that might even help you burn calories’. What at first sight would seem the
primary reason for buying, is now turned into something of secondary importance. It is not its calorie
burning properties, but its taste that would be the reason for Willem to buy Enviga.
By presenting taste as a main reason to buy Enviga, Willem has managed to underline his autonomy
over his decision. In addition, he has managed to justify the consumption of an unproven product
without being gullible, by consuming it for his own reasons (he already likes the taste and wants to
try it anyway) rather than those of industry (burning calories).

Finally, it is important to note that these personal reasons participants referred to, did not exclusively
concern taste. An additional fragment will show that, though taste may turn out the most effective to
undermine accusations of gullibility, participants from time to time were also found to draw on other
accounts for their food choice. The fragment is part of extract 5, which will be examined further in
section 4.3.
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Fragment 6
Part of extract 5 (see Appendix C5), interview 3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Peter:
Sonja:
Peter:

I did also eh (0.4)
drink Optimel now and then because we
went to the sauna
↑see [.h heh it helps it does ↑work
°the advertising°]
[so eh indeed ((inaudible))
and it
] ↑tastes ↓rather good
(2.0) but well control well (1.2)
well (.)°I wouldn’t buy it° ((faster))

This fragment starts with Peter, indicating that he has drunk Optimal occasionally. Peter refers to the
free sauna ticket (that was provided with the product), to account for using the product (lines 2-3).
Similarly to what we have seen earlier, Peter thus stresses to have used Optimel for his own reasons
(he wanted to go to the sauna), rather than because he was susceptible to the claim on the package
about appetite control. However, in lines 4-5 something interesting happens. Sonja indicates that the
special offer for the free sauna ticket has proved to be successful. This could be taken as an
attribution of stake towards Peter. That is, he has been found susceptible to these kind of marketing
strategies. Note how at this point, Peter manages to refuse accusations of gullibility (lines 6-10). He
now brings in taste (line 7) as an additional reason for drinking Optimel. Though it would be hard for
him to deny that he had not been susceptible to the advertising, he does manage to account for
drinking Optimel, while leaving aside whether or not he believes that it will actually control his
appetite. Note how he literally leaves this blank with a long pause in line 8.

4.1.3. Summary
Turning back to the questions posed at the start of section 4.1, by making relevant their own reasons
for using particular food products, participants managed to underline their autonomy in food choice
and as such to present themselves as self-determined consumers. Taste turns out to be an especially
useful argument with respect to this, since it is an utmost personal assessment. It is treated as an
assessment anyone is entitled to decide about for themselves, and which no one can possibly decide
about for someone else (Veen, te Molder et al. submitted).
In addition, consuming a product for your own reasons may render the question whether you believe
that it will actually help you irrelevant. As such, it may function to safeguard from potential
accusations of gullibility. Apparently, the identity of a critical consumer, who is not easily to be
fooled, is an important one to maintain.

4.2. Constructions of a theory-practice misfit: Saying no without deploying technical
arguments
In section 4.1 I have shown that participants were found to be actively involved with the interactional
business of accepting food products, while remaining self-determined and critical consumers. In this
section, I will take a closer look at the interactional business that is involved with rejecting foods. Not
only accepting, but also rejecting foods may be a sensitive issue. One may for example run the risk to
appear cynical. Moreover, being in lack of the technical knowledge on which products are based, on
what grounds would consumers be entitled to dismiss them?
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In this section I will show that by drawing upon their own expertise as consumers, participants
manage to judge, or even dismiss, products without necessarily questioning the technical knowledge
that goes behind them. Based on what they know from real life, they just need to conclude that the
product will not work out well in practice. They would for example indicate that in reality, products
provide only symptomatic treatment of, rather than real solutions to, the problems they were
designed to solve. Entitlement is claimed to a certain consumer, daily life knowledge, that is
detached from technical/scientific knowledge on which these products are based. I will show that
there are different sources of such consumer knowledge which participants may claim access to. For
example, morality, personal experience and self-knowledge. By drawing on those, participants
manage to legitimize the rejection of foods, without judging over its technicalities. As such, a
demarcation between the technical and real life functionality of food products is established, in
which the consumer is entitled to judge over the latter.

4.2.1. Should we actually want this? – Rejection on the account of morality
The following fragment concerns a piece of talk about Optimel Control, the appetite suppressing
dairy drink that claims to ‘help eat less’. It shows how participants may legitimize the rejection of a
technology without technical knowledge, by turning it into a matter of morality.

Fragment 7
Part of extract 3 (see Appendix C3), interview 1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

Johan:

18
19
20

Johan:

Piet:
Annelies:
Johan:

Margriet:

yes but is it is it like
(0.2) he healthy at all to to
suppress your appetite that too
is a question of course
mm mm
°yes ((inaudible))°
ss shouldn’t you then exactly give
at that moment that your that your so
your body asks for it shouldn’t you then
[exactly] .hh then give your body
something
[yes: ]
((5 lines omitted: Johan continues explanation))
rather than that you just
try to keep it down that that
is kind of [the:]

What we see happening in lines 1-4 is that Johan starts posing a question with the product. By asking
whether it is healthy in the first place to reduce your appetite, he manages to question this product,
without questioning whether this product technically works. That is, he does not deny or question
whether this product will actually reduce feelings of hunger. Rather, he is questioning the purpose
this product was designed for. It could be somewhat dangerous for Johan to make claims with
respect to the technicalities of this product, since it could be questioned whether he (as a consumer)
has access to this kind of knowledge. Instead, the question he makes relevant here is: should we
actually want this? By turning it into a matter of morality, Johan manages to legitimize a rejection of
Optimel control, that is independent of technical knowledge.
What is important here, is that it is not just any morality he draws upon. He questions whether it
would be feasible to act against signals of the body. What is implicitly available here, is the question
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whether it would be desirable to act counter to nature. The desire for naturalness has become a
classic theme in discussions about technology (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). Now the
question is not any longer merely about how far we can go, but even more about how far we want to
go, naturalness has become an important moral value which may be touched upon. In a sense,
naturalness seems to have become representative of something inherently ‘good’. Specifically
referring to this moral concern, may thus make Johan’s argument particularly hard to counter.
Note that, by claiming entitlement to question its purpose, Johan also manages to undermine a
potential demand for this product. He underlines this by drawing upon his own knowledge about
dealing with signals of hunger from the body. He presents a possibly better course of action, in case
the body asks for fuel (lines 7-11):
“ss shouldn’t you exactly give at that moment that your that your so your body asks
for it shouldn’t you then exactly .hh then give your body something”

Johan manages to present this alternative in a rather cautious way by formulating it as a question,
which he delivers with some stumbling. Alternatively he could have simply presented it as a better
course of action, without any doubt. Note that when he would have done so, he could be accused of
being cynical and presenting himself as ‘Mr. Know-it-all’. By using this more subtle approach, Johan
manages to undermine this potential stake. He is not being cynical, but just has some moral concerns
regarding this product.
Note how the question of morality is being supported by the words “shouldn’t you then exactly”
(lines 7 and 9-10). A general rule is being suggested on what would in this case be the right thing to
do. In lines 18-19, we see how Johan contrasts this possibly more correct (or ethical) way of dealing
with signals from the body, with taking Optimel Control:
“rather than that you just try to keep it down”

Taking Optimel Control to reduce one’s appetite comes to appear inferior to the alternative course of
action as presented by Johan. “Just try” suggests a second best option that is not even a guarantee
for success.
Although, in a cautious way, Johan has managed to claim to know what would be the right way of
dealing with signals of hunger himself. By drawing on moral considerations, he has managed to reject
Optimel Control, without questioning the technical knowledge that goes behind it.

4.2.2. I’ve discovered so myself – Rejection on the account of personal experience
The following fragment concerns the continuation of fragment 7, in which the participants talk about
Optimel Control. It shows how one of the other participants, draws upon personal experience as a
source of consumer knowledge. From an interactional point of view, the same is being achieved: it is
managed to reject the product without drawing on technical knowledge.
Fragment 8
Part of extract 3 (see Appendix C3), interview 1

27
28
29
30

Johan:
Margriet:
Johan:

.hh you would say I eh yes then
I am full indeed but your body
[yes
]
apparently [hasn’t] got fuel then
((3 lines omitted))
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34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

Margriet:
Annelies:
Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:

Lisanne:
Margriet:

Lisanne:
Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:

Steven:
Margriet:

so ultimately you will like still .hh
get to feel weak and the hunger
will just as fast get eh (.)[back ]
again
[mm mm ]
.h yes
mm
(1.3) °so eh°
yes because we were just talking
at least you were talking about that
you really don’t eat eh breakfast that you
just can’t eat it (0.6) eh:m and you
said like well when you get up eh early in
the morning then
yes
well when we go on holidays and we
get up really (.) ↓early .hh
and we get up at four or something
and then at five you then I just
really can’t eat bread [either]
[no
]that’s right
but usually then I have to
eat very regularly indeed just normal
breakfast .h and [and eh]
[mm mm ]
at noon and in the evening .hh and when
I eh:: well on holiday for example
when you are in the car for a long time
.h and I eat irregularly then I really get
very moody (.) ↓really can’t stand that
(1.0) °that’s eh°
°no°
no then I have then I really ↑have to eat
(0.2) yes

The fragment starts with Johan making a claim about how Optimel Control would work out in
practice (lines 27-28, 30-37). While recognizing the product’s capacity to temporarily reduce feelings
of appetite (lines 27-28), Johan manages to undermine the idea that it will in the end actually yield
the desired result (lines 30-37).
From line 42 onwards Margriet starts an elaborate confirmation of this hypothesis, based on her own
experience. Although she does not claim to have any technical knowledge on the product, nor to
have any experience with it as a consumer, she does describe her own experiences of having her
appetite suppressed early in the morning (when going on holidays, lines 49-53) and how skipping
breakfast affected her mood in a negative way (lines 60-63).
Margriet manages to emphasize the exceptionality of skipping her breakfast by means of a contrast
structure (Smith 1990 in Potter 1996b). A contrast is being emphasized between on the hand the
‘normal’ situation in which she eats very regularly (lines 55-57, 59):
“usually then I have to eat very regularly indeed just normal breakfast .h and and
eh at noon and in the evening”

and on the other hand the ‘exceptional case’ of going on a holiday (leading to irregular eating
behaviour, lines 49-53):
“well when we go on holidays and we get up really (.) ↓early .hh and we get up at
four or something and then at five you then I just really can’t eat bread either”

She stresses the exceptionality of not having breakfast by referring to an event that is rather
exceptional (going on holidays is something one usually does only once or a few times per year). In
addition there is the extreme case of getting up exceptionally early, which she further specifies to
four or five o’clock in the morning.
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However, there is also an interesting similarity in the way she presents both situations. Both not
eating early in the morning due to a lack of appetite and normally having a very regular eating
pattern, are presented by Margriet as something beyond her control (rather than a choice). Early in
the morning she cannot possibly eat, while normally she simply has to eat regularly. By putting it this
way, appetite is being constructed as something one cannot exert control over and therefore can in
the end only be taken for granted. See also how this gets back in the final lines (66-67):
“no then I have then I really ↑have to eat (0.2) yes”

Margriet’s contribution could be taken as an experienced based confirmation of Johan’s
hypothesis: though appetite may be suppressed temporarily (be it by Optimel Control or time of
day), if you do not eat anything feelings of hunger will in the end get back to you. By keeping it very
personal, Margriet has managed to strengthen her argument. She has experienced herself and as
such she is entitled to speak about how postponing a meal will work out in practice. She has
managed to reject Optimel Control, on the account of personal experience. In this way, the technical
knowledge on which this product is based, did not need to be undermined in order to be able to
dismiss it.

4.2.3. We don’t feel like that do we – Rejection on the account of self-knowledge
The following two fragments are part of extract 4 (see Appendix C4), which concerns talk about the
calorie burning soft drink Enviga. Providing another example of a product being dismissed, based on
how it would turn out in practice. In this case participants do so on grounds of self-knowledge.

Fragment 9
Part of extract 4 (see Appendix C4), interview 3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Els:
Peter:
Els:
Peter:

Els:
Thijs:
Els:
Hermien:
Els:
Sonja:

it appears like it is heal↑thy
yes::
with green tea
and then I think ooh well
if I burn this ey then I can
eh (.) eat a piece of chocolate
(1.0) and [then] eh I think this one
[yes ]
that will burn that piece of chocolate
that’s n(h)ice [(h)uhhuha heheheh
]
[yes that is true that is true (.) yes]
[((inaudible))]
a negative effect then eh
yes
that is true yes

First Els states (line 1):
“it appears like it is heal↑thy”

This could be taken as suggesting the possibility of an illusion rather than a solution. That is, though it
may seem to be healthy, it will not necessarily be so. Although she does not specifically say so, Els’
words may be taken up as ‘I know better, you can’t fool me with this one’. Els thus shows to be a
critical consumer. She shows to be careful not to buy everything she is being told.
When taking a look at the uptake by the next speakers, it is indeed the necessity of such a critical
stance that is being made relevant by Peter and Thijs (lines 4-10). Peter presents a train of thought,
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which suggests that if one would instantly believe in this product, there is a considerable risk of
fooling oneself (lines 4-6):
“and then I think ooh well if I burn this ey then I can eh (.) eat a piece of
chocolate”

Using an if-then formulation he presents compensation behaviour as a logical and possibly even
inevitable consequence. Apparently, he knows how the mind works and is therefore able to foresee
this backfiring effect. In the following lines (9-10) Thijs indeed supports his statement by explaining
the logic behind Peter’s reasoning:
“that will burn that piece of chocolate that’s n(h)ice (h)uhhuha heheheh”

Both Peter and Thijs thus claim to know how they, or potentially consumers in general, may respond
to this product. That is, they are likely to perform compensation behaviour. Subsequently, Hermien,
Els and Sonja have to conclude that the product has a negative effect (lines 12-15). Based on selfknowledge, it is thus not merely suggested that this product will not yield the desired result, but that
it is even likely to have harmful effects. Note how this conclusion is constructed as a fact (line 15),
rather than just an opinion. Self-knowledge is hard to counter. After all, who would be able to know
better what they would think or do, than the participants themselves? As such, self-knowledge has
provided strong grounds to make such a firm statement about the product’s effects.

The following fragment concerns the second half of extract 4. It shows how the participants continue
the construction of a theory-practice misfit, by drawing on self-knowledge.

Fragment 10
Part of extract 4 (see Appendix C4), interview 3

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

Peter:
Jan:
Peter:
Els:
Jan:
Peter:
Thijs:
Peter:
Thijs:
Peter:
Thijs:
Peter:
Thijs:

at what moment or eh can you best
burn the calorie:s
yes
when you:’re just awake and
go for sports for example
yes
ok
then you can burn a crazy amount of
calories (0.3) go and ↑do ↑that(.)
go running outside if you [still]
[but ]
we don’t feel like that do we
you know that right ((sluggish voice))
yes (.) that’s right[h. ]
[yes] but that’s what
it’s about
yes but well this doesn’t (.)
[work I think
]
[I want to play on the playstation] or something (.)
to do a bit of nintendo (0.6) play a little
game
yes (0.4) and drink that one
((swings card with picture of Enviga))
y(h)es and d(h)rink this and eat a piece
o’ chocolate (.) I had the same idea

The fragment starts with Peter, providing an alternative to Enviga. Burning calories is now framed as
something you (can) do yourself (lines 20-21, 23-24). Underlining that it would be an illusion to think
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that it could be done for you (as earlier suggested jokingly in fragment 9, line 9). Taking Enviga would
not merely imply gullibility, but possibly also passivity.
Peter manages to empower the consumer, by in the first place stressing the ability to burn calories
yourself. Rather than to construct burning calories as something people should do, he emphasizes
the fact that they can (lines 20 and 27). The extreme case formulation in line 27, stressing the “crazy”
amount of calories you can burn underlines this. Only after that, he continues using the imperative
saying that people should go for sports in the morning (lines 28-29).
The solution as offered by the technology has been further underlined as unrealistic and has been
contrasted with a ‘true’ solution that is fully in the hands of the consumer. However, constructing
problem solving as belonging to the domain of the consumer has an important implication. It implies
an active and responsible role for the consumer. One should for example go out running (lines 29). It
could be questioned whether people are willing to take such measures. Statistics of increasing
prevalence of overweight and obesity could be seen as evidence that consumers become more and
more sedentary, and are not at all actively taking responsibility for their own health. As such, Peter’s
argument could easily be attacked. Thijs draws upon self-knowledge again and makes a confession
regarding this (lines 30-32):
“but we don’t feel like that do we you know that right”

In line 33 Peter shows agreement. Contrarily to what one might expect from such a confession, it
works out to strengthen their argument. The conclusion that Enviga does not provide a solution
remains the same (lines 36-37), even despite this insight. Putting the confession into the plural, even
strengthens it further. It is now not just about him, but the entire group of potential users of the
technology that is being constructed as feeling that way. What is more, the consumer’s selfconfessed laziness is further dramatized in lines 38-44 and Enviga is actually constructed as
maintaining this problem.
By drawing on self-knowledge the participants have managed a strong basis to reject Optimel
Control, without needing to question its technical functionality. It has allowed them to make claims
about how it will work out (negatively) in practice. After all, they themselves are likely to know best
how they would respond to a product in practice. Admitting their own frailties and drawing upon
those, thus makes their arguments hard to dispute.
In addition, it is important to note that by drawing on self-knowledge, the participants do not in any
way injure their own competences. By using reported thought they do not necessarily dramatize
their own responses, but show that they are able to imagine what ‘the consumer’ would think (see
for example fragment 9, lines 4-7, 9-10)(Myers 2004). However, by doing so, they also manage to
distinguish themselves from this group. That is, the participants themselves are able to see right
through it. Note how the laughter in line 10 (fragment 9) and 43 (fragment 10) underlines this. By
making a joke out of it, Thijs manages to free himself from this foolishness. The participants have
managed to reject the product on grounds of self-knowledge, and by doing so they actually
underlined not to be gullible themselves.

4.2.4. Summary
In this section I have shown that participants rejected food products on different grounds. Usually,
they did not do so by questioning whether the product would technically work. Rather, they were
found to draw on different sources of what I have called consumer knowledge. Based on for example
morality, personal experience and self-knowledge, they claimed entitlement to assess how a product
would perform in practice. As such, participants actively managed the consumer territory. That is, a
demarcation between a product’s performance in theory and its performance in practice was found
to be established, and consumer could be observed to be entitled to judge over the latter.
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4.3.

Taking ownership in problem definition and solving

As became clear from the previous section, participants were found to claim entitlement to judge
over the functionality of food products in real life, by making reference to different sources of
consumer knowledge. On this basis they were often found to construct food technologies as
inappropriate in practice. They were for example found to indicate that in reality, the technologies
would not provide real solutions to the problems they were designed to solve. The foregoing
fragments already hinted that, in addition, participants also claim to know what real solutions would
then consist of. In this section I will have a closer look at this.
At first sight, the alternative solutions offered by the participants could simply be regarded as ways
to build independency from the products that were being discussed. After all, by providing them
participants show to be competent in dealing with daily life problems (like for example weight
management) themselves. However, there is more to it. Solutions carry implicit assumptions about
the nature of the problems they are trying to tackle. I will show that by claiming to know the real
solution to a problem, participants thus also claim access to the real problem (fragment 11).
Subsequently, I will show that this may entail a redefinition of the problem as it was initially set by
the technology (fragment 12A). The final point that I would like to illustrate, is that participants do
not only take ownership in defining problems, but in addition also in the responsibilities that come
along with tackling them (fragment 12B). I will discuss the function of providing alternatives solutions
in doing so.

4.3.1. The problem should be tackled at its source - Claiming access to the actual problem
The following fragment (part of extract 5, see Appendix C5) concerns another piece of talk about the
appetite suppressing drink Optimel Control, illustrating the above. It shows that claiming to know the
real solution to a problem, participants indirectly also claim access to the real problem. When doing
so participants regularly (either directly or indirectly) referred to the need to ‘solve a problem at its
source’ (rather than to fix it afterwards). I will show here how this idiom supports their claim to have
access to the real problem, in a way that is not easy to be challenged.

Fragment 11
Part of extract 5 (see Appendix C5), interview 3

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Peter:
Els:
Peter
Sonja:

Hermien:
Sonja:
Peter:

it it’s a: (0.3) it is eh
you don’t tackle it at its source
mm
this is a substitute (.) or a
solution for something (1.0) and h.
you s(h)ould tackle it at its source ↓really
I tot (.) totally agree with you
(.) yes (0.5) if you eat variedly
yourself (0.8) then you don’t even need
all of those about those
vitamin pills that are currently on
the market
°yes°
those are just unnecessary
yes
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In lines 19-21 Peter says:
“this is a substitute (.) or a solution for something (1.0) and h. you s(h)ould
tackle it at its source ↓really”

There are some important implications with respect to this turn. First of all, again, it is being
suggested that the technology does not offer a real solution. Secondly, Peter claims to know what a
real solution would look like. He distinguishes between a substitute or solution for ‘something’ and
tackling a problem at its source (which remains unspecified). Note how the latter is clearly
constructed here as superior over the first, indicating yet another instance of a rejection on grounds
of morality (section 4.2.1). Rather than just to offer it as another possible option, Peter claims to
know that this is how it should (line 21) happen. The laughter included in this statement emphasizes
it as self-evident.
Finally, and most importantly, Peter is not only claiming entitlement here to speak about unreal, real
or morally sound solutions. By making reference to its source, Peter in addition manages to claim
access to the actual problem. Note that he even manages to do so, without further defining it. From
an interactional perspective, drawing onto the source the problem thus appears to provide a strong
argument here. In literature, idiom-like expressions like these are also referred to as commonplaces
(Sacks 1992 in Kitzinger 2000): generally accepted common-sense themes, that can be applied to a
wide range of situations (Myers 2004). As such, even though, and actually just because (Sacks 1992 in
Kitzinger 2000), it remains vague what the core of the problem actually is, the argument is unlikely to
be called into question. Drew and Holt (1988 in Kitzinger 2000) have argued that idiomatic
formulations therefore are often successful in achieving affiliative responses. This is exactly what we
see happening in line 22, where Sonja indicates to fully agree with Peter.
Next, Sonja starts to further underline the validity of what I will call the ‘source-argument’. She does
so by applying it to another problem (vitamin deficiency), that could also be tackled at its core (that
is, by having a varied diet), so that a technology (vitamin pills) would become unnecessary (lines 2327, 29):
“if you eat variedly yourself (0.8) then you don’t even need all of those about
those vitamin pills that are currently on the market those are just unnecessary”

By using the generic term ‘you’ in combination with an if-then formulation (lines 23-24), the general
applicability as well as logics (and as such credibility) of this line of reasoning are being stressed. At
the same time, Sonja does not deny that there are people with vitamin deficiencies (as there are
most likely also people having problems controlling their appetite). However, if those people would
have a balanced diet, nothing would need to be fixed afterwards. In other words, if the problem
would be tackled at its source, no technology would be needed in the end.
The example on vitamins has got nothing to do with weight control. Apparently, the applicability of
the source-argument can indeed also be extended to other issues. Using a practical example, Sonja
has managed to prove the validity and general applicability of the source-argument. By means of this
argument, the participants have managed to claim access to the actual problem, in a way that cannot
easily be challenged.

4.3.2. Most people are not even in balance - (Re)defining the actual problem
The following fragment concerns the continuation of fragment 11. I will show that claiming access to
the actual problem, may entail a redefinition of the problem as it was initially set by the technology.
The alternative solutions brought forward by the participants may function to achieve this.

39

Fragment 12A
Part of extract 5 (see Appendix C5), interview 3

36
37
38
39
40
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72

Thijs:
Peter:
Thijs:

Els:
Thijs:
Els:
Thijs:
Jan:
Els:
Jan:

Thijs:
Jan:
Peter:
Jan:
Els:
Jan:

Els:
Peter:

*yes* [isn’t] this then too (.)
[yes ]
symptomatic treatment I mean if you
look then (.) that most peo I
find most people not even in balance
((5 lines omitted))
yes (0.8) and then eh we try with
these kind of things to eh:
°that just doesn’t help°
this doesn’t ↑help
no
[we should on the contrary just h.]
[((inaudible))
] if only
you’d say just (.) eat more
↓calmly
yes
that you’d ↑notice much q quicker (.)
ey cause eh within ten minutes
you’ll notice that you are satisfied (0.5)
yes if you eh shove it in with your
arm around the plate
[ ((inaudible)) ]
[telly on hihihi]
exact↑ly
yes
your mind completely nowhere
yes [mm mm ]
[yes (.)] then then then you stuff
yourself full (.) while if you eat just
calmly and consciously then you’ll eat
much less indeed
mm mm
yes

The fragment starts with Thijs, asking (lines 36, 38):
“*yes* isn’t this then too (.) symptomatic treatment”

Not tackling the problem at its source is now being formulated as symptomatic treatment, stressing
its superficial character. In order to explain this label, Thijs defines what he thinks is the actual
problem (the ‘source’ that had remained unspecified up until here) (lines 38-41):
“I mean if you look then (.) that most peo I find most people not even in balance”

In addition to what we have seen so far, participants may thus also hold themselves accountable for
defining what the actual problem is. Note that we should actually consider this as a matter of
redefining a problem that has initially been set by a technology.
In this case, Thijs has done so in a rather explicit way. However, much more often participants were
found to do so only indirectly, by offering alternative solutions. It is important to note that every
solution carries implicit assumptions about the nature of the problem it is trying to tackle. So do the
alternative courses of action provided by the participants. Let’s have a look at an example. Starting
from lines 52-54 Jan presents eating more calmly as part of the solution:
“if only you’d say just (.) eat more ↓calmly”

Whereas eating calmly is constructed here as part of the solution, not doing so could in turn be taken
as part of the problem. This becomes visible later from lines 59 onwards, where absentminded eating
behaviour (lines 59-65) is constructed as causing overeating (lines 67-68). The message here is, that
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by presenting alternative solutions, participants thus also (implicitly) present alternative problem
definitions. By doing so, they manage to redefine the problem as it has been set by the technology
presented to them.

4.3.3. Do this do that - Taking back responsibility
Finally, I would like to emphasize here, that participants do not merely take ownership in problem
definitions, but also regarding the problems themselves. If we take a closer look at Thijs’ problem
definition in the foregoing fragment, it will become clear that it is the consumer who is held
accountable here. To make this more clear, I will now also show the lines that were omitted
previously:

Fragment 12B
Part of extract 5 (see Appendix C5), interview 3

38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Thijs:

Els:
Thijs:
Els:

symptomatic treatment I mean if you
look then (.) that most peo I
find most people not even in balance
(.) just like you say like
two yes they wanna: go on holidays
twice a year (.) are stressing out
to there to there this and that
↑eating has to be done quickly (0.3)
yes (0.8) and then eh we try with
these kind of things to eh:
°that just doesn’t help°
this doesn’t ↑help
no

The source of the problem, which Thijs is specifies here, is that most people are not in balance. He
presents evidence for his claim in the form of a three-part list (Jefferson in Potter 1996b) of
behaviours indicative for or causing this imbalance (lines 42-45). By constructing their behaviour as
the core of the problem, the responsibility for being out of balance is placed fully with the consumer.
Though maybe in an even more indirect way, the consumer’s responsibility has also been implied by
the alternative solutions we have seen participants bring forward in response to the technologies
they were presented with. That is, solutions have generally been presented as alternative courses of
action, to be performed by the consumer. In each of the examples the consumer was held
accountable to perform the correct behaviour (or to even actively change one’s behaviour), for
example by making the right decisions when it comes to dealing with signals from the body
(fragment 7), doing sports/going out running (fragment 10), having a varied diet (fragment 11) or
eating more calmly (fragment 12). In general, alternative solutions that demand an active and
responsible role for the consumer were well represented in the data. This implies that consumers
themselves are held accountable for their problems, as well as responsible for tackling them actively
(rather than to ‘quick-fix’ by means of a technology).

4.4.4. Summary
This final section has made clear that the territory work participants performed goes further than
merely marking the boundary between technical and practical functionality (as observed in section
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4.2). Rather than just to dismiss them, the participants offered alternatives to the technologies they
were presented with. They thus also claim to know what real solutions consist of. This implies that
they also claim access to the real problem. Moreover, often this resulted in a redefinition of the
problem as it was initially set by the technology. Finally, the alternative solutions offered by the
participants tended to demand an active and responsible role for the consumer. In this way, the
responsibly that comes along with tackling ones problems, is placed completely with the consumer
himself.
All together, the above can be treated as a renegotiation of the consumer’s rights and responsibilities
in the face of food technology. Both the consumer’s right to own his own problems (including its
definition) and the responsibilities that come a long with tackling them, seem to be taken back. It
could be stated that the participants actively work to bring the consumer in first position. Rather
than to have themselves ‘prescribed’ problems and solutions by technologies, they take back
ownership in problem definition and hold themselves accountable for problem solving.
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5. Discussion & Conclusion
Consumers’ soft concerns regarding technologies have been found to get easily dismissed. The way
in which these concerns typically emerge, has been indicated as an important reason for this. Since
they often manifest themselves only indirectly in the form of interactional concerns, they run the risk
to remain largely invisible (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). In addition, also in case soft
impacts are directly available, such as in the case of so-called black boxed concerns (e.g. naturalness),
they easily tend to get removed from the topical agendas of public engagement initiatives. Scientists
have been found to often treat them as private concerns, to be dealt with individually by the
consumer (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011).
It has been argued that in order to achieve a more fruitful dialogue between food science and the
public, it is important that not only the hard impacts of technology, but also consumers’ soft
concerns become debatable (Swierstra and te Molder 2008; Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming,
2011; Veen, te Molder et al. forthcoming, 2011). To identify the possibilities to open up the debate, it
is first of all considered necessary to gain insight in what (kinds of) impacts of food technology both
experts and consumers put forward, and in what social purposes are being served by doing so
(Swierstra and te Molder 2008). This thesis has focused on the part of the consumer and addressed
the following research question: What (kind of) soft impacts of (future) food technologies do
consumers distinguish, and what interactional goals are such impacts designed to achieve? Taking a
DP perspective on consumers’ talk about food technologies, three main soft impacts could be
identified. This chapter briefly summarizes these results and provides a discussion on their
implications and interpretation. In addition, some attention will be dedicated to the topic of
naturalness, an important theme in public debates on technologies, which has however not received
much attention yet in this thesis. Furthermore, the strengths and limitations of this thesis will be
discussed. Finally, this chapter will end with some concluding remarks.

Implications of the results
When confronted with (future) food technologies, participants were found involved in maintaining
the identity of a self-determined and critical consumer (1). The orientation towards selfdetermination became especially visible in discussing their willingness to use certain food products.
With respect to this, participants were found to stipulate their own reasons (rather than those that
could have been intended by industry) to account for food choice. Most often these reasons
concerned taste. By stressing their own reasons for buying, participants managed to maintain
autonomous over their decisions to buy certain products. By means of these personal reasons ,
participants were in addition found to protect themselves from (potential) accusations of gullibility.
That is, because their decisions were constructed as independent from the (health) claims made on
the packages, the question whether or not they believed in these claims became irrelevant. Stressing
one’s autonomy in food choice, thus also turned out supportive in maintaining the identity of a
critical consumer.
Furthermore, by presenting themselves as self-determined and critical consumers, participants
seemed to interactionally arm themselves against marketing strategies employed by industry.
Although this aspect was not selected for further analysis, vulnerability to marketing strategies was
observed to be a recurrent topic in the interviews. This may actually signal yet another soft impact.
That is, novel foods/technologies might have become entangled with commerce and marketing
strategies, and therefore prone to distrust. Such would confirm the notion that resistance of
technology does not necessarily start with the technologies themselves, but is often in how they are
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being communicated to the public (Wynne 2001; Davies and Macnaghten 2010; Swierstra and te
Molder forthcoming, 2011). This study was however too limited in time and scope to analyse the
participants’ expressed concerns with respect to the marketing aspects involved with new food
technologies. Further research on how consumers make sense of marketing strategies deployed by
the food industry is considered desirable.
From the above, it becomes clear that participants did not always show to be positive about the
technologies they were presented with. They regularly casted doubts on the food products they were
presented with. With respect to this, participants were often found to construct a misfit between
theory and practice (2). Rather than by means of technical arguments, they did so by claiming
entitlement to several sources of consumer knowledge. Based on for example morality, personal
experience or self-knowledge, they managed to judge or even dismiss food products, without
necessarily questioning the technical knowledge behind them. They thus managed to do so solely on
grounds of what these products would turn out like in real life.
Constructions of a theory-practice misfit of technologies, often entailed that the technologies were
depicted as in the end not to be providing real solutions to the problems they were designed to
solve. They were for example depicted as merely providing symptomatic treatment or even as means
for consumers to fool themselves with. Such constructions are supportive for the efforts that could
be observed in maintaining the identity of a critical consumer. That is, participants showed to be
competent enough to be able to see through it in case they would be ‘fooled’ with a technology.
However, there could be more to it. It also suggests that participants treated the technologies as
rather superficial, providing short term rather than sustainable solutions. The question is then, what
is underlying this?
Myers (2004) explains that claims based on scientific expertise tend to carry the assumption to be
conclusive, and therefore not open for debate. He argues that it may be exactly this assumption, that
is being resisted by sceptical responses of the public. Participants’ constructions of food technologies
as providing only superficial solutions in practice, may actually reflect resistance to the assumptions
made in the way such foods are communicated to them. It could be that through the claims that are
made for example in advertising, food technologies are presented as providing well-established or
superior solutions to the consumer’s everyday problems. In our interviews participants seem to have
challenged exactly such representations of technology. By means of their own knowledge claims,
they have managed to emphasize exactly the contrary.
Finally, when presented with food products designed to offer solutions to daily life problems (e.g.
problems with weight control), participants were found to take ownership in problem definition as
well as problem solving (3). They were found to claim access to the actual (or ‘core’) problem,
(re)defined problems and claimed to know how consumers could and should deal with those
problems themselves (rather than to make use of the offered technology). They were often observed
to do so by means of offering alternative solutions to the problems that the technologies were
designed to tackle. This finding suggests that when developing and communicating foods, it is
important to look for ways in which the consumer can (at least to some extent) be kept in charge
over problem definition and problem solving. Technologies run the risk to be taken as ‘prescribing’
problems and solutions, and therefore lacking respect for consumers’ own rights and responsibilities
to define their problems and to act upon them. As such, they could lead to resistance and in fact
work out counterproductive in the end. A study of Pajari, Jallinoja et al. (2006) confirmed a strong
norm of responsibility for health. Respecting people’s own sense of responsibility may thus be
especially important when it comes to taking care of your own body. This suggests that it is an issue
which deserves particular attention when developing and communicating functional foods.
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Interpretation of the results
Generally, each of the three soft impacts that were identified show that participants, be it at
different levels, took back ownership over their own lives. Although the results of this study may
seem to reflect an anti-technology attitude among consumers, it should be stressed that this is not
necessarily how they should be taken. That is, the strife abound food technology seems to be much
more a strife about expertise, i.e. entitlement to speak, than one about food technology as such.
Rather than to reject the food technologies they were presented with per se, participants seem to
reject the assumptions and criteria on which these technologies are based. By indicating for example
to buy products strictly for their own reasons, participants have shown that the acceptance of
products/technologies does not necessarily means also to agree with any of the suppositions these
carry. Still, this does not mean that the arguments participants brought forward, should only be
regarded as a resource to achieve certain social actions with (such as managing the identity of a
critical consumer). Taste, one of the main arguments participants referred to, is for example an
important soft concern in itself, that deserves attention.
The technologies the participants were presented with during the interviews seem to have carried
implicit assumptions about the consumer. For example about who they are, why they would choose
as they do, what struggles they face and how they would deal with those struggles. The results of this
thesis indicate a response to these assumptions. That is, by claiming entitlement to speak over their
own lives, participants have resisted the assumptions that were implicitly being carried by the
technologies and brought the consumer back in charge. Rather than to have themselves prescribed
problems and solutions by technologies, they took back ownership in problem definition and held
themselves accountable for problem solving.
In addition, participants were found to evaluate the technologies they were presented with on the
basis of their own criteria. Misfits between theory and practice were found to be constructed on the
account of for example morality, personal experience and self-knowledge. Again, it is important not
to focus too much on these constructions of a theory-practice misfit as rejections per se. Nor should
the sources of consumer knowledge participants referred to, be merely regarded as a means to
achieve such constructions with (which would render their contents irrelevant). Rather they should
be taken as criteria to define good food and technologies in their own right. As such, these results
and the resistance they may seem to convey, should rather be taken as a call for food
experts/developers to take also those criteria into account.

Naturalness: both explicitly and implicitly referred to by consumers
Naturalness was not referred to by the participants as frequently as expected. Therefore it was not
selected for further analysis. Still, it is a theme worthwhile to discuss briefly here. It is a soft impact
that is often echoed in public debates on technology. As such the question of how and to what
purposes it is being deployed is a relevant one to address. Swierstra and te Molder (forthcoming,
2011) already pointed to the fact that naturalness has become a classic soft impact when it comes to
public concerns about technologies. The idea that food should simply be natural, has become
something natural in itself. In a way it seems to have become an almost self-evident generally
received opinion within our culture. Similarly to what could be observed with the so-called sourceargument that was deployed by participants in this study (see section 4.3.1), also naturalness seems
to own the two important features that can make an argument hard to challenge: it is rather vague
and it appeals to a kind of common-sense logic shared by the members of the culture (Drew and Holt
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1988 in Kitzinger 2000). From an interactional perspective, naturalness may fit the list of criteria
which consumers may logically claim entitlement to, in order to legitimize the rejection of a
technology. Swierstra and te Molder (forthcoming, 2011) have pointed at the fact that experts have
been found to treat naturalness as a concern to be dealt with by the consumer. The consumer in turn
has been found to deploy this argument (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). Doing so, may
in fact serve to mark or maintain the consumer territory. That is, it could be that not only experts,
but possibly also consumers themselves, treat naturalness as a concern only the consumer is entitled
to judge about. When trying to improve food expert-consumer interaction, it is important to gain
insight into such dynamics. More research on the social purposes being served by the argument of
naturalness is therefore considered necessary. Nevertheless, it should be kept in mind that
naturalness is not only an interactional resource both experts and consumers may deploy. Just as
taste, naturalness is an important soft concern in itself. This means that also the content of the
argument should not be overlooked.
Swierstra and te Molder (forthcoming, 2011) have referred to naturalness as an argument that tends
to come up in interaction in direct ways. It is a soft impact which (contrarily to many others),
consumers regularly explicitly refer to. During the interviews held for this thesis, there were indeed
some instances at which participants explicitly brought up the need for food to be natural. However,
naturalness also appeared to be present in rather indirect ways. Section 4.2.1 has provided an
example of such. Here the need to act according to nature was implicitly available in one of the
participants’ expressed concerns to act upon signals of the body. In addition, naturalness was also
observed to be a present theme in certain contrasts participants made relevant. Participants for
example tended to present certain technologies as ‘tricks’ or ‘for fun’, and contrasted those with
‘real’ or ‘pure’ food. Such categories may respectively be taken as analogies to ‘unnatural’ and
‘natural’ foods. Naturalness seems to have become such a cultivated and commonplace concern,
that it might logically also be available in talk in implicit ways much more often than we are aware of.
This means, that if we want to understand how and for what purposes consumers put this argument
into action, future research should also address the indirect ways in which this happens, such as for
example by means of the contrasts just mentioned.

Strengths & limitations
Each of the five selected extracts for this thesis concerned talk about products/technologies related
to only one of three selected health categories, that is weight control. This does not mean that the
identified themes were absent in talk concerning technologies belonging to the other two categories
(mental performance and emotional well-being). The notion of symptomatic treatment and the need
to tackle problems from their source (instead of fixing them by means of technology), were for
example also present in participants’ talk about stress and emotional well-being. However, only after
the analysis, it was the decision to select five extracts most rich and illustrative of the soft impacts
identified, that has led to the eventual set of extracts for this report. It should thus be stressed that
no conclusions can be made with respect to the differences or similarities between talk concerning
the different categories of technologies. Doing so was also not the aim, and beyond the scope, of this
thesis. Nevertheless, studying the (possible) specifics of evaluations of technologies in each of the
categories would be valuable. It would for example be quite conceivable that issues of selfdetermination and taking responsibility are particularly relevant to weight control, since willpower
and self-control are at stake here (Petersen and Lupton in Pajari, Jallinoja et al. 2006). Due to a lack
of literature on the role of will-power and self-determination in relation to mental performance and
well-being, it is at this point only possible to speculate about such differences between the three
health categories. It would therefore be interesting to have another look at this thesis’ data, so as to
compare participants’ evaluations of foods in each of the three health categories.
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It is hard to say to what extent the results of this study are specific to food technology. It is likely that
also when confronted with other types of technology consumers will deploy their own sources of
knowledge, so as to come to an evaluation. The ones identified in this study (morality, personal
experience and self-knowledge), may also be applied in order to legitimate the rejection of non-food
related technologies, without using technical arguments. This study’s results regarding participants’
efforts to maintain the identity of self-determined and critical consumers, may on the other hand be
particularly relevant for food technology. Since food plays a major role in people’s everyday lives,
food and eating practices have been argued to be central to our sense of the self (Lupton 1996).
People’s food choices importantly contribute to how they present themselves to other people
(Lupton 1996). Though there are reasons to assume that this study’s results with respect to identity
our particularly relevant when it comes to food, this certainly does not mean that they are exclusive
to food technology. When interested to find out whether maintaining the identity of the selfdetermined and critical consumer also plays part in the face of other types of technologies, it is
important to keep in mind that people will then logically deploy other arguments than the ones
observed in this study. In this study participants were found to refer particularly to taste in order to
account for food choice. However, though when confronted with other kinds of technologies people
will deploy other kinds of arguments, the interactional effect (i.e. the construction of the identity of a
self-determined and critical consumer) may remain the same.
The interactional approach taken in studying the soft impacts of emerging food technologies, is
considered a particularly strong aspect of this thesis. Several authors have argued, that to be able to
understand (prospective) consumers’ reactions to new technologies, the interactional contexts in
which these reactions are brought forward should be studied (Davies and Macnaghten 2010; Veen,
Gremmen et al. 2010), and DP has been proposed as a useful tool in technology assessment (Veen,
Gremmen et al. 2010). This thesis has benefited from and confirmed such insights. Veen, Gremmen
et al. (2010) have also emphasized the merits of studying consumer’s responses to new technologies
especially in naturalistic settings (so as to be able to capture them within the context of everyday
life). Since this study was done in an interview setting, the link with participants’ everyday-life
practices was not directly available. The use of interviews, rather than naturalistic talk, could
therefore be considered a limitation of this thesis.
Besides that, the use of interview talk has some other implications. Participants are of course aware
of the fact that they are in a research situation and as such will orient to the idea of joining a group
discussion. Contrary to how they might have had acted in a naturalistic setting, they may for example
present a whole range of different perspectives on the topics discussed (Myers 2004). In addition,
the presence of the facilitators is likely to have affected the course of the conversations. Steering
towards particular soft impacts by the facilitators was as much as possible avoided, as the focus of
most questions was on descriptions rather than opinions. Still, a facilitator cannot in any way be
neutral and his/her presence and anything he/she will contribute will inevitably have its effect on the
subsequent course of the talk (Potter and Hepburn 2005). Moreover the questions as posed by the
facilitator do not only shape, but are also being shaped by the participants’ talk that preceded them
(Myers 2007). Being aware of such effects, however also means that they could be taken into
account. This means that participants’ talk obtained from the interviews was not studied in isolation.
Rather, the interviews as a whole, including the interventions of the facilitators, were taken as the
interactional object for the analysis (Potter and Hepburn 2005).
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Concluding remarks
To conclude, this research has underscored that soft impacts may be hard to recognize, because of
the way much of them tend to emerge only implicitly as interactional concerns. As such, it has once
more underlined the need for an interactional approach on soft impacts of emergent technologies
and proved the merits of taking a discursive psychological perspective in particular. If we want to
understand people’s responses to novel food technologies, this means that we need to be willing not
only to look at their contents, but also beyond the arguments they present. This study shows that
doing so is worth the effort. It has revealed some important soft impacts of food technology that
consumers refer to, and it has provided insight into the interactional goals that are being served by
these soft impacts. The results of this study pave the way for a more constructive mode of
communication between food scientists and the public. They may help experts to reflect on the
criteria they apply and the assumptions that are being carried by their technologies. Questions may
for example arise about how to design and deliver new technologies in a way that does not prescribe
problems and solutions, but keeps the consumer in charge about those. However, answering such
questions cannot possibly be done without involving the public. This implies a reconsideration of how
communication with the public is currently being shaped. As has been argued, there is a need for the
debate to become opened up for the consumer’s soft concerns with respect to food technologies in
order to become more fruitful (Swierstra and te Molder 2008; Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming,
2011; Veen, te Molder et al. forthcoming, 2011).
Swierstra and te Molder (forthcoming, 2011) already emphasized that this does not mean that each
and any soft impact needs to be taken up by experts as a matter of course. Rather, they need to
become acknowledged and debatable. With respect to the findings of this research, this for example
entails that the criteria that are or could be applied in defining and developing good food, need to
become part of the discussion. For experts to take into account the criteria that consumers deploy, is
thus not equal to taking them for granted. Instead, fundamental questions, both about currently
used and proposed criteria for food technology development, need to become part of the debate
(e.g. what do you mean by naturalness? why is it important?). Questions concerning their meaning
and validity, as well as the feasibility to act upon them, need to become addressed, by both expert
and consumer. It has become clear that these criteria may however only be implicitly available as
interactional concerns. This means that experts and consumers themselves may not have direct
access to them (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). In order to reflect upon them, they thus
first need to become visible. In addition, for some criteria which are directly available in talk, e.g.
taste and naturalness, it would be helpful if also experts and consumers themselves would be able to
recognize how they put these arguments into action. Such insights may lead them to reconsider the
actual meaning of these criteria (Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). This suggests that for
experts and consumers to be able to reflect on criteria for food technology development (or soft
impacts in general), their interactional concerns need to become visible and open for discussion to
them. The Discursive Action Method (DAM) could provide a tool to realize this process (Swierstra and
te Molder forthcoming, 2011). This reflection method helps participants to critically analyse their
own talk, so as to make visible their interactional concerns (Lamerichs and te Molder 2011
forthcoming in Swierstra and te Molder forthcoming, 2011). The DAM could thus be applied to
provide experts and consumers the opportunity to gain insight in the kinds of impacts of, and criteria
for, food technology development they distinguish, and how they use these in interaction. An
environment where such can be explored, will provide food experts and consumers the opportunity
to learn from each other and reflect on the assumptions they hold.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Instructions for the interviews (in Dutch)
Toelichting: deze handleiding bevat (1) de te verrichten handelingen door de facilitator
(weergegeven in bullets) en (2) tekstblokken met richtlijnen voor tekst en uitleg en de
interviewvragen. Onderlijnde vragen dienen altijd aan bod te komen, overige vragen zijn optioneel.

Introductie (15 minuten)





Naamkaartjes op tafel
Koffie/thee
Camera’s/geluidsapparatuur aanzetten
Welkomstwoord/Inleiding:

Welkom allemaal. Wij zijn Sanne Middendorp en Baukje Stinesen. We doen samen een
onderzoek over voeding bij de afdeling communicatie wetenschap hier aan de universiteit
van Wageningen.
Jullie hebben waarschijnlijk de camera al zien staan. Schrik daar niet van. We gaan jullie
vanavond opnemen, beeld en geluid, om de discussie later terug te kunnen horen en te
gebruiken voor ons onderzoek. Alle gegevens zullen alleen voor dit onderzoek worden
gebruikt en nergens anders voor. Je blijft hierbij anoniem. Graag willen we jullie vragen om
aan het einde van de avond de deelnamelijst te tekenen, waarmee je tevens toestemming
geeft voor deelname aan dit onderzoek. De betaling zal verlopen via VWO Field Research.
We zijn heel blij dat jullie zijn gekomen. We hebben jullie vandaag gevraagd om deel te
nemen aan dit groepsinterview, omdat we geïnteresseerd zijn in hoe jullie de toekomst van
onze voeding zien. De inzichten die we vanavond zullen verkrijgen, hopen we te kunnen
gebruiken om de relatie te verbeteren tussen ontwikkelaars van voedingsmiddelen en
consumenten.
Voordat we beginnen zullen we eerst even uitleggen wat we vanavond gaan doen en wat er
van jullie verwacht wordt:
- We hopen vanavond een levendige discussie te hebben waarin jullie je ideeën over voeding
kunnen uitwisselen.
- Wij zijn geïnteresseerd in jullie gezichtspunten, er zijn dus geen goede of foute
antwoorden.
- Wij zullen vanavond geregeld nieuwe onderwerpen aansnijden en vragen stellen om de
discussie op gang te brengen, maar we willen jullie van harte uitnodigen om ook op elkaar te
reageren en elkaar vragen te stellen.
Het interview zal duren tot uiterlijk 20:30. Tussendoor zullen we even een korte pauze
houden. Hebben jullie hier verder nog vragen over?
Voordat we echt gaan beginnen, willen we jullie vragen om jezelf even kort voor te stellen.
Hoe heet je, wat doe je in het dagelijks leven? Als iedereen het hiermee eens is, stel ik voor
dat we elkaar daarna bij elkaars voornaam en met ‘je’ kunnen aanspreken?


Introductieronde
I

Fase 1: Voeding van nu (20 minuten)
Om te beginnen willen we het hebben over je dagelijks eten.
1. Hoe zou je je maaltijd beschrijven? / Hoe ziet jouw eten eruit?
Wat zou een avondmaaltijd/ontbijt/tussendoortje kunnen zijn?
2. Is het moelijk om keuzes te maken? / Kom je daarbij wel eens voor moeilijke keuzes
te staan (bij het kopen van producten)?
Zo ja, welke?
Hoe stel je in dat geval je prioriteiten/Wat geef je in dat geval voorrang?
3. (Inhakend op de dilemma’s die eerder aan de orde zijn gekomen:)
Denk je dat voedingsproducenten hier rekening mee houden bij de ontwikkeling van
nieuwe producten?
Waarom wel/niet?
4. Is je voedingspatroon het afgelopen jaar veranderd? (Zijn er bijv. bepaalde
voedingsmiddelen bijgekomen/verdwenen)
5. Als je meer in het algemeen naar het aanbod van voeding kijkt, zijn er dan bepaalde
trends die je opvallen?
6. Wat vind je van het huidige aanbod aan producten?
7. Denk je dat technologie een belangrijke rol speelt bij het maken van ons eten?
Op welke manier?
Zo nee, waarom niet?

Fase 2: De toekomst van onze voeding (20 minuten)
We hebben het net gehad over het huidige aanbod van voedingsmiddelen en hoe je zelf
keuzes maakt. We willen jullie nu vragen om je een voorstelling te maken van hoe de
toekomst er uit zal zien. Hiermee bedoelen we de ontwikkelingen die zullen plaatsvinden
tussen nu en ongeveer twintig jaar.
1. Er zijn net al verschillende soorten voedingsmiddelen aan bod gekomen (bijv.
biologisch, light, etc). Verwacht je dat het aanbod aan voedingsmiddelen in de
toekomst zal veranderen?
Wat voor nieuwe producten verwacht je in de toekomst tegen te komen in de
supermarkt?
2. Wat is voor fabrikanten aantrekkelijk om te maken?
Zo ja,
3. Wat voor producten denk je dat er zullen verdwijnen?
4. Welke producten zullen altijd blijven?
5. Eten is nodig om in leven te blijven, maar daarnaast kun je er ook van genieten
(lekker eten op feestjes), en is het van belang om gezond te blijven. Denk je dat het
doel van voeding in de toekomst zal veranderen?
Zo ja, hoe? Waarom?
6. Zullen mensen in de toekomst op een andere manier/meer/minder bezig zijn met
hun voeding dan nu?
Waarom wel/niet?
Hoe zie/weet je dat?
Kun je een voorbeeld geven van.. (vragen om ‘bewijs’)
7. Wat vind je van dit soort ontwikkelingen (eventueel: beperken tot een of twee)?
II

Pauze (5 minuten)


Koffie/thee

Fase 3: Voedingsmiddelen (60 minuten)
We willen ons gesprek over de toekomst van onze voeding graag voortzetten aan de hand
van een aantal voorbeelden en producten. Zoals je ziet hebben we het een en ander op tafel
gezet. We willen graag nog even benadrukken dat dit geen marktonderzoek is, en dat we dus
niet geïnteresseerd zijn of jullie deze specifieke producten of merken zouden kopen. Wat we
graag willen weten is hoe jullie over dit soort producten denken.
Zoals al eerder even is genoemd kan voeding als middel dienen om de gezondheid te
behouden of te verbeteren. En er bestaan dan ook veel voedingsmiddelen die hier speciaal
op gericht zijn, zoals voedingsmiddelen die je helpen om af te vallen of om op gewicht te
blijven.
(Op je gewicht letten: 20 min)
1. Welke light producten gebruiken jullie?
Waarom?
2. Hoe (vaak) gebruik je ze? (Bijv. wanneer, waar (werk/thuis/feestje), met wie
(gezin/vrienden), waarom?)
3. (Bij afwijzing:) Heb je daar een speciale reden voor?



Facilitator relateert antwoorden aan producten op tafel (bijv. light/0%vet yoghurt) en kan op
dezelfde manier doorvragen naar het gebruik van producten die op tafel staan, maar nog
niet genoemd zijn door de participanten.
Facilitator introduceert Optimel Control (losse kaartjes met een afbeelding van het product)

worden
aan de met
participanten
overhandigd)
geeft hierbij
een korte
Ditis een
zuiveldrank
een eetlust
remmende en
werking.
De yoghurt
bevatuitleg:
natuurlijke
plantenextracten. Na het drinken van deze yoghurt, voel je je langer vol en de drank helpt je
dus om minder te eten.
Extra info (optioneel): De yoghurt bevat vetdruppeltjes die zijn opgebouwd uit haver en
palmolie. De haverolie verhindert de vertering van de palmolie in de maag, waardoor deze
uiteindelijk de dunne darm bereikt. Als het lichaam merkt dat de vetdeeltjes in de dunne
darm zijn aangekomen, geeft dit een signaal af dat er voldoende voedsel aanwezig is: op
deze manier wordt een hongergevoel dat normaalgesproken enkele uren na het eten op komt
zetten, onderdrukt.
1. Beschrijf eens een situatie waarin zo’n product van pas zou kunnen komen
2. Zou je dit product gebruiken?
Waarom wel/niet?
Wat staat je dan precies tegen? / Waar komt je wantrouwen vandaan?
3. Hoe zou je dit product gebruiken? (Bijv. wanneer, waar (werk/thuis/feestje), met wie
(gezin/vrienden), waarom?)
4. Hoe zou je dit product inpassen in je voedingspatroon?
5. Zegt het iets over jou als persoon wanneer je dit product gebruikt? Zo ja, wat?
6. In wat voor situaties zou je dit product juist niet gebruiken?
7. Wat zouden redenen zijn om dit product juist niet te gebruiken?

III



Facilitator introduceert Enviga (waarbij een afbeelding van het product wordt weergegeven
op een poster en losse kaartjes) en geeft hierbij een korte uitleg.

In dit drankje zit een antioxidant uit groene thee. Anti-oxidanten zijn heel populair
vanwege hun positieve effecten op de gezondheid. De anti-oxidant in dit drankje
stimuleert de verbranding van calorieën door het lichaam. Je zou dus kunnen zeggen dat
deze drank negatieve calorieën heeft. Wanneer je dit drankje drinkt, verbrand je meer
calorieën dan je opdrinkt.
Extra info (optioneel): Werkzame stof is de antioxidant EGCG uit groene thee die in
combinatie met cafeïne een positief effect heeft op de verbranding van calorieën.
1. Beschrijf eens een situatie waarbij dit drankje van pas zou kunnen komen?
2. Zou je dit product gebruiken?
Waarom wel/niet?
Wat staat je dan precies tegen? / Waar komt je wantrouwen vandaan?
3. Hoe zou je dit product gebruiken? (Bijv. wanneer, waar (werk/thuis/feestje), met
wie (gezin/vrienden), waarom?)
4. Hoe zou je dit product inpassen in je voedingspatroon?
5. Zegt het iets over jou als persoon wanneer je dit product gebruikt?
Zo ja, wat?
6. In wat voor situaties zou je dit product juist niet gebruiken?
7. Wat zouden redenen zijn om dit product juist niet te gebruiken?
(Producten gericht op het bevorderen van het denkvermogen: 20 min):
We willen het nu graag gaan hebben over een andere groep voedingsmiddelen. Namelijk
voedingsmiddelen die je concentratievermogen stimuleren of je helpen om beter te
kunnen denken.
1. Kunnen jullie producten noemen waarvan je denkt dat ze het denkvermogen
stimuleren?
2. Gebruik je deze producten wel eens?
Waarom wel/niet?
3. Hoe gebruik je ze? (Bijv. wanneer, waar (werk/thuis/feestje), met wie
(gezin/vrienden), waarom?)



Facilitator relateert antwoorden aan producten op tafel (bijv. koffie, energiedrankjes) en kan
vragen naar het gebruik van producten die op tafel staan, maar nog niet genoemd zijn door
de participanten.
Facilitator introduceert Blue Band Idee (product op tafel) en geeft hierbij een korte uitleg:

IV

Deze margarine bevat visvetzuren (ALA en DHA) uit sardines en ansjovis en verschillende Bvitaminen, die belangrijk zijn voor de ontwikkeling van de hersenen.
1. Kun je een situatie beschrijven waarin je dit product zou gebruiken?
2. Zou je dit product gebruiken?
Waarom wel/niet?
Wat staat je dan precies tegen? / Waar komt je wantrouwen vandaan?
3. Hoe zou je dit product gebruiken? (Bijv. wanneer, waar (werk/thuis/feestje), met
wie (gezin/vrienden), waarom?)
4. Hoe zou je dit product inpassen in je voedingspatroon?
5. Zegt het iets over jou als persoon wanneer je dit product gebruikt?
Zo ja, wat?
6. In wat voor situaties zou je dit product juist niet gebruiken?
7. Wat zouden redenen zijn om dit product juist niet te gebruiken?

(Producten gericht op het bevorderen van je stemming: 20 min)
Tenslotte willen we het nog hebben over een producten die iets doen met je stemming.
1.
2.
3.
4.


Kunnen jullie producten noemen waarvan je je beter (blijer?) gaat voelen?
Gebruik je deze producten wel eens?
Indien niet genoemd: Hoort chocolade ook in dit rijtje thuis? Waarom wel/niet?
Hoe gebruik je ze? In wat voor situaties? (Bijv. wanneer, waar (werk/thuis/feestje),
met wie (gezin/vrienden), waarom?)

Facilitator introduceert anti-stress GABA chocolade (waarbij een afbeelding van het product
wordt weergeven door middel van een poster en losse kaartjes) en geeft hierbij een korte
uitleg.

Deze chocolade bevat extra GABA. Dat is een stofje dat helpt tegen stress. Het is van nature
aanwezig is in cacao, maar in zo’n kleine hoeveelheid dat er geen effect optreedt, daarom
hebben ze aan deze chocolade extra GABA toegevoegd.
Extra info (optioneel): GABA functioneert in ons lichaam als een signaalstof in ons
zenuwstelsel (het is een zogenaamde neurotransmitter). Deze stof speelt een belangrijke rol
in onze hersenen en heeft een stressverminderend effect.
1. Beschrijf eens een situatie waarbij deze chocolade van pas zou kunnen komen?
2. Zou je dit product gebruiken?
Waarom wel/niet?
Wat staat je dan precies tegen? / Waar komt je wantrouwen vandaan?
3. Hoe zou je dit product gebruiken? (Bijv. wanneer, waar (werk/thuis/feestje), met
wie (gezin/vrienden), waarom?)
4. Hoe zou je dit product inpassen in je voedingspatroon?
5. Zegt het iets over jou als persoon wanneer je dit product gebruikt?
Zo ja, wat?
6. In wat voor situaties zou je dit product juist niet gebruiken?
7. Wat zouden redenen zijn om dit product juist niet te gebruiken?

V

Afsluiting
We zijn nu aan het einde gekomen van dit interview. We hebben veel nieuwe dingen
gehoord, waar we zeker mee aan de slag kunnen. Hartelijk bedankt voor jullie deelname.
Dan zou ik jullie nu willen vragen om de deelnamelijst te ondertekenen.


Facilitator laat deelnamelijst tekenen

VI

Appendix B: Key to transcription
(Based on Jefferson Transcription System; Jefferson, 2004)

[ ]

Square brackets mark the start and end of overlapping speech.

Underscoring

Underscoring signals vocal emphasis

CAPITALS

Capitals signal speech that is considerably louder (than the surrounding talk)

⁰quite speech⁰

Degree signs indicate speech that is quieter (than the surrounding talk)

*heheh*

Asterisks indicate a creaky vocal delivery

(0.4)

Numbers in round brackets measure pauses in tenths of seconds

(.)

A dot in round brackets indicates a micro-pause, hearable but too short to
measure (approximately a tenth of a second)

N(h)ee

Laughter within speech is signalled by ‘h’s in round brackets

:

Colons signal a prolongation of the preceding sound

↑↓

Arrows indicate a rise or fall in intonation

((laughter ))

Double brackets (italicized) refer to transcriber’s descriptions of features or
non-verbal aspects of the interaction

.hh

A dot preceding (a row of) ‘h’s indicates an inbreath (if the dot is placed
behind the ‘h’s, it indicates an outbreath)
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Appendix C1: Extract 1
Interview 1
Date: 19-10-2010

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

Fac1:

Margriet:
Lisanne:
Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:
Fac1:

Annelies:
Steven:
Annelies:
Johan:

Margriet:
Annelies:
group:
Johan:
Annelies:
group:
Johan:

Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:
Johan:
Fac2:
Margriet:
Annelies:
Fac2:
Johan:

maakt dat eigenlijk nog
uit dan als als als jullie
dan iets van light gebruiken
of die cola ofzo is dat nog
op speciale momenten of is dat
gewoon ter vervanging van
(0.3) van eh gewone cola (.)
altijd
ja
ja
bij ons wel
ja
ter vervanging ja ja
(1.2) dus tis niet van eh
(1.7) dat je d dat je op een
feestje wel gewoon dingen eet
maar dan thuis (0.5) °light ofzo°
(0.5) ik drink light omdat ik het
lekkerder vind maar niet om:dat
het ↑light is
(1.9) mm mm
°.h nee°
ja misschien dat er momenten
zouden zijn dat je maar dan::
dat je er niet bewust over
nadenkt inderdaad dat je op
een feestje denkt van nu laat
ik eventjes .hh laat ik me even
gaan bij wijze van spreken een
avondje (.) al is 't een avondje in
de week ofzo en .h
dat je er dan inderdaad minder op
let dat je bij eh niet gaat niet
gaat vragen van eh::
is dat [ligh(h)t heheh]
[is dat light ]
[heheheh
]
[is het wel light inderdaad]
[nee dan hoef ik het niet]
[heheheh / ((inaudible)) ]
maar dat je thuis er wel op
let en dat je dan zelf de
controle erover heb
[inderdaad eh:: en dat
je zelf bepaalt] wat je
[ja:: ja ja ja ]
eh wat je neemt maar
ja
(0.6)ja misschien meer in
die eh::
en als je dan zelf een feestje
geeft
heheh [.hh]
[ja ]dan haal je de light
haal je in huis [omdat je die
lekker vindt omdat je 't]
[dan haal je de light
]
[ja vaak w: ja ja ja
] vaak
de light eh:: variant inderdaad
((continues))
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Appendix C2: Extract 2
Interview 2
Date: 25-10-2010

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58

Victor:
Tamara:
Fac2:
Victor:
Willem:

Bart:
Willem:
Saskia:
Willem:
Saskia:
Tamara:
Willem:

Tamara:
Willem:

Bart:
Tamara:

Willem:
Saskia:
Victor:
Bart:
Willem:

Fac1:
Bart:
Fac1:
Willem:
Fac1:
Willem:
Fac1:
Saskia:
Willem:

ja ik zou eerder groene thee
drinken dan (.) dan dit
ja
ja
°ik zie niet (.4)[((inaudible))°]
[ik vind die
flesjes eh]
met groene thee weet je die heb
je ook zoals ijsthee met groene
thee (.) die vind ik wel ↑lekker
°ja°
dus als dit ook zoiets is (.) ja
ja: dit moet natuurlijk verkopen
omdat het de calorieënverbrander is
(1.0) ja maar dat gelo ja
[ervan uitgaand dat je dat] ge↓looft
[((inaudible))
]
als ze dat eh (.) als dat bewezen
wordt (0.4) ja ik zou het sowieso
als het op de markt komt zou ik
zou ik het sowieso wel een paar
[keer proberen]
[wel proberen ] ja: ja
maar ja hoe kun je het bewijzen
(.) elke elke tien minuten op de
weegschaal gaan staan dat het ook
niet zoveel zin
°nee°
en hoe vind je dit in het in 't
hele rek met al die al die
blikjes [en ] eh dat valt niet
eens op
[°ja°] (1.0) °staat zoveel
[((inaudible))°]
[het komt wel ] tussen de:
energiedrank waarschijnlijk °te
staan°
en bovendien groene thee daar zit
geen een calorie in dus (.) ik eh
(2.5) hh.
hh. °het is jammer dak het
niet ken maar ik eh° (.) ↑ja het
lijkt mij wel iets (.) als het dan
ook nog lekker is want dat is de
eerste het eerste vereiste
[ja
]
[mm mm/((nodding))]
ja dat is belangrijker dan da dan
dat je dr (.) dus eventueel van af
zou vallen dat het calorie
dat is het bijkomend voordeel
ja
een blikje drinken neem je omdat
het lekker is
hm↑mm
[dit verkoopt wel natuurlijk ]
[anders kan je net zo goed een]
fles water kopen
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Appendix C3: Extract 3
Interview 1
Date: 19-10-2010

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61

Johan:

Piet:
Annelies:
Johan:

Margriet:
Johan:

Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:
Johan:

Margriet:
Annelies:
Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:

Lisanne:
Margriet:

Lisanne:
Margriet:
Johan:
Margriet:

ja maar is het is het überhaupt
(0.2) ge gezond om je om je eetlust
te remmen zeg maar dat is ook
wel een vraag natuurlijk
mm mm
°ja ((inaudible))°
mm moet je dan niet juist iets op
dat moment dat je dat je dus je
lichaam er om vraagt moet je dan
niet [juist] .hh je lichaam dan
wat geven
[ja: ]
wel g een brandstof dus wel goeie
brandstoffen maar (.) moet je dan niet
een nadruk gaan leggen wa wat je dan
eet en .hh op die momenten dan zeg maar
(.) en hoeveel dat dan is en eh::
in plaats van dat je het maar
probeert te onderdrukken dat dat
is een beetje [de:
]
[nou ik ik] eh
oh w:at die optimel [bedoel] je
[ja
] (.) ja
ja [ja]
[ja] ok ja ja ja ja (.) ja nee (.)
nee dat lijkt me ook niet eh:
.hh je zou wel zeggen ik eh ja dan
zit ik vol inderdaad maar je lichaam
[ja
]
[heeft] dan blijkbaar geen brandstof
of ja het volle ge↑voel maar het levert
niet de energie naar je (.)naar je
lichaam die je dus wel nodig hebt erna
dus uiteindelijk zul je je toch .hh slap
gaan voelen en 't honger gevoel
zal net zo hard weer eh (.) [terug ]
komen [zeg maar]
[mm mm ]
[.h ja
]
mm
(1.3) °dus eh°
ja want we hadden het daarstraks
tenminste jullie hadden het erover dat
je echt niet eh ontbijt dat je het
niet weg kan krijgen (0.6) eh:m en jij
zei ook van ja als je dan eh 's morgens
vroeg op staat
ja
nou als wij op vakantie gaan en we
staan echt heel (.) ↓vroeg op .hh
en we staan om vier uur op ofzo
en dat je om vijf uur dan krijg
ik ook echt geen brood [weg]
[nee] precies
maar normaal gesproken dan moet ik
echt heel regelmatig eten gewoon
ontbijt .h en [en eh]
[mm mm]
's middags en 's avonds .hh en als
ik eh:: nou op vakantie bijvoorbeeld
als je lang in de auto zit .h en ik
X
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Steven:
Margriet:

eet onregelmatig dan word ik echt
heel chagrijnig (.) kan ik ↓echt
niet tegen (1.0) °dat eh°
°nee°
nee dan moet dan ↑moet ik echt eten
(0.2) ja
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Els:
Peter:
Els:
Peter:

Els:
Thijs:
Els:
Hermien:
Els:
Sonja:
Peter:
Els:
Peter:
Jan:
Peter:
Els:
Jan:
Peter:
Thijs:
Peter:
Thijs:
Peter:
Thijs:
Peter:
Thijs:

het lijkt net alsof het ge↑zond is
ja::
met groene thee
en dan denk ik ooh nouja
als ik deze burn hè dan kan
ik wel eh (.) een stukje chocola
ete (1.0) en [dan] eh denk ik deze
[ja ]
die verbrandt dat stukje chocola
f(h)ijn [(h)uhhuha heheheh
]
[ja dat is zo dat is zo (.) ja]
[((inaudible))]
een negatief effect dan eh
ja
dat is zo ja
eh en ik denk (.) ja (0.5) dat je
door middel van (.) eh h. (0.8) ehm
(0.8) gewoon weer het normale [he]
[ja]
wanneer of eh kan je et beste de
calorië: verbrande
ja
wanneer je: net wakker bent en
gaat sporte bevoorbeeld
ja
ok
dan kan je waanzinnig veel calorieën
verbranden (0.3) ↑doe ↑dat dan (.)
ga buiten hardlope als je [nog ]
[daar]
hebbe we toch geen zin in hè dat
weet je toch ((sluggish voice))
ja (.) dat klopt [h.]
[ja] maar daar gaat
het om
ja maar ja dit gaat (.)
[denk ik niet
]
[ik wil playstationen] ofso (.)
beetje nintendo'e (0.6) spelletje
spele
ja (0.4)en die drinke
((swings card with picture of Enviga))
j(h)ha en dees d(h)rinke en stukje
chocola ete (.) dat had ik ook
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Peter:
Sonja:
Peter:

Els:
Peter:
Els:
Peter:
Els:
Peter
Sonja:

Hermien:
Sonja:
Peter:
Sonja:

Thijs:
Peter:
Thijs:

Els:
Thijs:
Els:
Thijs:
Jan:
Els:
Jan:

ik heb optimel ook wel eh (0.4)
zo nu en dan gedronke omdat we
naar de sauna gingen
↑kijk [.h heh het helpt 't ↑werkt
wel °de reclame°]
[dus eh inderdaad ((inaudible))
en het
] ↑smaakt ↓wel lekker
(2.0) maar goed controle ja (1.2)
ja (.) °ik zou 't nie kope° ((faster))
(0.8) maar [(.) zou
] je iemand
daarvoor kenne
[ik ook niet]
ja (1.3) 'tzelfde geldt weer toch
h. o hetzelfde geldt ↓weer voor ja
mm [mm ]
[het] tis 'n: (0.3) 't is eh
je haalt dit niet bij de bron weg
mm
dit is een vervanging (.) of een
oplossing ergens voor (1.0) en h.
je m(h)oet ↓juist bij de bron zijn
ik ben het heel (.) helemaal met je
eens (.) ja (0.5) als je zelf
gevarieerd eet (0.8) dan hoef je
ook nie eens al die over die
vitaminepille die d'r nu dan op de
markt zijn
°ja°
die zijn gewoon overbodig
ja
°hoeft niet° (0.6) als je: (1.5)
gevarieerde voeding eh neemt (.)
en in (.) normale mate (1.2) dus
dit is allemaal een beetje gewoon
eh con↓sumptiemaatschappij
*ja* [is] dit dan ook niet (.)
[ja]
symptoombestrijding ik bedoel als
je dan kijkt (.) dat de meeste men ik
vind de meeste mensen nie eens in balans
(.) net wat je zegt van
twee ja ze wille: twee keer per
jaar op vakantie (.) zijn aan 't
stresse daarheen daarheen zus zo
er moet snel worde g ge↑gete (0.3)
ja (0.8) en dan eh probere we met
dit soort dinge nog eh:
°dat helpt gewoon niet°
dit ↑helpt niet
nee
[we moeten juist gewoon h.]
[((inaudible))
] als je
alleen al zegt gewoon (.) ↓rustiger
eten
ja
dat je veel ss sneller ↑merkt (.)
hè want eh binnen tien minuten
merk je dat je verzadigd bent (0.5)
ja als je het eh met de arm om het
bord heen naar binnen schuift
[ ((inaudible)) ]
XIII

62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72

Thijs:
Jan:
Peter:
Jan:
Els:
Jan:

Els:
Peter:

[teevee aan hihihi]
pre↑cies
ja
je kop hemaal nergens
ja [mm mm ]
[ja (.)] dan dan dan plemp je
jezelf vol (.) terwijl als je gewoon
rustig en bewust eet dan eet je
inderdaad veel minder
mm mm
ja
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