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European food quality schemes in everyday food consumption: 

 An exploration of sayings and doings through pragmatic regimes of engagement  

 

 

Abstract: 

  

While European consumers generally support the principles underpinning Food Quality 

Schemes (FQS), sales of certified products remain modest. This phenomenon is known as 

‘attitude-behaviour gap’ and considerable scholarly and policy efforts have been geared 

towards ‘filling’ or ‘bridging’ the gap. This study aims at casting new light on this ‘discrepancy’ 

between consumers’ sayings and doings through a study of everyday food practices connected 

to FQS. We used a qualitative multi-method research design comprising extensive ethnographic 

fieldwork data gathered from 41 households across seven European countries, including 

interviews, walk-along tours, and food diaries, in order to understand consumers’ perceptions 

of FQS in relation to their everyday food consumption practices. Building on convention theory 

and Thévenot’s work, we showed that food practices can be understood through different 

‘regimes of engagement’, namely different ways of thinking and behaving, following different 

logics corresponding to varying levels of knowledge and interest. We thus argue that the 

‘attitude’behaviour gap’ should rather be reconceptualised as the co-existence of multiple 

regimes of engagement, namely a dynamic and always evolving process of adjustment through 

which consumers understand and engage with FQS in everyday food practices. 
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1. Introduction 

The importance of labelling for ensuring high-quality food and protecting gastronomical 

heritage has been a consistent element in European agricultural policy over the past thirty years 

((EU, 1992, 1999, 2012). This is reproduced also in the recent European Green Deal launched 

in 2020 to develop a fairer, healthier, and more environmentally friendly food system by 

2030 (European Commission, 2020b). At its heart lies the Farm to Fork strategy ‘to empower 

consumers to make informed, healthy and sustainable food choices. For this purpose, the 

Commission proposed harmonised mandatory front-of-pack nutrition labelling and considered 

extending mandatory origin or provenance indications to certain products, while strengthening 

the legislative framework on Geographical Indications (GIs) to include specific sustainability 

criteria. A better understanding of consumer knowledge of European Food Quality Schemes is 

therefore needed. With the term Food Quality Schemes (FQS) we refer to approved 

designations of food quality, certified by public regulation. These include the EU Geographical 

Indications (GIs), such as the Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) and the Protected 

Geographical Indication (PGI), traditional products certified under the Traditional Speciality 

Guaranteed (TSG) scheme, and the EU-Organic certification.  

 

Through the valorisation of cultural heritage, based on unique and distinguishable process and 

product quality, FQS offer producers the prospect of higher margins and profitability (XXX et 

al., 2021), contributing to rural development through better-paid jobs (Hilal et al., 2021) and 

higher local economic multiplier ratios (XXX et al., 2021).  This can explain how FQS sales 

have increased in the global agri-food marketplace in the past twenty-five years (AND-

International et al., 2020; FiBL Statistics, 2020). Additionally, a recent Eurobarometer shows 

that food bearing a label of quality is important for most consumers (81%), while consumer 

appreciation of culinary traditions, know-how and food coming from a given geographical area 
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has risen steadily in the past decade (European Commission, 2020a). Nonetheless, the market 

shares of FQS products typically remain low and marginal, and some major GIs and related 

labels are scarcely known by consumers (European Commission, 2020a; Grunert and 

Aachmann, 2016). This is also evidenced by recent empirical research that shows how the 

overall level of awareness and understanding of FQS among European consumers remains low 

(XXX et al., 2019). Against this backdrop, this paper aims to understand this apparent 

discrepancy between consumers’ awareness of, interest in, and actual purchasing behaviour 

regarding FQS - in other words, investigating the difference between sayings and doings. 

 

The discrepancy between consumers’ increasingly positive attitude towards local concerns and 

products, including sustainable labels, and actual consumer behaviour is one of the most 

debated issues among scholars and policy communities on quality labels and sustainable 

consumption. In the academic literature, this phenomenon is often denoted as an ‘attitude-

behaviour gap’ (Carrington et al., 2010) and studied through quantitative methods (ElHaffar et 

al., 2020), although the processes involved in consumption behaviour and food practices are 

plurivocal, involving the complex intertwining of different moral orders (Evans, 2011). 

Nevertheless, as consumer awareness of FQS is very limited, a new angle is needed to capture 

understandings and uses of FQS. We therefore focused the fieldwork on everyday food 

practices to delve deeper into the use (or non-use)  of FQSs. 

 

Building on these insights, this paper investigates the everyday food consumption practices of 

41 families – henceforth denoted as informants or participants – across seven European 

countries (France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Serbia and the UK) through a multi-

method qualitative research design including ethnographic fieldwork (XXXet al., 2018). To 

unravel the complexities associated with everyday consumption (Evans, 2018), food 
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sustainability, and the world of FQS, we adopt a pragmatic sociological approach by drawing 

on the concept of ‘regimes of engagement’ to illustrate the complexity of different products, 

situations and discourses on consumption of FQSs products (Thévenot, 2006; Thévenot, 2007; 

Evans, 2011; Ponte, 2016; Swaffield et al., 2018). The regimes of engagement developed by 

Thévenot comprise three forms of thinking and behaving (‘cognitive format’ in Thévenot’s 

terminology) in which people engage depending upon the situation, namely the regime of 

familiarity; the regime of planned action; and the regime of justification (see section 3 for a full 

explanation). We argue that these regimes offer a new perspective for understanding food 

practices and engagement with FQS, as the degree of reflexivity involved differs in each regime. 

 

The paper is structured as follows. We start by discussing the state of the art on FQS in the 

context of food practices, their role in the EU Common Agricultural Policy (Aprile et al. 2016) 

and quality policy, where they are understood as drivers of sustainable consumption. We then 

outline the theoretical framework based on convention theory, focusing on the regimes of 

engagement developed by Thévenot. These sections are followed by the methodological 

approach and key findings. The latter is structured around the main phases of food consumption, 

i.e., planning, purchasing, cooking, eating, and disposing (Desjeux, 2006; Gronow and 

Strandbakken, 2015), and contextualised in light of the regimes of engagement and pragmatic 

sociology (Thévenot, 2007). The article concludes with final considerations, highlighting the 

limitations of the study and directions for future research. 

 

This study contributes to the existing literature in at least two main ways. First, empirically, it 

presents extensive observations of everyday consumption practices of European households 

with a focus on FQS. We advance the state of the art through a detailed exploration of 

consumers’ perceptions, attitudes and use or non-use of FQS. In doing so, we contribute to an 
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emerging body of literature that explores the attitude-behaviour gap through qualitative 

approaches to illustrate the multiple moral engagements at play within everyday consumption 

(Carrington et al., 2014; De Pelsmacker et al., 2005; Freestone and McGoldrick, 2008; Grunert 

and Aachmann, 2016; Shaw et al., 2006). Second, we undertake theory building regarding 

everyday food practices, applying the ‘regimes of engagement’ approach of Thévenot (2007), 

to interpret and provide a better understanding of the complexities of households’ everyday 

choices related to FQS. 

 

2. EU Food Quality Schemes in the context of food practices  

 
Since the emergence of quality policy within the European policy agenda, much has been 

written on FQS from both production and consumption perspectives (XXX et al., 2019; Ilbery 

et al., 2005; Kaczorowska et al., 2021; XXX et al., 2021; Meyerding and Merz, 2018; Tregear 

et al., 2007). EU FQS1 aim to protect food names and cultural heritage while communicating 

superior quality attributes and trust to consumers (European Commission, 2020) but 

consumers’ interest and trust are often taken for granted within policy approaches (Goodman, 

2004).  

 

Although the market for organic food and GIs has increased in recent years, FQS generally 

remain a niche product and occupy a marginal position in the food sector (AND-International 

et al., 2020). Even in the case of organic products, which are relatively well established 

compared to GIs and whose sales almost doubled in the last decade, EU consumers only spent 

 
1 PDO, PGI, TSG are the three quality labels launched in the 1990s to officially link food products to a traditional 
culture, reputation and / or their geographical origin. They certify different levels of product and process 
specifications, which are verified by certification body or designated authorities. The EU organic logo is an 
umbrella logo acknowledging national organic certification schemes by different national authorised control 
agencies or bodies. 
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on average approximately 4% of their total food expenditure per capita in 20192 (Bioeco Actual, 

2019; EUROSTAT, 2019). Generally, FQSs products are not well known by consumers, who 

often do not understand or pay attention to the label (XXX et al., 2019). 

A review of consumer studies identified a generally low awareness of European food quality 

labels (Grunert and Aachmann, 2016), confirmed by more recent consumer surveys that stress 

how consumers typically fail to recognise and understand the differences between FQS (XXX 

et al., 2019). The discrepancy between consumers’ attitudes towards sustainability and actual 

consumer behaviour is one of the most debated topics in the literature on sustainable 

consumption. Known in academic literature as the ‘intention-behaviour gap’, ‘attitude-

behaviour gap’ or ‘green gap’, most studies approach this phenomenon through quantitative 

and survey-based methods (ElHaffar et al., 2020; Vermeir and Verbeke, 2006) attempting to 

explain consumers’ ‘incoherency’ through demographic, psychological and social factors. 

However, conjoint analysis and survey-based methods have limited ability to explore the 

complexities of the moral choices involved in sustainable consumption and to fully understand 

the complexities associated with everyday food practices, whereas qualitative methods can 

contribute to building a rich and nuanced understanding of consumer motivations (Bernardes 

et al., 2018; Carrington et al., 2014; Grunert and Aachmann, 2016).  

Research recognises this apparent discrepancy between ‘sayings’ and ‘doings’ (Park and Lin, 

2020), and that “the way that people talk about food does not necessarily match the way that 

they consume it” (Eden et al., 2008, p.1054). Taking into account the potential of European 

FQS to contribute to rural development and drive consumers’ sustainable food practices, and 

given consumers’ increasing levels of interest in and awareness of sustainability issues, it is 

 
2 Data report an average of 84 euros spent on organic product per capita per year for an average of 2140 per 
capita per year for consumption of food and non-alcoholic beverage (Bioeco Actual, 2019; EUROSTAT, 2019). 
Trends differ though based on different coutries. For example, two of the countries studied here, Serbia and 
Norway, show quite different consumer behaviours, with an expense of respectively 1040 euros and 3080 euros 
per capita per year for consumption of food and non-alcoholic beverage (ibid). 
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timely and fruitful to understand why and how this discrepancy between sayings and doings is 

embedded in everyday food practices. 

 

3.  Conceptualising food consumption practices through the pragmatic regimes of 

engagement 

 
Our theoretical framework draws from the work of the French theorists Thévenot and Boltanski 

(Boltanski and Thévenot, 2006; Thévenot, 2001; Thévenot, 2006) introducing convention 

theory, particularly the approach of the pragmatic regimes of engagement (Thévenot, 1994, 

2007, 2019) in order to shed new light on everyday food practices and FQSs.  

 

This theory has been effectively applied to study the ‘worlds of production’ (Parrott et al., 2002; 

Storper and Salais, 1997; Stræte, 2008; Morgan et al., 2006; Murdoch, 1999). More generally, 

several studies have used convention theory, including the regimes of engagement, to explore 

food practices, as evidenced by the agri-food literature - for an empirical example, see Andersen 

(2011); for a literature review, see Ponte (2016). Moreover, the concept of ‘regime’ is widely 

used in food sociology and rural studies (i.e. Geels, 2011), though from a perspective far from 

Thévenot’s regimes of engagement, where a micro approach aimed at understanding agency 

and describing civic engagement is central. Recent studies in social sciences draw on the 

regimes of engagement to shed light on the complexity of social practices, particularly on 

agency in actions oriented towards the future (Mandich, 2019; Welch et al., 2020). However, 

although food is a central part of everyday life, food practices are rarely mentioned in these 

studies with the exception of Thévenot’s article on Russian food supply (Thévenot, 2019). 

 

Boltanski and Thévenot, in their widely known work On Justification (Boltanski and Thévenot, 

2006), were interested in situations of debate and controversy and identified six worlds of worth 
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(market, industrial, domestic, civic, inspired, opinion) corresponding to six ways of appealing 

to higher legitimacy. The model proposed in On justification only took account of a certain type 

of action: engagement in justification. In this study, we draw on a lesser-known aspect of 

Thévenot’s work, which represents a continuation of the study of the worlds of worth. The 

authors’ idea was to expand this model with two other regimes of engagement: the engagement 

in familiarity and the engagement in a plan. These three regimes can be seen as subjects’ ways 

of thinking and doing, depending on the situation. Situations and spaces can be more or less 

public, more or less fair, and can raise an issue for justification. The word ‘engagement’ was 

chosen to refer to two dimensions in the French language. The physical engagement (e.g., 

meaning ‘going to’, like entering a tunnel) echoes the pragmatic sociology sought by Thévenot. 

Moral engagement (commitment) is fundamental in a sociological theory expounding the moral 

dimensions of action (in Thévenot’s words: ‘to re-moralize sociology’).  

 

The regime of familiarity occurs through habits, linked to specific ways of doing, related to 

usual objects and devices, highlighting that an actor is accustomed to their surroundings (things 

and/or people). For example, an actor cooking a familiar recipe in the kitchen using familiar 

utensils engages in this regime. Feeling at ease is fundamental in this regime, involving 

personal ways of arranging things, using tools in ways that other people might consider 

inconvenient. This regime relies on ‘perceptual clues’, perceived elements of familiar 

things/devices allowing the smooth fulfilment of the action: “this type of engagement is linked 

to local, personal clues in the immediate surroundings. The touchstones by means of which 

reality is apprehended” (Thévenot, 2007, p.6). These can be, for example, the texture of pasta 

(to check if it is ready to eat), or a label or brand to select a product on a shelf. Actions performed 

in the regime of familiarity are barely communicable to others, as they are intimate, and are not 
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meant to be expressed (and rarely are) by words. The action here is fluid and smooth and 

involves a low degree of reflexivity.  

 

The second regime deals with engagement in a plan. This regime manifests when the actor 

performs a ‘normal’ action, i.e., one that is normal both for the actor and for anybody around 

them (for example, customers eating quietly in a café, a hotel or on public transport). Since this 

action is ‘normal’ and is operated in a similar way by most people, it is also accessible to 

everybody and communicable in essence. Consequently, “the person is treated as an 

autonomous individual clearly detached from his/her environment, carrying a plan of action 

defining the evaluation of what matters. The material environment is grasped in functionalities 

that sustain the accomplishment of the plan and so of the individual” 3 (Thévenot, 2006, p.14). 

In this model of rational planned action, the actor operates in a conscious way. The satisfaction 

of being able to project into the future is fundamental. In our kitchen example, we could think 

of a person inviting a friend and trying a new recipe, and therefore consciously gathering the 

ingredients and carefully following the recipe instructions. The action involves a certain degree 

of reflexivity, crystalised by will and by active engagement in the realisation of a project.  

 

The regime of justification refers to situations of controversy when an actor seeks to settle a 

debate where participants try to justify their claims by appealing to a world of worth (a form of 

the common good). Situations of controversy occur when matters of responsibility arise, or 

when collective decisions must be taken: “persons and things engaged in the justifiable action 

are qualified according to orders of worth, allowing evaluations based upon common goods.” 4 

(Thévenot, 2006, p.14). Returning to our kitchen example, when the researcher asks the reasons 

behind specific food habits, an informant may answer by appealing to worlds of worth (such as 

 
3 Our own translation from the French text.  
4 Our own translation from the French text. 
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prices in the market world or tradition in the domestic world). Consequently, this regime is 

relevant to understanding when an actor deliberates between different products, weighing the 

pros and cons of different food types and labels. Based on Thévenot’s work, Table 1 

summarises the regimes of engagement, taking into consideration the type of regime, situation, 

and action. It should be emphasized that what Thévenot calls “the good at stake” 5 differs from 

one regime to another both in prevalence and relevance. While the regime of justification offers 

a possibility of mutual understanding and openness towards potential compromise, the 

familiarity and the planned action regimes are more concentrated on feeling “at ease” or finding 

a successful conventional way of doing things. 

Table 1. Regimes of engagement  

Regime Environment/situation  Characterisation of the action  

Familiarity  Personal (intimate) well- 
known, accustomed 
environment  

Fluid, routine-based, embodied 
practices, importance of comfort  

Planned action  Public, personal but 
open to all 
 
 

‘Normal’, consciously planned, 
organised with a certain aim in the 
future  

Justification  Public situation of 
debate  

Exchange over what is at stake in the 
debate, importance of world of worth  

 

Source: Own construction based on Thévenot (2007) 

 

Most studies on the attitude-behaviour gap (especially in psychology and economics) assume 

the consumer to be a rational actor making deliberate choices for a specific purpose (ElHaffar 

et al., 2020). This way of conceiving action has been criticised by sociologists advocating for 

attention to practice, such as Shove (2010) among others, conceiving action above all as non-

reflexive and routine-based. We follow Thévenot’s reasoning, which suggests that these two 

 
5 To avoid ambiguity and misunderstanding, we choose here not to refer directly the worlds of worth 
(Boltanski & Thévenot 1991) which are pillars for the regime of justification, but not for the two others.  
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forms of action coexist and constitute two different regimes of engagement (the planned action 

and action in familiarity, respectively). By accounting for the possible co-existence of these 

mutually exclusive regimes and by highlighting the different forms of thinking involved, as 

well as the circumstances that allow a shift from one to the other, we aim to shed further light 

on the ‘attitude-behaviour gap’.  

 

4. A qualitative multi-method approach  

This study employs a multi-method qualitative approach to capture a wide range of discourses, 

practices and materials and their interactions. As mentioned above, we focus on everyday food 

practices to enable us to understand the use and knowledge of FQS (XXX et al., 2018).  Previous 

research has underlined significant differences between Southern and Northern Europe 

regarding the use and knowledge about FQS (XXX 2019, XXX 2013), which were also brought 

forward during our fieldwork. However, despite recognising the differences among several food 

cultures and national food systems, we aimed in this paper and through the food practices 

approach to emphasize similarities more than differences. 

The research involved a total of 41 European households comprising five to six families per 

country (France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Serbia and the UK). The fieldwork 

included three physical visits during each of the three seasons studied, lasting from a half-day 

to a full day, with three to six months between each visit. Table 2 summarises the key 

methodological phases. 

 

Table 2. Multi-method research design and key phases 
  

Methodology phase Details 

Selection criteria 
Spring 2017 

• Family households (min. 2 people), with and without children 
• Mixed levels of awareness and interest in food quality and 
sustainability practices (low to high) 
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• Different socio-economic indicators (education, income, 
occupation) 
• Different geographical locations (urban, rural, coastal) 
• Willingness to record food practices (photo/video journal, food 
diary, etc.) with own devices 

Recruitment 
Total of 41 Families 
in 7 Countries 
Spring 2017 

• France, 6 Families (FR1-6) 
• Germany, 6 Families (GE1-6) 
• Hungary, 6 Families (HU1-6) 
• Italy, 5 Families (IT1-5) 
• United Kingdom, 6 Families (UK1-6) 
• Norway, 6 Families (NO1-6) 
• Serbia, 6 Families (SE1-6) 

Interviews and 
dialogic 
conversations 
Summer 2017 to 
summer 2018 
 

• 41 semi-structured interviews with households (1st visit) 
• 41 dialogic and self-reflexive conversations (3rd visit) 
• Card game with food quality schemes and eco-labels (3rd visit) 

Ethnographic 
observations 
3 visits per 
household in 3 
different seasons  
Summer 2017 to 
summer 2018 
 

• Food baskets conversations based on visual and sensory 
experience (1st visit) 
• Participant observations of family food practices 
• Observations of main phases of food consumption:  planning, 
purchasing, cooking, eating, and disposing (multiple visits) with 
photo/video recordings 
• Kitchen tours (multiple visits) 
• Walk-around tours in supermarkets, food shops and alternative 
food retail outlets e.g. farmers’ markets, organic shops, etc. 
(multiple visits) 
• Cooking and eating together 
  

Food biographies 
Winter 2018 
 
 

• Households documented the “biography of family food” for a 
week 
• Households documented their favourite FQS food products 
• Households documented planning, purchasing, cooking, eating, 
disposing of an FQS product of their choice 

  
  

The first phase involved the development of the selection criteria of our family households 

(minimum of two people). In order to gain variation in the sampling strategy (Corbin and 

Strauss, 2015) we recruited families with and without children, with mixed levels of awareness 

and interest in food quality and sustainability practices (low to high), as well as different socio-
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economic indicators (education, income, occupation) and different geographical locations 

(urban/rural). This allowed us to achieve a mixed sample representation, a strategy already 

adopted in previous research on the attitude-behaviour gap (Carrington et al., 2014). Families 

were recruited through a mix of approaches, i.e. ads in university and city councils spaces or 

professional networks, and were all preliminarily met in a shared space (i.e. a cafe or a 

university space) to assess their suitability and willingness to participate. All families received 

a food basket and monetary compensation for their participation. 

 

The following phases consisted of semi-structured interviews with households during our 1st 

visit and dialogic and self-reflexive interviews during our 3rd visit (41 of each type). The semi-

structured interviews, conducted on the first visit to serve as an ice-breaker, focused on FQS 

and a self-description of everyday food practices. The aim was to produce discursive and 

normative data about food practices, including the role of FQS in everyday consumption. The 

recorded interviews lasted between 30 and 90 minutes each and were transcribed verbatim, 

coded and analysed using NVivo software. Eventually, prior to the last encounter, we sent 

participants the transcription of the first semi-structured interview to explore any behavioral 

changes in the level of awareness/interest in food quality and sustainability since the start of the 

fieldwork. Inspired by the dialogism of Bakhtine (1978) and notions of dialogic democracy 

(Callon et al., 2009), the aim of this experimental methodology was to stimulate discussion with 

the interviewees, inviting reflexivity and the co-construction of knowledge. During the last 

visit, some households were also invited to play a ‘card game’, in which pictures of some of the 

studied FQSs and national labels were used to stimulate discussion and further empirical data. 

 

Interviews were coupled with ethnographic observations based on three visits per household in 

three different seasons. Ethnographic participant observation, which entails the study of socio-
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cultural interactions, practices and understandings that occur within groups, was chosen 

because of its emphasis on exploring ‘the native point of view’ to understand how members of 

a society see their own culture, values and norms (Grasseni, 2007; Pink, 2020). In order to 

minimise social desirability bias regarding the attitude-behaviour gap (Johnstone and Tan, 

2015), we did not directly question our participants’ attitudes towards FQS, but rather focused 

on their everyday household practices, adopting a curious and ‘indirect’ approach to the study 

of FQS in the context of everyday consumption. The main part of the ethnographic fieldwork 

involved participant observation in the homes of each household as well as in supermarkets, 

grocery stores, and various alternative food retail outlets (e.g., farmers’ markets, organic shops 

and farm shops). The empirical approach was based on intervention, combining observation 

and communication techniques (i.e., words or absence of words, facial expressions) and 

interactivity (between informants and products, as well as informants and researchers). Inspired 

by Morin (2008), we adopted a constructivist perspective, acknowledging that food practices 

are embedded in a complex network of interpersonal relations where systems, families, objects, 

individuals, situations and time all play an important part. We were also mindful of the role of 

the researcher, whose presence, gaze and questions change the studied landscape, and the fact 

that what researchers do not see or hear is also a part of the study (Watzlawick, 1976), and of 

the fact that informants and researchers constantly adapt and adjust to the given situation they 

construct together. In other words, we aimed not to do research on the households but with the 

households. The rich exchanges between participants and researchers helped define and 

normalise different kinds of knowledge which were captured via audio or visual recordings, a 

recognised practice in qualitative studies (XXX et al., 2003; Pink, 2020).  

 

The last phase of our methodological approach entailed food biographies. Focusing on FQS and 

stimulating a reflection on labels, the households documented their experiences and 
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engagement with FQS products by taking notes, photos and videos with a tablet or other device 

(camera, smartphone, laptop, etc.) through food biographies. We asked informants to provide 

the researcher with a tour of their kitchen and to show us their fridge, freezer, cupboards and 

utensils, and we discussed their use and associated practices. Going shopping at various local 

supermarkets, specialty shops and food festivals garnered further observations and 

conversations, which would later become important for better understanding, and 

contextualising, the respective households’ food practices.  

 

5. Everyday FQS food practices in European households 

We present below our key findings according to the different phases of consumption (Desjeux, 

2006; Gronow and Strandbakken, 2015): planning, purchasing, cooking, eating, and disposing. 

 

5.1 Planning 

Planning is a transversal way of organizing food practices, including reflected, and reflective,  

behaviors or routines interconnecting the different phases. We found that FQS did not play a 

central role in our participants’ plans for everyday purchases, although planning ‘sustainable’ 

or ‘local’ food practices manifested in different forms in most of our participants’ routines. Our 

participants held favourable views, or ‘sayings’, of concepts of rural development, higher 

quality of food, traditional methods of production, and schemes supporting local producers 

when planning for buying food. Interestingly, they expressed convinced support for all these 

dimensions underpinning FQS schemes but were in most cases not aware of the role FQS play 

in facilitating these dimensions. Several examples can be presented of practices aligned with 

the support of local production. For example, in the case of David and Dagny (NO3), 

consumption practices revolved around local and high-quality food; they were so committed to 

this practice that they were willing to include substantial planning and high-tech utensils such 
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as a freezer of sous-vide machine. Since they preferred to buy meat and fish from local 

producers rather than the grocery store, they needed to coordinate buying, storing, defrosting 

and cooking. Dagny had a phrase for this: “working with the freezer”: 

 

When we do the packaging ourselves, we vacuum-pack the food and freeze it flat, and it 

only takes a couple of minutes to defrost in water, it’s very quick. Like when we buy a 

whole pig, we just think what’s easy to have in the freezer, because we don’t need Sunday 

dinners, we need everyday dinners. Wok meat is the easiest to defrost … and minced meat. 

(NO3) 

 

David and Dagny’s way of buying meat from alternative suppliers may seem more complicated 

than buying from a regular grocery store, but they developed this system because they were 

opposed to buying meat and fish that cannot be traced when purchased from the store. Similarly, 

Léa (FR6), who grew vegetables and stored them as frozen goods or prepared soups, had a 

yearly planning strategy (Figure 1). This storing practice had the advantages of being 

economical and practical and avoiding food waste. 

 

 Figure 1. The courgette fridge  

 

Source:  own picture from fieldwork 
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We observed this sophisticated planning in many families, especially in situations where ‘grow 

your own produce’ played an important role in their life, either from their home garden or in 

the form of gifts from close relatives living in the countryside. A substantial part of this produce 

was stored in freezers and consumed out of season. In the words of our participant: ‘We have a 

freezer full of my mother's frozen meat’ (IT4). Interestingly, and as already underlined by other 

researchers (Eden et al. 2008) our participants always considered locally-produced items as 

more valuable and of higher quality than those purchased in supermarkets: ‘If we got something 

from my parents that was produced by them, we consider it as a very high-quality product and 

try to prepare something special’ (HU4). This, in turn, highlighted interesting contraposition 

between ‘labelled’ and ‘non-labelled’ food, whereby participants considered local, non-labelled 

products of much higher quality and more trustworthy, and revealed a higher level of material 

and affective engagement with them. In the words of one participant: 

 

I trust local products more. If I have to go and buy ham or salami, I go to someone I know 

nearby. I’d rather do in this way than to go to the supermarket and buy the DOP [PDO] 

products. […] I trust the local product without a known label but from a producer I know. 

(IT1) 

 

It is important to note that in some cases participants showed higher engagement in reflexivity 

around everyday planning practices, driven by the presence of the researchers. For example, 

one of the Norwegian participants, Elisabeth (NO4), bought chicken fillets and carrots 

especially for the evening meal planned with the researcher. She had thought about ‘what to 

cook for the researchers who will come tonight’ and had decided that chicken was convenient. 

This deviated from her usual purchasing behaviour and needed prior reflection. Several other 
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participants also felt a need to explain themselves and their decisions, because being 

accompanied by researchers and a video camera while food shopping is unusual. Nonetheless, 

through our multi-method approach, we observed that FQSs were generally absent, or remained 

in the background at best, in our participants’ everyday planning. 

 

5.2 Purchasing 

The purchasing practices observed during the fieldwork involved different types of food 

sourcing, including non-market ones such as gardening or food gifts. We explored purchasing 

habits via interviews and walkaround tours with participants. We observed both non-reflexive 

practices (i.e., how the hand automatically reaches out and takes a specific product) as well as 

intentional and reflexive actions such as taking time for pauses, deep consideration, and 

decision-making. Specific choices were linked to the reasons that participants either told us 

about, or which we, as researchers, identified. Typical reasons included perceptual cues such as 

price, expiry date, quantity, package shape, the desire ‘to try something new’, and time, weight 

or volume constraints. Most of our participants had a few local grocery stores they visited 

several times during the week. In the shops they chose for our walkaround tour, participants 

took a regular route. Both we and the participants noticed the highly routinised and unreflexive 

nature of shopping practices. In David’s and Ruth’s words: 

 

You’re just kind of grabbing things and you’re not really thinking and concentrating on 

what you’re doing. You’ve just got a list of what you need and you just want to be in and 

out as quick as you can. (David, UK6) 

 

When it comes to fish I don’t even think, I just buy. (Ruth, UK6) 
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Routinised shopping practices seemed to emerge from the stability of using the same grocery 

store over time. For example, Elisabeth (NO4) and Linda (NO6) were both very consistent in 

their shopping routines, following the same route through their respective stores; their purchase 

choices were guided by routinised movements, albeit during the walkaround tour they might 

have shown a higher degree of reflexivity, probably driven by the researcher’s presence – which 

is an implicit bias. As illustrated in Figure 2, in the habitual act of purchasing tomatoes, they 

switched from their usual choice to locally produced tomatoes. 

 

Figure 2: An example of purchasing practices  

  

Source: own pictures from fieldwork. 
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In some cases, the food preferences of family members were deeply engrained in their 

purchasing habits, establishing a network of routine purchase behaviours which did not involve 

a high degree of reflexivity. In the words of one of our Serbian participants:  

 

 We’ve been married for two years. We each have our preferences, and we don’t hold 

each other back. For example, he buys salami, I buy bratwurst, he drinks Balance Plus 

yogurt, I drink lemonade. Sometimes he does the shopping and sometimes I do. [...] We 

don’t make a shopping list. We pretty much know what we’re going to buy. [...] We know 

each other’s habits. (SE4)  

 

Conversely, we observed that major changes in the lives of our participants, such as changing 

jobs, having children, and moving to a different neighboroughood/city, sparked reflexivity and 

generated changes in food consumption habits. For example, between our first and second 

visits, a Norwegian mother (NO4) changed jobs and transferred most of her family’s weekly 

grocery shopping from their local supermarket to an online store that provided her with a tool 

to save her grocery list. This created a quite stable and continuous system of food provisioning, 

as she rarely added new products to the list. The online tool heavily mediated her purchasing 

practices, making online food shopping not only a habit but also an automated practice. A 

similar type of routinised behaviour characterised Claire, a British mother (UK4) who recently 

moved to the countryside with her family and started to buy groceries online, as she found it 

more convenient than reaching distant grocery stores. Our participants became more reflexive 

of food practices following these major life changes and identified online shopping as a 

constraint to paying any attention to quality labels, compared to a physical store situation where 

consumers can pick a product and check carefully its packaging. The major changes in their 
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lives (change of job and change of living area) generated changes in their ordinary food 

consumption, which they reflexively identified as lacking the opportunity to engage with labels. 

 

Interestingly, in this complex landscape of food purchasing practices, we found that FQSs rarely 

played a role in the everyday routinised practices of our participants. During the walkaround 

tours in grocery stores, we noticed participants hardly used these labels as visible cues that 

guided their purchases. Private labels provided by retailers and food companies were often 

better known than FQS and seemed to be both sufficient and reliable as emphasized by this 

German participant:  “Yes, I only see the [Supermarket] organic label […] I trust it. […] I know 

[name of the supermarket] this logo [he points at the retailer’s identification for locally 

produced products], but I have never seen this one [he points at the official label for GI]”.  

(GE3) 

 

Even when consumers seemed to pay particular attention to a product and chose one with a 

quality label, the label itself was not the reason for such product choice. To some extent, 

however, FQS were associated with special care for family members or guests. In some 

families, for example, purchasing organic food was associated with caring, since organic 

products were often considered healthier than conventional ones. Having children was thus 

sometimes linked to higher consumption of organic products, as stated in the words of this 

Serbian father: “for our daughter, we only buy organic products” (SE2).  Similarly, GI products 

were considered a special ‘treat’ and, as such, were the perfect choice to offer to guests, as 

expressed by Pietro and Elena (IT4): 

 

[GIs] make the products more attractive if you plan to have dinner with friends and you 

want to prepare something following a specific recipe. […] If there are other people and 
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we have to cook, we try to get the best, freshest things. Also, because if you have guests 

for dinner, you have to please them. (IT4) 

 

As this case shows, the use of FQSs labels in our fieldwork was restricted to certain social and 

special occasions. However, this ‘quality dimension’ was only salient for a strict minority, as 

most participants showed neither practical engagement with FQS labels nor particular interest 

in them in their shopping practices.  

 

5.3 Cooking and eating  

Observing how our participants consumed food through cooking and eating, we found that most 

practices were imbued with emotional and affective meanings connected to intimacy, memories 

and family traditions. Participants reconnected their current cooking and eating practices with 

past family experiences, as in the case of Christine: 

 

 I used to spend all my time with my father, and my father was cooking all the time. So of 

course it’s my father who passed on everything I know to me. […] and my father was 

really … when it comes to transmission, he really had the urge to pass on. […] So it is 

true that, you’re right, in every recipe I make, there’s always a bit of my father in it. (FR5) 

 

Webs of sociability, especially within families, generate invitations to eat together on a regular 

basis (Figure 3). In many cases, our participants indicated the key role played by older family 

members in providing support for cooking and balancing work and private lives. 
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Figure 3: Preparing homemade ravioli with the neighbour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  own picture from fieldwork  

 

The culinary activity was not limited to discourses on health, conviviality or taste, but 

encompassed also aesthetic discourses of beauty and attractiveness. When food was presented 

in or on beautifully decorated dishes and tables, participants displayed a sense of attachment 

and pleasure. From this perspective, the aesthetic of the set table also played an important role 

in shaping participants’ attachment to the atmosphere linked to quality food.   

 

Interestingly, we found that this sense of attachment, pleasure, and sometimes emotional 

connection, was the main reason behind the presence of FQS products in our participant’s 

kitchens. Most of the families had a strong familiarity with a few staple ingredients, such as 

spices and oils, and used these products regularly and unreflexively. Through our ethnographic 

observations of cupboards and fridge tours, we noticed that these basic food products accounted 

for the majority of FQS purchased by participants. Importantly, when asked about the reasons 

behind the purchase of these specific FQS products, participants revealed that the labels were 
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not the reason why the products were bought. Participants were almost never aware of the 

presence (or the meaning) of the PDO/PGI logos on their staple foods; in other words, 

participants bought products they knew and liked for their characteristics, or for their 

attachment to that ingredient, and not because of the logo, similarly to what noted by Eden et 

al. (2008).  A German participant explained that he did not pay attention to the quality label, or 

‘subconsciously maybe, but not in a way that I would have reacted to it [PDO label]’ (GE1).  

 

With a few exceptions pertaining to organic and some local/national quality labels, FQS 

products were bought, used or found in the households’ homes because of their taste, quality, 

or familiar attachment to the product, not because of the scheme level attributes associated with 

the labels. The case of internationally known PDOs such as Parmigiano Reggiano (which most 

participants across the seven countries had at home) is enlightnening: our participants bought 

the cheese because they liked it, but in most cases without noticing or knowing that it was a 

PDO product. Additionally, as part of the dialogical conversation on our third visit to the 

households, we provoked reflection by studying a food package with a clear GI logo – in some 

cases appearing on the front and in the middle of the package. Participants took this exercise 

seriously, looked carefully at the package and read aloud different packaging information, but 

did not pay much attention to the logo. In our ethnographic observations, we noted that FQS 

labels remained mostly ‘unseen’. 

 

5.4 Disposing 

In our multiple field visits, we cooked, ate, and disposed of food together with our participants. 

After cooking and eating, leftovers were cleared up and the kitchen cleaned. We found several 

strategies employed to minimise food waste, including avoiding overpackaged food, storing 

leftovers or creatively reusing leftovers for new recipes, and composting food waste or using 
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them as feed for pets and farm animals - however, nothing striking emerged in relation to FQS. 

Several families indicated they were trying to avoid plastic waste as much as possible, and the 

challenges associated with this issue generated feelings of frustration and guilt. For this reason, 

non-packaged local farm products, which may include organic foods, were chosen.  

 

To explore whether superior quality food was in any way associated with reduction, or special 

treatment, of leftovers or food waste – for example, if the food was local and/or organic – we 

relied on participants’ food product biography assignments (Figure 4). When we asked the 

households to follow a FQS food product and take pictures of the phases of purchasing, 

cooking, eating and disposal, we could not discern whether the label had any impact. None of 

the households mentioned that possessing an FQS or other production/process quality attributes 

could be a valid reason for not wasting food.  

 

Figure 4: The biography of eggs – from planning to waste 
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Source: own pictures from fieldwork 

 

6. Dialogic reflection: a pragmatic regimes approach to the attitude-behaviour 

gap 

 
6.1 Regimes of engagement and FQSs in everyday food consumption 

Our multi-method fieldwork placed a strong emphasis on the role of embedded knowledge and 

non-reflexivity, which aligns with literature stressing the importance of routines in food 

consumption (Miller, 1998; Warde, 2005). Observing food consumption at a practical level 

highlighted the importance of routines as well as constraints such as time, convenience and 

budget, and the embeddedness of practices in infrastructures, cultural values, material culture, 

technological devices, social norms and policies. This approach shed light on the role of FQS 

in everyday food practices, including their presence, their absence, the importance of a given 

situation in the use of quality food products, and the overall household dilemmas and 

complexity around food consumption choices. We observed how our participants navigated 

different regimes of engagement in their everyday food practices. They often moved between 

routinised and unreflexive habits to rational, intentional, and communicable plans. While 

different regimes of engagement are mutually exclusive (Thévenot, 2007), engagement in 

regimes is a dynamic process and is driven by different situations and rationalities. 

 

Our fieldwork demonstrated that several everyday food practices and phases of consumption 

were often conducted with the agent being in the ‘regime of familiarity’. This means that food 

practices were non-reflexive, embodied, and routinised, conducted in a form of thinking and 

behaving based on ‘certainty’. We observed that FQS were not an integral part of everyday 

food practices and that choices regarding FQS were almost never performed from a regime of 

familiarity. It is important to note that the features linked to FQS are not tangible and cannot be 
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perceived, what we refer to as credence attributes, but are expressed through the label, which 

can act as a perceptual clue if known, recognised, customary and thus familiar. However, and 

obviously because labels are second-hand information, lacking the direct face-to-face contact, 

as underlined by Sally Eden (Eden et al., 2008), the label did not work as a perceptual clue for 

most of our informants.  

 

Engagement in a plan emerged during shopping trips, especially in cases where we observed 

that the choice of a particular product could be affected by the researchers’ presence, for 

example when sharing a meal or video filming. In some cases, we witnessed our participants 

shifting to the regime of planned actions, and considering buying an FQS product that was 

usually not part of their food practices. The regime of planned action can be both observed and 

discussed, where participants take a product, look at it, read information and explain the reason 

for their choice. FQS have their place in this regime when they facilitate planning and choosing. 

Information and knowledge are at the core of the regime of planned action. Concerning FQS, 

knowledge refers to ethical concerns based on fair values and sustainable principles, which we 

can define as invisible qualities. In this regime, FQS represent an excellent tool for emphasising 

product-invisible qualities to a consumer who is not necessarily familiar with them, for instance, 

as a guarantee of preserved cultural heritage. However, some participants decided to buy an 

FQS product for a special occasion when they thought a change in food quality is required, such 

as for the dinner with the researchers. In such situations, FQS became part of the engagement 

in a plan.  

 

Although FQS were peripheral to our participants’ everyday food consumption, FQS played an 

interesting role in the regime of justification. Almost all our informants showed good 

knowledge of food quality when we discussed food systems and the globalisation of food 
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production. In the dialogic conversations, they argued for better education in, and better 

knowledge about, FQS to improve sustainable consumption and the issues associated with 

globalised food production. From this perspective, FQS seemed to represent a ‘specification of 

the common good’ (Thévenot, 2007, p.7). In other words, FQS played an important role in our 

participants’ – indirect – sayings but not in our participants’ doings.  

 

While this is conceptualised in the literature as an ‘attitude-behaviour gap’ and could thus be 

understood as a lack of coherency in our participants’ behaviours, we argue that we need to 

shift from this perceived ‘inconsistency’ to recognising the presence of multiple regimes of 

engagement that determine different actions in different situations. Some actions are performed 

within the regime of engagement in familiarity, based on routines, personal uses and 

preferences, where the consumers’ choices are based on feeling ‘at ease’, while others are 

performed through rational and intentional choices. In other words, a consumer acts in response 

to different ‘goods at stake’ (Thévenot, 2007) in each regime, depending on the situation. One 

informant could refer to several regimes, without any incoherence, as each regime is a specific 

way of engaging the world, more or less public, more or less routinized. The question then 

becomes not how to ‘bridge’ or ‘fill’ the gap, which has attracted considerable scholarly efforts 

(ElHaffar et al., 2020), but rather how everyday food practices navigate different regimes of 

engagement and, from a policy and managerial perspective, how FQS can be integrated into 

everyday food practices. Agency and pragmatic adjustments are of paramount importance and 

informants are able to shift between regimes when facing different triggers (as unexpected or 

spontaneous variations) but considering causes for long-term changes, we now focus on life 

events shaping or “bifurcations”. 

 

6.2 Bifurcations as paths to change 
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The literature on how major life changes – referred to here as ‘bifurcations’ (Barrey et al., 2016) 

impact on food habits provides useful insights for answering the question of how FQS can be 

integrated into everyday food practices. Several anthropological or sociological studies 

(Cardon, 2009; Lamine, 2008; Marshall and Anderson, 2002), emphasized that key life events 

such as getting married, having a child, becoming ill or moving to a different area might 

generate a legitimacy crisis, which in turn generates a questioning of familiar food habits. In 

other cases, influenced by media discourses on sustainability or health, consumers might feel a 

tension between their habits (familiar engagement) and their values (order of worth). 

Alternatively, consumers may remain in a state of tension between the sometimes-conflicting 

moralities around food (Andersen, 2011). These bifurcations in life trajectories create room for 

a shift from familiarised habits to new rational plans and new justifications. Our empirical data 

showed that informants could either remain in this tension or try to solve it by changing 

practices. In our fieldwork, the engagement in a plan was either linked to a specific occasion or 

a turn, the latter often a bifurcation as a phase of life or a moment of crisis in the general sense 

of the term. The fieldwork itself and the participants’ engagement with the researchers over a 

long period of time, might represent a bifurcation which drove our participants to question their 

food choices and engage in new plans.  

 

In connection with this, we propose here a processual model of a shift from different regimes 

of engagement that emerged from our participants’ experiences of ‘ignoring’/‘not seeing’ the 

FQS labels at the beginning of our fieldwork to ‘acknowledging’/‘seeing’ them and potentially 

integrating them into their everyday food practices. We combine emic notions arising from the 

field, namely the concepts of ‘seen’ and ‘unseen’, and etic notions based on Thévenot’s work 

on regimes of engagement (Figure 5).  
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We have shown how FQS can be both ‘seen’ and ‘unseen’, part of both routines and discourses, 

and present in the three regimes of engagement related to different situations. The question is 

then to try to understand why some FQS are ‘seen’ and others ‘unseen’, an issue which the 

notion of the pragmatic regime of engagement allows us to better understand. There is no real 

hierarchy between the three different engagement regimes, but in each situation, acting 

according to a specific regime will result as more suitable than acting according to the other 

regimes. Our data tend to underline that the justification regime may precede the regime of 

planned action. In this process, labels or the values underpinning them, such as supporting local 

producers, might be part of discourses and justifications around food consumption but not be 

part of everyday habits. Following a period of crisis or bifurcation, the abstract knowledge 

consumers might have around FQS starts to ‘make sense’, as in the case of families having 

children and shifting to the consumption of organic products 6. Consumers may begin to 

question their food choices and develop an interest in FQS (regime of justification) and engage 

in planned action to change their food habits. For example, we observed the case of Claire, who 

moved to a new area with few shops and started to buy her groceries online: this change in her 

living area prompted her to reflect on the limitations of online shopping and how this 

constrained her engagement with FQS labels online. In other words, moments of bifurcation 

represent key events where food reflexivity can be stimulated (although they do not represent 

the only possible pathway to reflexivity, of course). FQS logos can then become relevant 

perceptual clues (referring to Thévenot) in the regime of planned action, which means that the 

‘invisible’ device of logos becomes potentially ‘visible’. It is within the regime of engagement 

of planned action that the label begins to ‘make sense’ and is transformed from words, ideas 

 
6 In a parallel prospective, organisational theory developed the concept of “sense-making” in a way close to 
Thevenot’s pragmatism: actors respond and adapt to the environment, look for specific clues as landmarks for 
action to organise the world, action is not seen as a mainly rational, conscious behavior. See for instance Weick 
et al. (2005)  
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and knowledge (in the regime of justification) into meaning in everyday food practices (in the 

regime of familiarity). 

 

Figure 5. Processual model illustrating a potential shift between regimes of engagement 

 

Source: Own model 

 

Based on a convention theory approach, our model recognises that food practices tend to 

become habits: embodied behaviours belonging to the regime of familiarity based on perceptual 

clues. As Thévenot puts it, in the regime of familiarity ‘the good is more than a fixed habit 

because it involves a dynamic relation with an immediate milieu that is experienced. This type 

of engagement is linked to local, personal clues in the immediate surroundings’ (Thévenot, 

2007, p.6). The characteristics of FQS are not immediately perceptual and linked to local 

surroundings, but can easily be assimilated into habits through the device of the logo. 
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It is however important to stress two caveats. First, while we present this processual model as 

linear, in practice the process might stop at any stage, and FQS might not become an integral 

part of everyday food habits. The purpose of the model is to illustrate a potential shift between 

different regimes of engagement, not a necessary and consequential chain of changes. Second, 

and more importantly, while this simplified and linear model of change may prove useful for 

policy initiatives, we emphasise that regimes of engagement are not static forms of thinking 

and behaving, and that agents shift across and navigate via different regimes in a dynamic and 

relational way. 

 

7. As a matter of conclusion or as a premise for continuation 

 

 The empirical data presented in this paper aims at offering deeper insights into the role and use 

of FQS in European households’ everyday food practices. The pragmatic perspective of regimes 

of engagement provided an enriching analytical framework for understanding the differences 

between ‘sayings’ and ‘doings’ and represents a novel way of understanding consumer 

engagement with FQS. The regime of familiarity is at the forefront when a person acts in a well-

known and customary situation, for instance, cooking a favorite recipe at home. When 

performing an action in a standard way (as the general public would), a person engages in the 

regime of planned action, for example when following a new recipe; while a person debating 

over the common good engages in the regime of justification, as when a family meal turns into 

an argument about veganism. Scrutinising our empirical data through the three pragmatic 

regimes of engagement enabled us to shed new light on the attitude-behaviour gap and the 

apparent inconsistencies of action in consumption behaviour. Labels supporting FQS are 

supposed to help consumers make decisions by emphasizing the tangible quality characteristics 

of products. The fieldwork revealed very little knowledge among the informants about the logos 
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and limited interest in GI labels, despite their interest in the quality of food products and the 

values underpinning FQS. This discrepancy has been ascribed to the so-called attitude-

behaviour gap. By taking a closer look at consumers’ sayings and doings related to everyday 

food consumption and by building on convention theory’s regimes of engagement, we argue 

that the gap might not be the main issue. The perceived gap between sayings and doings seems 

largely to be a matter of pragmatic regimes and consumer reflexivity about food consumption.   

 

The ethnographic work underlined that, in those cases when labels were used, they were part 

of food practices based on a certain level of practical knowledge, attachment, and habit towards 

the product. From this perspective, FQS were an integral part of the familiarity regime. The 

main question then becomes: how can labels that are ‘unknown’ and ‘unseen’ shift to the regime 

of familiarity, where they become routinized and embodied knowledge and practices? Our 

fieldwork showed the importance of stimulating reflexivity in order to integrate FQS into the 

regime of engagement in a plan. The planned action thus opens the door to a better knowledge 

of the label and to the potential to integrate the label into everyday consumption practices. 

Engaging in a plan underlines a will for change, a way for consumers to show agency towards 

food with special qualities. Although regulations and infrastructures can play a fundamental 

role in guiding food consumption practices, we argue that stimulating the action in a plan could 

be a potential path to promoting the consumption of FQSs and, ultimately, the values 

underpinning these schemes. 

 
Obtaining new knowledge, gaining inspiration, and changing one’s mind or type of argument 

for action has nothing to do with incoherence within one given regime, but rather represents a 

constant adjustment, an evolution and an adaptation that reflects the cultural dynamic and 

transformation of food practices. What is most interesting is that this process of dynamic 

transformation inherently builds on interactivity between the regimes, underlining the constant 
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tension and reflection of the agent. By attempting to characterise and define the usual frames 

of comprehension used by actors to be themselves within their environment, this theory also 

sheds light on the dynamism and interactivity between the three regimes, which is a precious 

analytical angle for understanding sustainable consumption practices and ‘sayings’ and 

‘doings’ related to FQS. 

 

We conclude outlining limitations and possible avenues for future research stemming from our 

empirical results. First, we observed an interplay in our families’ behaviours between everyday 

consumption and special occasion consumption related to FQS that future research could 

explore to expand our knowledge of FQS and consumption behaviour at the family level. 

Second, while we did not emphasise geographical and national differences, as we aimed at 

studying participants’ engagement with FQS from an everyday perspective, national contexts 

play an important role in shaping families' food practices; future research could thus build on 

our model to explore in detail how national cultures and food habits influence the engagement 

with FQS. Similarly, as our aim was to explore the dynamics of shifts and interactions between 

regimes of engagements, rather than the specificities of the different labels and schemes, we 

did not investigate how consumers interact with the specificities of the different FQS; future 

research could thus explore how agents engage with different types of European Food quality 

schemes. Finally, while we outlined a potential shift among regimes of engagement related to 

everyday practices and FQS, there is scope for future research to investigate specifically how 

to trigger shifts from one regime to another as a way to foster FQS consumption. We believe 

this is a fruitful avenue for research aimed at understanding how to operationalise our model, 

and ultimately how to promote the consumption of FQS products.  

 

References – ANONYMISED- 



35 
 

AND-International, ECORYS, COGEA, 2020. Evaluation support study on Geographical 
Indications and Traditional Specialities Guaranteed protected in the EU. European 
Commission, Brussels. 

Andersen, A.H., 2011. Organic food and the plural moralities of food provisioning. J Rural Stud 
27, 440-450. 

Aprile, M.C., Caputo, V., Nayga Jr, R.M., 2016. Consumers’ preferences and attitudes toward  
local food products. Journal of Food Products Marketing 22, 19-42. 
 

Bakhtine, M., 1978. Esthétique et théorie du roman. Gallimard, Paris. 

Barrey, S., Dubuisson-Quellier, S., Gojard, S., Plessz, M., 2016. Les effets du gouvernement 
sur les conduites - Le rôle des bifurcations des trajectoires de vie dans les changements 
de conduite de consommation, Gouverner les conduites. Les Presses de Sciences Po, 
Paris (france), pp. 399 - 448. 

Bernardes, J.P., Ferreira, F., Marques, A.D., Nogueira, M., 2018. "Do as I say, not as I do" - a 
systematic literature review on the attitude-behaviour gap towards sustainable 
consumption of Generation Y, IOP Conf. Ser.: Mater. Sci. Eng. Bristol: IOP Publishing, 
Bristol, p. 12089. 

Bioeco Actual, 2019. European organic market grew to more than 37 billion euros in 2017. 
Bioeco Actual, Barcelona. 

Boltanski, L., Thévenot, L., 2006. On Justification: Economies of worth. Princeton University 
Press, Princeton, NJ. 

Callon, M., Lascoumes, P., Barthe, Y., 2009. Acting in an Uncertain World: An Essay on 
Technical Democracy. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA. 

Cardon, P., 2009. « Manger » en vieillissant pose-t-il problème ? Veuvage et transformations 
de l’alimentation de personnes âgées. Lien social et Politiques, 85-95. 

Carrington, M.J., Neville, B.A., Whitwell, G.J., 2010. Why Ethical Consumers Don’t Walk 
Their Talk: Towards a Framework for Understanding the Gap Between the Ethical 
Purchase Intentions and Actual Buying Behaviour of Ethically Minded Consumers. 
Journal of Business Ethics 97, 139-158. 

Carrington, M.J., Neville, B.A., Whitwell, G.J., 2014. Lost in translation: Exploring the ethical 
consumer intention–behavior gap. Journal of Business Research 67, 2759-2767. 

Corbin, J.M., Strauss, A.L., 2015. Basics of qualitative research : techniques and procedures   
for developing grounded theory, 4. utgave. ed. Sage, Thousand Oaks, Calif. 
 

De Pelsmacker, P., Janssens, W., Sterckx, E., Mielants, C., 2005. Consumer preferences for the 
marketing of ethically labelled coffee. International Marketing Review 22, 512-530. 

Desjeux, D., 2006. La consommation. PUF, Paris. 



36 
 

Eden, S., Bear, C., Walker, G., 2008. Mucky carrots and other proxies: Problematising the 
knowledge-fix for sustainable and ethical consumption. Geoforum 39, 1044-1057. 
 
ElHaffar, G., Durif, F., Dubé, L., 2020. Towards closing the attitude-intention-behavior gap in 

green consumption: A narrative review of the literature and an overview of future 
research directions. J Clean Prod 275, 122556. 

EU, 1992. Council Regulation (EEC) No 2081/92 of 14 July 1992 on the protection of 
geographical indications and designations of origin for agricultural products and 
foodstuffs. 

EU, 1999. Council Regulation (EC) No 1257/1999 of 17 May 1999 on support for rural 
development from the European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF)  
and amending and repealing certain Regulations. 

EU, 2012. Regulation (EU) No 1151/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 
November 2012 on quality schemes for agricultural products and foodstuffs. 

European Commission, 2020a. Eurobarometer: Europeans and the Common Agricultural 
Policy. European Commission, Brussels. 

European Commission, 2020b. A Farm to Fork strategy for a fair, healthy and environmentally-
friendly food system. European Commission, Brussels. 

EUROSTAT 2019, Final consumption expenditure of households by consumption purpose 
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat. 

Evans, D., 2011. Consuming conventions: sustainable consumption, ecological citizenship and 
the worlds of worth. J Rural Stud 27, 109-115. 

Evans, D.M., 2018. What is consumption, where has it been going, and does it still matter? The 
Sociological Review 67, 499-517. 

FiBL Statistics, 2020. Data table organic retail sales. 

Freestone, O.M., McGoldrick, P.J., 2008. Motivations of the Ethical Consumer. Journal of 
Business Ethics 79, 445-467. 

Geels, F.W., 2011. The multi-level perspective on sustainability transitions: Responses to seven 
criticisms. Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions 1, 24-40. 

Goodman, D., 2004. Rural Europe redux? Reflections on alternative agro‐food networks and 
paradigm change. Sociol Ruralis 44, 3-16. 

Grasseni, C., 2007. Skilled Visions: Between Apprenticeship and Standards. Berghahn Books, 
Oxford. 

Gronow, J.O., Strandbakken, P., 2015. The Consumer in Society: A Tribute to Eivind Stø. 
Abstrakt forlag, Oslo. 

Grunert, K.G., Aachmann, K., 2016. Consumer reactions to the use of EU quality labels on food 
products: A review of the literature. Food Control 59, 178-187. 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat


37 
 

Hilal, M., Leedon, G., Labarre, M.D.d., Antonioli, F., Boehm, M., Péter, C., Donati, M., Drut, 
M., Ferrer-Pérez, H., Gauvrit, L., Gil, J.M., Gkatsikos, A., Gołaś, M., Hoang, V., 
Steinnes, K.K., Lilavanichakul, A., Malak-Rawlikowska, A., Mattas, K., 
Napasintuwong, O., Nguyen, A., Ristic, B., Schaer, B., Maksan, M.T., Brečić, R., 
Török, Á., Vittersø, G., Bellassen, V., 2021. Organic and Geographical Indication 
Certifications’ Contributions to Employment and Education. Journal of Agricultural & 
Food Industrial Organization 19, 161-176. 

Ilbery, B., Morris, C., Buller, H., Maye, D., Kneafsey, M., 2005. Product, Process and Place: 
An Examination of Food Marketing and Labelling Schemes in Europe and North 
America. Eur Urban Reg Stud 12, 116-132. 

Johnstone, M.-L., Tan, L.P., 2015. Exploring the Gap Between Consumers’ Green Rhetoric and 
Purchasing Behaviour. Journal of Business Ethics 132, 311-328. 

Kaczorowska, J., Prandota, A., Rejman, K., Halicka, E., Tul-Krzyszczuk, A., 2021. 
Certification Labels in Shaping Perception of Food Quality—Insights from Polish and 
Belgian Urban Consumers. Sustainability 13, 702. 

Lamine, C., 2008. Les intermittents du bio: pour une sociologie pragmatique des choix 
alimentaires émergents. Maison des sciences de l’homme Versailles. 

Mandich, G., 2019. Modes of engagement with the future in everyday life. Time & Society 29, 
681-703. 

Marshall, D.W., Anderson, A.S., 2002. Proper meals in transition: young married couples on 
the nature of eating together. Appetite 39, 193-206. 

Meyerding, S.G., Merz, N., 2018. Consumer preferences for organic labels in Germany using 
the example of apples–Combining choice-based conjoint analysis and eye-tracking 
measurements. J Clean Prod 181, 772-783. 

Miller, D., 1998. A theory of shopping. Cornell University Press, Ithaca, NY. 

Morgan, K., Marsden, T., Murdoch, J., 2006. Worlds of food : place, power, and provenance in 
the food chain. Oxford University Press, Oxford. 
 
Morin, E., 2008. On Complexity. Hampton Press, New York, NY. 

Murdoch, J., Miele, M., 1999. 'Back to nature': changing 'worlds of production' in the food 
sector. Sociologia ruralis 39, 465-483. 
 
Park, H.J., Lin, L.M., 2020. Exploring attitude–behavior gap in sustainable consumption: 

comparison of recycled and upcycled fashion products. Journal of Business Research 
117, 623-628. 

Parrott, N., Wilson, N., Murdoch, J., 2002. Spatializing quality: regional protection and the 
alternative geography of food. Eur Urban Reg Stud 9, 241-261. 

Pink, S., 2020. Doing Visual Ethnography, 4th ed. SAGE Publications, London. 



38 
 

Ponte, S., 2016. Convention theory in the Anglophone agro-food literature: Past, present and 
future. J Rural Stud 44, 12-23. 

Shaw, D., Newholm, T., Dickinson, R., 2006. Consumption as voting: an exploration of 
consumer empowerment. European Journal of Marketing 40, 1049-1067. 

Shove, E., 2010. Beyond the ABC: Climate Change Policy and Theories of Social Change. 
Environment and planning. A 42, 1273-1285. 

Storper, M., Salais, R., 1997. Worlds of Production: The action frameworks of the economy. 
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. 

Stræte, E.P., 2008. Modes of qualities in development of speciality food. British Food Journal 
110, 62-75. 

Swaffield, J., Evans, D., Welch, D., 2018. Profit, reputation and ‘doing the right thing’: 
Convention theory and the problem of food waste in the UK retail sector. Geoforum 89, 
43-51. 

Thévenot, L., 1994. Le régime de familiarité. Des choses en personnes. Genèses, 72-101. 

Thévenot, L., 2001. Organized Complexity: Conventions of Coordination and the Composition 
of Economic Arrangements. European Journal of Social Theory 4, 405-425. 

Thévenot, L., 2006. L'action au pluriel: sociologie des régimes d'engagement. Éditions de La 
Découverte. 

Thévenot, L., 2007. The Plurality of Cognitive Formats and Engagements: Moving between the 
Familiar and the Public. European Journal of Social Theory 10, 409-423. 

Thévenot, L., 2019. How Does Politics Take Closeness into Account? Returns from Russia. 
International Journal of Politics, Culture, and Society 33, 221-250. 

Tregear, A., Arfini, F., Belletti, G., Marescotti, A., 2007. Regional foods and rural development: 
The role of product qualification. J Rural Stud 23, 12-22. 

Verbeke, W., Pieniak, Z., Guerrero, L., Hersleth, M., 2012. Consumers’ Awareness and 
Attitudinal Determinants of European Union Quality Label Use on Traditional Foods. 
Bio-based and Applied Economics 1. 

Vermeir, I., Verbeke, W., 2006. Sustainable food consumption: Exploring the consumer 
“attitude–behavioral intention” gap. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental ethics 
19, 169-194. 

Warde, A., 2005. Consumption and Theories of Practice. J Consum Cult 5, 131-153. 

Watzlawick, P., 1976. How Real Is Real? Communication, Disinformation: A Study of 
Interactive Patterns, Pathologies, and Paradoxes. New York: Norton. 

Weick, K. E., Sutcliffe, K. M., Obstfeld, D. 2005. Organizing and the process of sensemaking. 
Organization science, 16(4), 409-421. 



39 
 

Welch, D., Mandich, G., Keller, M., 2020. Futures in Practice: Regimes of Engagement and 
Teleoaffectivity. Cultural Sociology 14, 438-457. 

 
 


	1. Introduction
	2. EU Food Quality Schemes in the context of food practices
	3.  Conceptualising food consumption practices through the pragmatic regimes of engagement
	3.  Conceptualising food consumption practices through the pragmatic regimes of engagement
	4. A qualitative multi-method approach
	5. Everyday FQS food practices in European households
	6. Dialogic reflection: a pragmatic regimes approach to the attitude-behaviour gap

