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        neoliberal corporate system and various projects of opposition.
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        characterize these forms of resistance. In particular, the hegemonic role of the neoliberal ideology and the
        ways in which it has ‘captured’ processes of resistance are illustrated. Through the exploration of the tension
        between legitimate calls for emancipation and the dominant power of neoliberalism, the book contributes to the
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        outputs and potential outcomes of established and emerging resistance movements, practices and concepts.
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    Introduction


    
      Alessandro Bonanno and Steven A. Wolf
    


    
      In this book, we probe the theme of the new frontier of resistance to global neoliberal
      agri-food. In particular – and distancing ourselves from claiming the production of a comprehensive
      analysis – we propose a critical review of the logics, forms, and actors that characterize current resistance,
      focusing on “how far” it can go in terms of being an effective alternative to the dominant system.1 Its raison d’être
      originates in the development of a number of new forms of resistance that have characterized agri-food since the
      late 1970s. We identify these new forms as self-limiting. Structural contradictions suggest that they are
      incapable of bringing about a substantive change in agri-food, and this claim invites fundamental questions about
      their core function in processes of social regulation.
    


    
      The new social responses we focus on are the consequence of two late twentieth century socioeconomic events. The
      first stems from the establishment of neoliberalism as society’s dominant ideology
      and political praxis and the concomitant extraordinary growth of the power of transnational corporations. The
      second concerns the erosion of the standard mode of democracy that typified the
      post–World War Two Fordist regime. Expressions of neoliberalism changed the nature of tensions between state,
      market, and society, which in turn diminished the relevance of established strategies of reform and
      restructuring. Through the presentation of thirteen independent chapters, this introduction and a concluding
      chapter, the book provides an updated and critical analysis of current resistance in agri-food. These chapters
      were originally prepared for the mini-conference “The New Frontier of Resistance in Global Agri-Food” that took
      place in conjunction with the XIVth World Congress of Rural Sociology held in Toronto, Canada in August of 2016.
      After undergoing a peer-review process and revisions, they were included in this book. This introduction and the
      book’s conclusion in Chapter 14 were specifically written for this volume.
    


    
      Neoliberalism and corporate industrial agri-food


      
        A large body of literature has specified the transformation of agri-food that has taken place since the 1970s
        (i.e., Bonanno and Busch 2015; Wolf and Bonanno 2014). Often referring to the globalization or
        industrialization of agriculture and food, this wealth of scholarly contributions has illustrated the many
        problems engendered by neoliberalism. Among those, the concentration of capital, the growth
        of large transnational corporations, the contamination of the environment, the crisis of peasant and family
        farming, the exploitation of labor and the underdevelopment of farm and rural communities have occupied center
        stage. Overlaying these material problems, neoliberalism denies the potential of expertise applied in the
        public domain applied to the challenges of planning and responding to social problems. These structural
        problems and empirical evidence of social (Piketty 2014), economic (Mirowski 2014), and ecological insecurity
        (Igoe, Sullivan, and Brockington 2010) associated with dominant strategies of social regulation, however, have
        not diminished the popularity and frequency of policies based on the desirability of the free market. While
        neoliberalism is not a coherent and unified body, these policies contain some constant characteristics and
        claims that define the current mode of governance of the economy and society.
      


      
        Salient among these characteristics are the emphasis on the desirability of the free functioning of the
        capitalist market, the notion of market competition, and the ideas of individuality and individual freedom.
        According to classic proponents of neoliberal theory, such as F. A. Hayek, Ludwig von Mises, and Milton
        Friedman (Hayek 2011 [1960]; von Mises2005 [1927]; Friedman 1982 [1962]), the capitalist market and competition
        centered on individual freedom constitute the most efficient and fair ways to address the allocation of
        socioeconomic resources and rewards. Freely acting individuals, neoliberal theorists contend, liberated from
        the burden of tradition and institutions, create a just, efficient, and dynamic society. Justice, efficiency
        and dynamism are generated through competition that results in the appropriate rewarding of meritorious
        individuals and the application of discipline to poor performers. Neoliberal theorists contend that
        state-centered bureaucratic decision-making processes are flawed by information deficits and the power of
        special interest groups. Competition, conversely, allows individuals to assume full responsibility for their
        actions. Through a program of deregulation and erosion of norms, individuals are free to act and to advance
        strategies based on their knowledge of requirements (costs) and consequences (benefits).
      


      
        As these benefits are realized, the composition of society and the distribution of property rights will
        continually reflect the best possible allocation of human, natural, and economic resources and distribution of
        rewards. In this context, individuals are empowered to act and, simultaneously, are called to become
        responsible and accountable for their actions. Denying any positive role of the state unless directed at the
        creation of more markets, stressing the undesirable effects of both the redistribution of income and the
        de-commodification of goods and services, and emphasizing personal responsibility over the concept of the
        social safety net, neoliberals view responsibilization as a tool to achieve
        emancipation from the overbearing and inept “nanny state.” As individuals take control of their actions and
        move away from obeying state mandates, they not only break away from following improbable “all knowing” state
        leaders and planners, but also their responsible behavior becomes one of the primary conditions for the creation of a better society. Contending that freely acting individuals permit the best
        possible outcome of socioeconomic and ecological interaction, they argue that alternatives to “free market
        capitalism” fail on both normative (i.e., justice) and technical grounds (i.e., allocative and dynamic
        efficiency).
      


      
        The transformation of these principles into policies has created an agri-food system that is characterized by
        the power and growth of transnational corporations, and by the accelerated exploitation of human and natural
        resources. The growth of transnational corporations has coincided with an unprecedented concentration of
        capital and corporate global hypermobility, or the ability to move about the globe in search of convenient
        factors of production facing only limited opposition from local actors and institutions (i.e., Howard 2016;
        Bonanno and Constance 2008; Wolf and Bonanno 2014). This corporate global sourcing has significantly weakened
        the regulatory capacity of nation-states and the self-determination of communities and regions that find
        themselves forced to become parts of projects that make local resource available for corporate exploitation.
        The result is the availability of “cheap and abundant” food that is heralded as the successful completion of
        one of the most fundamental missions of industrial capitalism: inexpensively feeding the global working masses.
        However, this rhetoric conceals the disempowerment of labor and communities that accompanies it, the vast
        processes of inequality that it engenders, and the ecological contradictions of industrial agriculture applied
        to farm-level resources and larger ecosystems. The legitimating power of “cheap food for all” and references to
        a “consumer-driven marketplace” do not hide the rampant exploitative and unsustainable nature of industrial
        agri-food.
      

    


    
      The erosion of the standard mode of democracy


      
        The concentration of power in the hands of transnational corporations, rollback of state controls, and the
        industrialization of agri-food are resisted, and this resistance is founded on several decades of academic
        critique and popular mobilization (e.g., Howard’s An Agricultural Testament,
        Carson’s Silent Spring, Berry’s Unsettling of the Land,
        Willie Nelson’s Farm Aid, Hightower’s Hard Times, Hard Tomatoes…). Contemporary
        resistance and the concomitant calls for change unfold in a context that is drastically different from the mode
        of democracy and social regulation that defined resistance during the post–World War Two Fordist era. Fordism
        was characterized by the power of labor unions and labor-based forms of opposition to corporate capitalism.
        This type of resistance was successful largely because of the national dimension of capitalism, a compatible
        political system based on established mass parties of the right and left and the state control of the economy
        (Streeck 2016; Harvey 2014; Bonanno, Busch, Friedland, Gouveia, and Mingione 1994). In effect, the nation-based
        character of Fordism permitted the development of state sanctioned and regulated forms of opposition that were
        recognized and accepted by the primary social forces. This system was based on the shared notion of the
        importance of socioeconomic stability and the desirability of a liberal democratic system that protected society from the severe consequences of economic crises and the establishment of extreme
        totalitarian regimes such as the fascist regimes of the inter-war period and the Soviet system. Accordingly, at
        least in the North, and as long as levels of profit remained high, unions had effective avenues of contestation
        available to them that they employed to achieve historically significant goals such as employment stability,
        good job remuneration, and an expanded system of social welfare. In agriculture, the struggles of unions
        signified improvement in wages, land redistribution programs, programs in support of the income of family
        farmers, and infrastructure spending that improved the quality of life and system of production of many
        agriculturalists and rural regions (Bonanno and Cavalcanti 2014). While a number of issues remained unresolved
        – including the exploitation of immigrants and ethnic minorities and women, the uneven growth rate between the
        North and the South, and the increasing exploitation of the environment that imperiled workers and consumers –
        it was felt that the labor movement was positioned to achieve more gains for workers and other subordinate
        groups that accompanied labor in its anti-corporate struggle. Ultimately, however, the effectiveness and power
        of this Fordist (standard) system of democracy rested on the fact that it allowed the downward redistribution
        of resources and, accordingly, generated stability and legitimacy for the system (Bonanno 2017; Streeck 2016;
        Wallerstein, Collins, Mann, Derluguian, and Calhoun 2013).
      


      
        In the 1970s, as the rate of profit declined, socioeconomic instability dominated society and the Fordist
        system entered its final crisis, global neoliberalism began to erode the power of the labor movement and the
        legitimacy of state expertise and leadership applied to social problems and social trajectory. It transformed
        classic labor strategies of resistance and popular mobilization around themes of economic justice into obsolete
        tools and references. Under global neoliberalism, nation-states lost their ability to control markets and
        allowed the market to exercise control over the state. Accordingly, policies were reformulated in terms of
        market competitiveness rather than social goals. The objective of nurturing people to become good citizens was
        abandoned in favor of the goal of training holders of human and social capital to compete in the global
        economy. Land and natural resources increasingly took the form of commodities and became subject to the logic
        of finance and capital mobility. In this new system, democracy became redundant, and too slow to keep pace with
        and function effectively in an electronically mediated, globally integrated marketplace.
      


      
        Along with the erosion of a mode of social regulation premised on interdependence between opposed class
        interests, contemporary democracy is characterized by a major shift in how expertise is understood and
        mobilized to channel development. Within the standard, post–World War Two mode of democracy, state
        bureaucracies justified and administered programs based on development of substantial internal technical
        capabilities (Rose 1993). The state specified social problems in domains such as health, work, transport,
        housing, and environment and created new forms of expertise and trained professionals to
        advance interventions. While the knowledge that was created and invoked was linked to interests of specific
        class positions, racial groups, and the interests of men, there were highly visible appeals to the concepts of
        social good and general welfare (Pritchard, Wolf and Wolford 2016). Science and expertise were understood to be
        essential engines of notions of progress (Bush 1945). After putting a man on the moon, most everything was in
        reach of the state and its capacity to focus the scientific capabilities of public and private sector actors on
        contemporary problems. Essentially, the reliance of science was part of the technocratic solution to
        socioeconomic problems that defined the postwar Fordist era and the intervention of the state that
        characterized it (Harvey 1989).
      


      
        We now find ourselves in a situation in which experts and public agencies have diminished capacity to establish
        the legitimacy of problems, specify risks, and structure public debate. State expertise (science mobilized
        within state agencies) and knowledge claims in support of public policy decision-making (science brought to
        bear on the state) have come under harsh criticism. This was true years before Trump’s election, as frontal
        attacks on the modernist and Fordist idea of the progressive and truth-generating power of science came from a
        variety of sources. Among others, they included postmodern theory and its arguments about the social creation
        of science and its lack of universality; Marxian accounts about science’s class nature; Feminist theory’s view
        of a male-dominated scientific sphere; and Critical Theory’s analysis of the repressive and totalitarian turn
        of scientific knowledge. However, the development of contemporary populist sensibilities applied to knowledge
        have established new heights in the de-legitimation of scientific knowledge. In many ways, science has been
        cast as just another way of knowing – one that suffers from being ungrounded, indeterminate, and unaccountable.
        In the contemporary context of neoliberalism, individuals are encouraged to privilege their own knowledge and
        understandings and to be skeptical of the concept of knowledge for the public good. In parallel, the legitimacy
        of public investments focused around building capacity and pursuit of socially articulated priorities have
        contracted. Applied to agri-food, we note a significant shift in public expectations and popular debate
        regarding the role of the state in responding to environmental, social, and economic problems. This shift is
        characterized by an eerie silence regarding farming, nutrition, farm labor, land ownership, water, climate, and
        R&D. This situation stands in marked contrast to the second portion of the twentieth century, when
        resistance was very much focused on refocusing robust and growing capabilities and programs of state agencies
        and public universities and extension in order to address the structure of agriculture (family farm crisis) and
        environment (e.g., sustainable agriculture) (Hightower 1972; Friedland, Barton, and Thomas 1981).
      


      
        In the wake of erosion of the standard mode of democracy, social regulation as we knew it has come to be
        replaced by governance premised on individualization and responsibilization. Public debates, contestation, and
        class opposition were declared dead and replaced with problem-solving processes executed through appeals to
        self-regulation premised on self-interest and references to transparency and risks of
        consumer/investor flight. To the extent the state engages, the favored tool for addressing social and
        ecological problems has come to be “nudging”: reliance on subtle – sometimes subconscious – prompts to
        manipulate individuals’ behavior (Thaler and Sunstein 2008). Cognitive bias (Kahneman, Slovic, and Tversky
        1982) – patterns of information processing that explain individuals’ decisions – has emerged as a favored
        explanation of social problems, as well as a primary target of efforts to redress them. These academic and
        popular fashions – and their status in national politics – highlight a thorough lack of appetite for mobilizing
        state authority to address social problems or pursue public goals. Engagement with questions of politics,
        interests, and public policy has been thoroughly supplanted by fascination with the self and efforts to
        understand capacity of individuals to process information. To the extent there is a social program connected to
        the science of cognitive bias, we might conclude that appreciation of information processing errors that derive
        from our “hard wiring” will permit us to guard against them, thereby allowing the aggregation of individuals’
        decisions to produce even more optimal societal outcomes. Within democracy under neoliberalism, political
        legitimacy was replaced with market discipline, class-based opposition with consumer sovereignty,
        scientifically validated knowledge with the privileging of personal experience, and legislative interventions
        with tools for selling shampoo.
      

    


    
      Resistance to global neoliberal agri-food


      
        In agri-food as in other spheres of society, resistance had to be conceptualized and reorganized in ways that
        would overcome the new limits of traditional forms of contestation. This change was certainly an acknowledgment
        of the defeat of the Fordist labor movement – but it also accepted the neoliberal message of the
        ineffectiveness of class-based opposition that, paradoxically, occurred as global neoliberalism accelerated the
        exploitation of labor worldwide (Bonanno and Cavalcanti 2014). Based on actors located in the consumption
        sphere rather than in production, these new forms of resistance to global neoliberalism centered not only on
        the production of sharp ecological, and socioeconomic critiques but also through a variety of practical
        initiatives. Among these initiatives, some shifted attention from traditional concerns about state policy, the
        rural economy, labor, ecology, the family farm, and long-term productive capacity of farmland to issues about
        the consumption of quality food. Taking the form of “short value chains” (Renting, Marsden, and Banks 2003) and
        consumer and/or community-based “alternative agri-food,” these initiatives consisted of programs that resisted
        the industrialization of food production and consumption such as organic farming, biological farming, and slow
        food, and proposals that established different forms of production and distribution such as civic agriculture
        and farmers’ markets. Based on the actions of responsible, free, and reflexive individuals and market exchange,
        these initiatives have received a great deal of attention and are heralded as successful ways to oppose
        corporate transnational agri-food networks (e.g., Hinrichs and Eshleman 2014).
      


      
        Simultaneously, however, the fact that these programs center on consumer behavior and are
        market oriented has allowed critics to maintain that they are based on the same ideological traits that
        characterize neoliberalism. Additionally, critics have questioned their anti-corporate effectiveness. Not only
        has the expansion of corporate agri-food not been altered, but also many of the key features of these
        initiatives have been appropriated by those very corporate entities targeted by opponents. Critics further
        indicate that these programs limit participation of members of the lower classes and, because of their local
        nature, hamper broader participation. It is contended that the fact that they do not transcend market relations
        and the search for profit (commodification) allows, at best, a “benign” form of small-scale capitalism that
        remains vulnerable to corporate co-optation, capital concentration and market contradictions, including
        exploitation of land and labor (wage, family, and self). By failing to address the political economic
        foundations of the regime they contest, alternatives focused on “voting with one’s wallet” tend to address the
        symptoms rather than the cause (Bonanno and Cavalcanti 2014; De Puis and Goodman 2005; Guthman 2008; Johnson
        2008).
      


      
        Dwelling on this set of critiques, a second group of scholars stresses the power of transnational agri-food
        corporations. Corporate power serves to control oppositional forces, the sector, and nation-states (Heffernan
        1998; Heffernan and Constance 1994; Friedland 1991; Howard 2016; Bonanno and Constance 2008). This corporate
        domination thesis emphasizes the limited power of oppositional groups under the neoliberal global system. The
        limited ability to resist is largely the outcome of the hypermobility of global agri-food capital that allows
        corporations to bypass opposition and also state-sponsored regulation. Additionally, transnational corporations
        have been able to employ economic crises to establish networks of production in places featuring a
        pro-corporate sociopolitical climate. As resistance emerges and pro-corporate sentiments decline, this group of
        scholars documents that corporations divest and relocate operations elsewhere. Following a similar logic, they
        stress the corporate use of immigrant labor to control wages, split the labor movement by pitting local workers
        against immigrants and, accordingly, limit labor strength and control its struggles. Discussing the various
        instances of consumption-based resistance, these authors indicate that corporations are often able to co-opt
        not only these initiatives but also some of the concepts that support them (Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume). While the power of corporations is generally acknowledged, some
        have argued that an exclusive focus on corporate power is ultimately counterproductive (e.g., De Lind 2011).
        Attention to the variety of forms that resistance takes, the strategies of the actors on the ground, and
        affective dimensions of resistance are identified as important complements to attention to political economy
        (Blesh and Wolf 2014; Brislen, Chapter 13 in this volume)
      


      
        A third group of researchers stresses the “retreat of the state” as one of the primary features of the
        neoliberal regime. The implementation of de-regulation, the actions of neoliberal lawmakers and administrations
        that reduced state intervention, and the concomitant push for the creation of new markets, it is argued, paved the way for the marketization of society and the expansion of corporate power. Defining
        current conditions in terms of “state versus corporations,” this group of opponents of corporate
        neoliberalization sees in the inability of the state to exercise control over the economy and corporate actions
        one of the most important aspects of global neoliberalism. Accordingly, they propose a return to greater state
        intervention and control of the economy and society. They call for the implementation of measures such as
        enhanced regulation of production and distribution of goods and services, expanded public sector roles in
        research and development, stricter state regulation of the environment and labor relations, and a renegotiation
        of transnational agreements and organizations such as NAFTA, MERCOSUR and the EU. This neo-Fordist posture
        proposes opposition to neoliberalism through the revival of progressive roles played by the state under Fordism
        (Bowen 2015; Denny, Worosz, and Wilson 2016; McKeon 2015).
      


      
        While recognizing the progressive dimension of Fordism, critics of neo-Fordist proposals not only stress the
        issues associated with the unresolved contradictions of a Fordist style state intervention, but also underscore
        the fact that the state has been instrumental in the implementation of neoliberalism. They point out that
        “state versus corporations” is, ultimately, a false dichotomy, as the state has been neoliberalized and it is a
        primary agent in the implementation and maintenance of neoliberal governance. In this light, the challenge of
        structural reform is understood as a normative realignment of state resources and state authority. To the
        extent that agri-food resistance movements do not engage the state, limited progress can be expected (Bonanno
        and Constance 2008; Fridell 2014; Wolf and Bonanno 2014).
      


      
        A fourth group of works underscores the importance of opposition to corporate neoliberal agri-food represented
        by proposals that de-commodify food and present it as a “right” (Carolan 2013; Wittman, Desmarais, and Wiebe
        2010; McMichael 2014). The collective Vía Campesina project is often evoked as exemplary of this form of
        resistance. Vía Campesina advocates small scale and/or peasant farming as a form of agricultural production
        that is ecologically and socially sustainable and politically emancipatory. The establishment of food
        sovereignty – the capacity of those involved in food production, distribution, and consumption to control these
        processes – is regarded as a moral imperative and a key strategic objective. Offering a powerful alternative
        discourse, the identification of food production and consumption as rights stands in sharp contrast to the
        neoliberal proposal that sees food as a commodity and production as managed through market competition.
        Simultaneously, however, the project of championing small holders has been criticized for its limited ability
        to deliver a sustainable and just food system that is inclusive and global. It is not yet clear that
        agroecological production techniques and direct reliance on local systems of production can consistently
        address the food needs of the large and growing world population composed of members of the lower classes,
        non-farmers, and urban dwellers. Additionally, it has been pointed out that the pre-capitalist nature of
        peasant farming may not necessarily be applicable in advanced capitalist contexts (Bernstein 2014).
      

    


    
      Toward a critique of resistance


      
        Academic literature and popular engagement with agri-food resistance tend to focus on objects and strategies of
        resistance, the actors, and the small signs of progress, but we do not identify a robust tradition of critical
        reflection. Questions about theories of change, strategic objectives, and outputs/outcomes are not often
        discussed. Noting that it is easier to tear down than to build, we identify theoretically and empirically
        informed critique as important and hopefully generative.
      


      
        Our primary analytical concern is to explore self-limitations of specific modes of resistance within the
        context of neoliberalism and erosion of democracy as structured in past decades. Specifically, we want to raise
        the possibility that some modes of resistance may give the illusion of freedom while constraining behavior and
        reinforcing structural controls. “Artificial negativity” as explained by Critical Theory allows us to see
        ethical or intentional consumption (e.g., Fair Trade, Organic, eco-certified, local) as a problematic response
        to the problem we confront and an incomplete stance for resistance (Antonio 2006; Piccone 1977). Artificial
        negativity draws our attention to the illusion of freedom and also a false sense of the significance of
        behaviors and discourses that oppose dominant forces. This resistance is illusory and manipulated. By virtue of
        providing an outlet for skepticism, and an organizational pole for opposition, unrest is contained and the
        integrity of the dominant regime is reinforced. While twentieth-century analyses stressed the controlling power
        of state bureaucracy in ‘the totally administered society” (Horkehimer and Adorno 1969 [1944]; Marcuse 1964),
        corporate appropriation and reinterpretation of historically progressive concepts such as justice, ethics,
        responsibility, and regulation define contemporary arrangements. Similarly, theoretical formulations based on
        the post-structuralist views of Michel Foucault identify individuality, market competition, and
        responsibilization (i.e., regarding consumer choice, rather than politics, as engine for structural reform) as
        dimensions that, while appearing to be emancipatory, contribute to the strengthening of the power of the
        neoliberal regime. Blühdorn’s (2007) analysis of symbolic and simulative politics applied to ecological
        contradictions of our age advances a similar conclusion – i.e., much of the existing resistance and response by
        public and private actors must be considered to be gestural, given the unwillingness/inability to challenge the
        structural foundations of unsustainability.2 We aim to explore the contradictions of a range of resistance strategies in
        relation to their intended goals and in relation to the political economic context in which they have emerged.
      


      
        Organization of the book


        
          Adding to this debate and addressing its concerns, the chapters contained in this book are divided into three
          groups. As it will be illustrated in the concluding chapter, this grouping responds to our interpretation of
          the ways in which resistance is viewed and practiced. The first group of contributions supports the view of the corporate domination of agri-food and its control over resistance (chapters by
          Busch, Bonanno, Wolf, Tilzey, and Som Castellano). The second group of chapters emphasizes the importance of
          the role of the state in the practice of resistance (chapters by Carneiro dos Reis, Sekine and Bonanno, and
          O’Neill). Finally, the third group of chapters stresses the different forms through which resistance is
          carried out. Moreover, these chapters focus on the development of resistance in different parts of the world,
          with an emphasis on the Americas (Latin America and the Caribbean through chapters by Fletes and Ocampo,
          Sankey; Gonzalez-Duarte, and Vansteenkiste; and North America through the chapter by Brislen).
        


        
          The first portion of the book opens with the contribution by Lawrence Busch entitled “Is Resistance Futile?
          How Global Agri-Food Attempts to Co-opt the Alternatives.” In this chapter, Busch contends that, while
          alternative agri-food movements have always intended to oppose the corporate, industrial agriculture, and
          food, they have failed to effectively do so. This is because they have downplayed the ability of corporate
          actors to co-opt alternative projects. This process of co-optation, Busch continues, takes place through five
          components. The first refers to the existence of the “Tripartite Standards Regime” that consists of the
          creation and implementation of standards, certification schemes, and accreditation processes. This Tripartite
          Standards Regime is designed not only by corporate actors, but also shapes agri-food activities and mandates
          conformity to corporate goals. The second component refers to the fact that assembly line technologies have
          penetrated much of agri-food production. Third, the use of assembly line technologies is accompanied by the
          use of a new type of Taylorism that increases efficiency and standardization and reduces worker autonomy and
          costs of production. Fourth, these technological and production changes have been made possible by the use of
          “big data.” As the costs of computing and data storage have significantly decreased in recent decades, data
          collection and analysis have emerged as essential tasks in decision-making. Finally, alternative movements
          have unknowingly assisted corporations in the process of differentiating their production and products and,
          as a result, they have enhanced corporations’ competitiveness. This overall situation, Busch concludes,
          requires an explicit denunciation of this system of domination. It also requires that alternative movements
          consider the systemic nature of domination and, therefore, overcome sectorial approaches to resistance.
        


        
          In the following chapter, Alessandro Bonanno discusses the phenomenon of “best practices” and probes its
          alternative dimension. Stressing the popularity of this construct, Bonanno underscores that best practices
          are often presented as instruments that replace inefficient, authoritarian, bureaucratized top-down decisions
          with a system that offers fair, effective, technically superior, and scientifically based solutions.
          Moreover, best practices’ extensive use of “progressive” concepts such as sustainability, social
          acceptability, and the safeguard of workers and the environment makes them acceptable to groups and
          individuals that oppose neoliberal, corporate agri-food. Bonanno analyzes the alternative dimension of best
          practices through a review of texts that promote them. Employing the methodology of
          grounded theory and validating results through the techniques of analytic induction and negative cases, a number of key aspects of
          best practices are illustrated. In particular, it is argued that best practices ground their claims on the
          enhanced market competitiveness that they create. Additionally, this superiority in market relations
          justifies the argument that best practices are an effective system of governance, labor control, conflict
          resolution, and decision-making in production and consumption alike. Bonanno concludes that these claims are
          consistent with the tenets of neoliberalism: a situation that makes assertions about the alternative
          dimension of best practices untenable.
        


        
          Steven Wolf focuses on resistance applied to the state and to public expenditures focused on environmental
          protection in agriculture in his chapter, “Accountability, Rationality, and Politics: Critical Analysis of
          Agri-Environmental Policy Reform in the United States.” The general argument emphasizes the relevance of the
          “adaptation of conventional commercial agriculture advanced through retargeting of public resources (e.g.,
          agency budgets; laws, policies and administrative routines; subsidies; R&D; infrastructure …)” within
          analyses and interventions targeting agri-food sustainability (p. 52, this volume). Wolf critically examines
          ongoing efforts to introduce greater rationality, accountability, and discipline into the way in which
          incentive payments are awarded to farmers to advance environmental conservation. The empirical case
          highlights that dominant structures – discourses, political relationships, and administrative logics – are
          resistant to change. Wolf concludes that the dominant focus of reformers on introducing technocratic modes of
          accountability – i.e., efforts to bring data to bear to advance cost effectiveness of investments in
          conservation – needs to be accompanied by attention to democratic accountability in order to realize social
          and ecological gains.
        


        
          Stressing the problematic nature of resistance to neoliberal, corporate agri-food, in his chapter, “‘Market
          Civilization’ and Global Agri-Food: Understanding Their Dynamics and (In)Coherence through Multiple
          Resistances,” Mark Tilzey discusses the contemporary land sovereignty movement in Bolivia. His argument is
          based on the rejection of the binary view that opposes resistance to corporate domination. This highly
          structuralist approach, Tilzey argues, conceals the different forms of resistance that have emerged globally.
          In particularly, Tilzey contends that resistance has emerged in three forms – sub-hegemonic; alter-hegemonic
          and counter-hegemonic – and that only the counter-hegemonic dimension of resistance could alter the corporate
          neoliberal domination. This is the sphere where land sovereignty is located. In Tilzey’s analysis, corporate
          domination is supported by the state. There is no structurally autonomous unfolding of capital, he contends,
          but capitalist development is linked to the hegemonic position of class fractions within the state that
          permits the expansion of the state–capital nexus. The neoliberal food regime and corporate domination are
          authored by the state and the state has been instrumental in the corporate cooptation of resistance. Tilzey
          underscores that the case of Bolivia demonstrates that the state is a fundamental actor in the
          differentiation of capitalism rather than simply an agent of the transnational neoliberal class. It is
          precisely this complexity of capitalism and the role played by the Bolivian state that
          have allowed the capitalist co-optation of resistance and the transformation of counter-hegemonic claims into
          pro-capital, neo-developmentalist policies.
        


        
          The chapter by Rebecca Som Castellano entitled “Resistance to the Neoliberal Food Regime in the Sphere of
          Consumption: Considering the Importance of Mental Labor in Food Provisioning” underscores the relevance of
          gender in the processes of neoliberal corporate domination and resistance to it. Brought to the fore by some
          important studies on the role of women in agri-food production, the relevance of gender exploitation has not
          been adequately probed by studies on consumption. Accordingly, Som Castellano proposes a study of the ways in
          which gender norms are reproduced in alternative agri-food practices. Her analysis of the role of women in
          households that engage in alternative forms of food provisioning centers on the significant mental labor that
          women perform. Based on a qualitative analysis, she stresses that alternative forms of food provisioning are
          demanding for women and this is particularly the case for women who are poor, unemployed, live with a
          partner, and have children. In her final argument, Som Castellano contends that the inadequate treatment of
          patriarchy allows contemporary dominant discourses to remain largely unchallenged.
        


        
          The second group of chapters opens with “Reflecting on Counter-Hegemonic Strategies of Food and Nutritional
          Security: Notes on the Brazilian Case” by Carneiro dos Reis. The Brazilian case, Carneiro dos Reis contents,
          offers an instance of resistance promoted through state action. The emergence of neo-liberal globalization in
          the last decades of the twentieth century, Carneiro dos Reis maintains, has enhanced the global power of
          corporations and weakened the ability of developing nation-states to implement independent policies. This
          situation has been contrasted by the electoral success of progressive political parties that employed the
          power of the state to address socioeconomic inequality and problems. In Brazil, the Party of the Workers
          implemented wealth and land redistributive strategies that greatly benefitted poor segments of society by
          providing them with access to land and food. Simultaneously, however, this emancipatory state action has been
          tempered by the power of corporate elites that were able to strengthened their position and benefit from the
          development of global networks of production and consumption. Carneiro dos Reis concludes by stressing the
          contradictory results of state based forms of resistance.
        


        
          In the following chapter, Kae Sekine and Alessandro Bonanno probe the emancipatory role of geographical
          indication (GI) policies in Japan. Employing the case of miso, a traditional food, these authors document the
          concomitant existence of two competing GI models. The first is based on the European Union approach that
          considers the identification of the quality of products in terms of local culture and tradition rather than
          the market. The second model follows the US approach that sees GI as an extension of market competition and
          therefore supports its existence in terms of trademark regulation. The implementation of these two models,
          these authors continue, shows the importance of state action for the control of undesirable consequences of
          market fluctuation. However, it also indicates that GI policies can be the source of
          conflict and instability. They conclude that GI measures are forms of market regulation and therefore cannot
          be considered parts of the free market–based neoliberal project. Simultaneously, and while the GI measures
          could be beneficial to the revitalization of family farming and agricultural regions, structural problems
          make this alternative to free market oriented policies problematic.
        


        
          This section of the book concludes with a chapter by Kristie O’Neill. In her study, “Community Action,
          Government Support, and Historical Distance: Enabling Transformation or Neoliberal Inclusion” she illustrates
          the emancipa-tory role played by the Kenyan state. Through the empirical investigation of three local
          counties, she documents the ways in which government agencies and local actors joined forces to implement
          collectivization programs aimed at improving farming practices and food production, providing farmers with
          needed access to credit, and protecting them from corporate exploitation and co-optation. Despite these
          accomplishments, however, she concludes that state intervention has not been able to generate adequate
          standards of living and establish a system that can fully oppose the further growth of neoliberal
          globalization.
        


        
          The third group of chapters includes works that emphasize the diverse forms through which resistance to
          neoliberal agri-food takes place. The contribution by Fletes and Ocampo entitled “Peasant Resistance to the
          Transnationalization of Agriculture in Mexico’s Southern Border,” analyzes the case of resistance in the
          southern Mexican state of Chiapas. Since the 1980s, the implementation of neoliberal policies, these authors
          contend, has exacerbated the crisis of the peasantry and small farm holders. Not only have these groups
          suffered the brunt of the negative outcomes of market liberalization, but they have also been defined as
          inefficient producers and perceived simply as poor segments of the rural population rather than relevant
          sources of local food and stewards of the land. Following this approach, neoliberal Mexican Administrations
          opted to insert Mexico in the global division of labor through policies that stressed lower wages and
          competitive advantages based on inexpensive factors of production. In agri-food, this posture translated into
          the elimination of measures that protected peasants and small farms from market fluctuations and corporate
          competition and that resulted into the transformation of the Mexican agri-food sector into one of the primary
          supplier of fruit and vegetables for the global North. As these policies fostered the further impoverishment
          of the farming population, they engendered resistance. Through references to specific initiatives, Fletes and
          Ocampo show the diversity of this resistance, its local roots, and its strength. In particular, they
          demonstrate the everyday dimension of this opposition that, they conclude, remains ultimately unable to alter
          the structural conditions that define contemporary neoliberal agri-food.
        


        
          Kyla Sankey in her chapter “Communities Against Capital? The Politics of Palm Oil Expansion in Colombia’s
          Middle Magdalena” stresses that the evolution of the agri-food sector in that country has been characterized
          by the expansion of commercial agribusiness, of which palm production is one of the most
          representative instances. This process, she shows, is centered on agrarian extractivism and land grabbing.
          Defended by dominant groups and the government as a process that engenders growth, it has, instead, created
          severe negative consequences that threaten the ecosystem and the livelihood of many poor social groups. The
          implementation of programs for the expansion of the cultivation of palms, this author argues, revels the
          multiple aspects of the process of resistance and the many strata of the peasantry. In the specific case of
          palm production in Middle Magdalena region, the expansion of the cultivation of palms has created a further
          stratification among peasants that benefitted the “middle peasantry.” In turn, this situation has fostered
          peasant support for palm production that translated into peasant acquiescence to the expansion of the
          neoliberal agri-food model. Accordingly, rather than generating opposition, the implantation of palm
          production further expanded the ideological and economic domination of the neoliberal regime.
        


        
          Columba Gonzalez-Duarte probes the issue of cyberspace resistance and interactions between humans and
          non-human in resistance. Analyzing the case of the Monarch Butterfly, in her chapter, “Resisting Monsanto:
          Monarch Butterflies and Cyber-Actors,” she documents the existence and development of an online butterfly
          enthusiast community that aims to resist agribusiness giant Monsanto and expanded use of genetically modified
          crops and glyphosate, a weed killer, which reduce availability of milkweed, the sole food of monarch
          caterpillars. As in the case of consumer and community-based resistance, this instance represents an effort
          to oppose corporate agri-food and threats to nature. However, differing from more established forms of
          resistance, this opposition is based on the struggle of protecting butterflies and the hardware and software
          that enables the cyberspace community to organize and perhaps move from anonymous communications to grounded
          politics. Gonzalez-Duarte concludes that the nature of opposition and its transformative potential are
          challenged by an emergent partnership between Monsanto and the citizen science project that anchors the
          online community. The flexibility and heterogeneous makeup of resistance is simultaneously a strength and a
          weakness.
        


        
          An analysis of two opposite developmental models is proposed in the chapter by Jennifer Vansteenkiste
          entitled “‘Haiti – Open for Business’: New Perspectives on Inclusive and Sustainable Development.” She
          illustrates the manner in which alternative forms of land use based on local culture, identity, and
          “place-making” represent a relevant opposition to corporate control agro-industrial projects. Focusing on the
          case of Haiti, she documents that corporate-based developmental programs centered on agro-exports meet only
          short-term objectives and fail to engender autonomous and enduring socioeconomic growth. Conversely,
          community-based efforts that dwell on local human, cultural, and natural resources represent substantive
          alternatives to agro-industrial models of development. She concludes by stressing the importance of the
          concept of placemaking in the creation of alternative forms of growth.
        


        
          This segment of the book is concluded by Lilian Brislen’s “Imperfect, Partial, and Interstitial: Gradations
          of Resistance in a Failed Food Hub.” Employing the case of a failed food hub in the state
          of Kentucky in the USA, Brislen stresses the complexity and diversity of alternative food initiatives. This
          diversity, she argues, problematizes schematic analyses that dwell on binary modes of opposition.
          Simultaneously, her analysis offers novel insights into the possibility of understanding and mobilizing
          resistance in terms of the variety of actors, actions, and resources that constitute opposition. Pursuing the
          task of reconstructing resistance away from dated ways of conceptualizing and practicing it, Brislen contends
          that a new language and imagination are needed to effectively construct opposition. In this context, she
          proposes a “post-binary approach” to the understanding of alternative agriculture that transcends the primacy
          of financial concerns to focus on non-economic values and a new ordering of human, land, and food.
        


        
          In the concluding chapter, Bonanno and Wolf propose some final reflections on the analyses presented in the
          volume. The authors contend that these analyses can be heuristically grouped into three ideal types that
          offer differing theorizations of resistance. The first ideal type stresses the “variegated” mode through
          which resistance takes place. It underscores that opposition cannot be simply understood in the binary forms
          of repression vs. opposition for there is not a single form of repression and opposition. Additionally,
          however, it views forms of production and consumption that are ultimately market based as emancipatory.
          Accordingly, it maintains and ambiguous position that simultaneously supports the neoliberal logic of the
          market along with the overcoming of “marginal utility.” The second ideal type theorizes the relevance of the
          action of the nation-state as it contends that the neoliberal agri-food regime is forcefully opposed by
          state-implemented land and wealth redistributive policies. Underestimated in this approach, however, are the
          facts that the nation-state has forcefully been a vehicle for the neoliberalization and corporatization of
          the economy, and society and that the current neo-Fordist proposals do not address the limits of classic
          Fordism. The third and final ideal type theorizes the unfolding of resistance to neoliberal agri-food in
          terms of artificial negativity and unidimensionality. This theorization underscores the ability of
          corporations to co-opt alternative projects (artificial negativity) and to impose conformity to market
          requirements (unidimensionality). It also underscores the limits of alternative proposals that approach the
          struggle against the neoliberal regime in sectorial terms. Overall, Bonanno and Wolf conclude their final
          observations by arguing that evolution of the neoliberal regime will continue to be directed by corporate
          forces and that this corporate domination will be opposed. In this context, the scrutiny of forms of
          opposition remains a fundamental task for scholars and political activists alike.
        

      

    


    Notes


    
      1 By critical analysis we refer to an analysis that uses of the notion of
      critique. Critique is defined as the analytical effort to explore the limits of validity claims. In this case,
      the objective of our analysis rests on the elucidation of the extent to which claims of resistance against global
      neoliberal agri-food reflect actually opposition to this dominant system. The concept of critique finds its roots
      in the classic tradition of Kantian philosophy and Marxian analysis. Kant’s notion of the “critique of reason” is
      utilized to assess the power of ideological formulations that find legitimacy in the claimed validity of their
      accounts of history. For Kant, it is paramount to explore the extent to which reason can explain reality for if
      left without empirical verification it remains inconclusive. Simultaneously, Marx’s “critique” of political
      economy is directed at revealing the discrepancy between the claims of the neutrality and fairness of the
      capitalist market and its exploitative reality. The economy is political (i.e., class constructed and based),
      Marx contends, and the free exchange that supposedly characterizes the functioning of the market is based on
      processes of violent expropriation, exploitation and domination. Following this tradition, the process of
      conducting a critique refers to the evaluation of phenomena by contrasting pertinent theoretical claims with
      relevant historical occurrences.
    


    
      2 See also Dean (2009) for a similar argument applied to society as a whole.
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    The corporate domination of agri-food
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    Is resistance futile? How global agri-food attempts to co-opt the alternatives


    
      Lawrence Busch
    


    
      It is frequently argued that capitalism is a chameleon-like object that morphs into different forms in response
      to changes in the socioeconomic environment (Gibson-Graham 2006). If this is the case, then we must ask whether
      capitalists cannot simply incorporate the products, production processes and perhaps even some of the social
      relations promoted by Alternative Agri-Food Networks (AAFNs) into their framework for operation. Alternatively,
      some argue that capitalism is by definition plural, that it is not a single thing to begin with but that it is a
      sometimes convenient summary of a multitude of organizational forms (Boyer 1997). Either way, there is little
      dispute that AAFNs are attempting to challenge the large-scale, multinational supply chain-based approaches of
      the mainstream actors (i.e., large farms, integrated processors, supermarket chains, fast-food restaurants,
      institutional suppliers). There is also little dispute that the mainstream actors have already begun to adapt to
      some of the challenges posed by the AAFNs. They have done this both by changing practices within their respective
      operations as well as by managing the complex and ever-changing supply chains they control.
    


    
      In this chapter I briefly discuss five ways in which mainstream agri-food companies have responded to AAFNs. In
      particular – and often unrecognized by both supporters and critics – mainstream companies have been able, by
      careful planning and/or bricolage, to successfully position themselves so as to incorporate many of the
      strategies used by AAFNs into their own operations. They have done this both as individual firms and by creating
      new governance structures built on, but largely independent of, the State. Five aspects of this process can be
      identified: (1) the construction and use of the Tripartite Standards Regime (TSR), (2) the incorporation of
      assembly line–like processes into agri-food supply chains, (3) the New Taylorism, (4) the use of Big Data to
      control people and things, and (5) using AAFNs as testing grounds for new products and processes. I conclude by
      arguing that, barring a disastrous collapse of the mainstream agri-food network, AAFNs will need to better
      understand these tactics if they are to do more than arrange themselves around the fringes of the mainstream. Let
      us examine each of these in turn.
    


    
      The rise of private governance: the Tripartite Standards
      Regime


      
        Today, as part of the neoliberal turn, in most nations and globally, in addition to the governance provided by
        the State, a (quasi-) private system of governance has been established: the Tripartite Standards Regime (TSR;
        Loconto, Stone, and Busch 2012). The TSRs consist of three interrelated parts: standards, certification and
        accreditation.
      


      
        Standards


        
          Most standards are established by Standards Development Organizations (SDOs). These organizations support
          themselves through the sales of their standards. They may specialize in particular products and processes
          (e.g., the International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements, or IFOAM) or they may be general
          organizations that establish standards across sectors (e.g., the International Organization for
          Standardization). In some instances, standards developed in the private sector have been written into law
          (e.g., Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points). In some other cases, governments have developed
          standards that are mandatory if one wishes to use a particular term (e.g., in the US, the term ‘organic’ can
          be used only if one conforms to standards developed by the US Department of Agriculture). However, in most
          instances standards are enforced by the market. For example, standards for palm oil production are enforced
          through the Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) in that major buyers of palm oil now insist on these
          standards as a necessary condition for entering the marketplace.
        


        
          Importantly, standards are usually set by the major (mainstream) actors in agricultural supply chains or by
          non-governmental organizations (NGOs); smaller producers and processors usually have little or no control
          over standards design. Since mainstream actors often adopt NGO standards as a marketing tool for at least
          some of their products (e.g., Unilever’s adoption of Rainforest Alliance standards for its tea), they are
          able to capture what might otherwise be a market share left to AAFNs. Of course, one might argue that this is
          an example of success in changing the behavior of mainstream actors. However, as compared to AAFNs, such
          changes are motivated largely by maintaining or enhancing profits; they invite conformity to a set of formal
          rules rather than commitment to change.
        

      


      
        Certification


        
          The second element in the TSR is certification. The task undertaken by certifiers is to check regularly that
          products or processes conform to the standards developed by SDOs. However, in the agri-food sector,
          certifiers are usually paid by those they inspect; therefore, there is a built-in conflict of interest (Busch
          2011). To deny a certification is to lose a customer. Like SDOs, certifiers range from
          small firms that specialize in a particular type of certification to enormous multinational firms that
          certify to thousands of different standards. For example, Oregon Tilth focuses entirely on organic
          certification, while the Société Générale de Surveillance (SGS) claims that “[w]herever you are in the world,
          in whatever industry, you can rely on our international teams of experts” (SGS 2015). SGS boasts that it has
          85,000 employees in 1,800 offices and laboratories around the world.
        

      


      
        Accreditation


        
          The third and final element in the TSR is accreditation. Accrediting agencies certify the certifiers. They
          attempt to ensure that certifiers are competent to certify conformity to a given set of standards. Regional
          and national accreditors are themselves accredited through two private-sector international organizations:
          the International Laboratory Accreditation Commission (2015) accredits laboratories that engage in tests
          necessary to ensure conformity with standards while the International Accreditation Forum (2015) accredits
          national accreditation bodies with respect to all other aspects of their operations. However, as with
          certifications, a conflict of interest often exists between certifiers and their accreditors.
        


        
          What must be emphasized here is that TSRs allow dominant actors in agri-food supply chains to impose a
          variety of rules – rules that often have the force of law even though they are technically ‘voluntary’ – upon
          weaker actors in the chain. Thus, through the use of this relatively new form of governance (Loconto and
          Busch 2010), the three key groups of actors in agri-food supply chains – retailers (whether supermarkets or
          fast-food restaurant chains), processors and institutional suppliers – are able to organize the entire
          mainstream agri-food sector in such a manner as to optimize their profits while squeezing other actors in the
          chain.
        


        
          Moreover, in the days of small greengrocers, consumers who did not find a given fresh product would simply go
          down the street to another greengrocer’s store. Today, supermarket chains find that they lose customers if
          their shelves are not well-supplied with certain fresh or packaged items (e.g., tomatoes, Coca-Cola). Simply
          put, if a customer finds that the product in question is out of stock once, they will buy it at a
          competitor’s store. After several such incidents, customers will simply abandon the first store and shop
          elsewhere. In a highly competitive market with relatively low margins, permanently losing customers is a
          costly affair.
        


        
          Yet, paradoxically, the continued existence of actors who do not meet the standards that supermarket chains
          impose on upstream actors actually allows them to grapple more effectively with shortages or oversupply of
          fresh produce (Raymond 2013). For example, when faced with a shortage, a supermarket chain may purchase the
          needed produce either in the ‘telephone market’ (i.e., they call a wholesaler who has a standard product for
          sale) or by direct purchase in wholesale wet markets that normally serve smaller supermarkets and grocery
          stores as well as chefs in upscale restaurants. In contrast, when for whatever reason the
          supermarket chain is faced with an oversupply, the telephone and wet markets offer places to offload the
          unneeded product. At the same time, the continued existence of such markets allows the large chains to avoid
          violation of the anti-trust laws: their national market shares remain below the
          radar and their prices are often lower than that of smaller competitors. In
          short, the existence of TSRs allows larger, better-capitalized actors to govern much of the food supply chain
          and to do so in a manner that offers them substantial flexibility even as it limits that of suppliers.
        

      

    


    
      Assembly line and continuous process technologies


      
        Although Ford is usually given credit for the creation of the first assembly line, it was the food industry
        that was in the forefront. As early as 1833 biscuits were manufactured in Britain using assembly lines (Giedion
        1975 [1948]). Pork processing in Cincinnati was also subject to (dis)assembly line technology during the
        nineteenth century. But, importantly, assembly line technologies work well only when the inputs to the process
        are standardized. Today, one finds assembly line technologies throughout the mainstream agri-food sector, made
        possible in large part by standardized plants, animals and equipment.
      


      
        In pioneering work, Friedland and Barton (1975) noted how tomato harvesting is now accomplished by moving the
        (dis)assembly line through the field. At the other end of the agri-food supply chain, fast-food restaurants
        have developed the technologies necessary to make for rapid assembly line-like production of entire meals.
        Subway, the world’s largest fast-food restaurant chain, with nearly 45,000 restaurants worldwide, allows
        customers to watch the assembly of their sandwiches and makes that into a selling point for its products. For
        more complex meals, McDonald’s and other hamburger restaurants have developed specialized equipment that allows
        workers both to cook and compile meals through a complex assembly line process.
      


      
        Continuous process technologies can be found at about the same time in the history of food and agriculture.
        Oliver Evans (1795) had developed a continuous process grain mill by 1785. The first ‘perpetual’ oven (a tunnel
        oven with a mesh conveyor belt) was developed as a means of baking ‘sea biscuits’ in 1810 (Giedion 1975
        [1948]). Today, nearly all harvesting of grain and oilseeds as well as some fruits and vegetables for the
        mainstream agri-food sector is done through continuous process harvesting equipment. Breakfast cereal
        manufacturers similarly use continuous process approaches to the manufacture of their products. A significant
        segment of the food industry uses Tetra Pak packaging, which allows the construction of factories in which
        there are no production workers; instead, the product flows in a continuous process from raw material to final
        consumer packaging. All that is required are several maintenance personnel who remain ever-ready to respond to
        alarms that stop the production process if a malfunction occurs.
      


      
        At the retail level, supermarkets have made considerable inroads in using Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)
        chips to reduce the need for handling and to maintain records of inventories. In addition,
        fully automatic checkouts are now commonplace in supermarkets. Recently a former CEO of McDonald’s warned that
        the move to a $15 minimum wage would provide an incentive to that company to replace workers with robots
        (Haworth 2016).
      


      
        Both assembly line and continuous process technologies require standardized inputs so as not to slow the
        production process. They require standardized equipment as well. Both contribute to minimizing production
        costs, thereby helping mainstream agri-food companies to compete successfully with AAFNs.
      


      
        At the same time, more and more, food processors and retailers are able to use those ‘Fordist’ technologies to
        differentiate their products rather than merely to standardize them (Allaire and Wolf 2004). Despite
        standardized production processes, products can be differentiated with respect to appearance, packaging, taste
        and texture. They can also be differentiated with respect to class, status, ethnicity and other demographic
        characteristics. Even consumer complaints about wastage of ‘ugly’ produce – produce that does not meet
        uniformity standards usually insisted upon by supermarkets – has been met with supermarket purchase and sales
        of such produce at discount prices.
      


      
        Finally, it is important to note that the growth areas for supermarkets today are to be found in the global
        South. As Reardon and his colleagues (Berdegue, Reardon, Balsevich et al. 2007; Reardon, Timmer, Barrett et al.
        2003; Weatherspoon and Reardon 2003) have noted, supermarkets are making rapid inroads in Africa, Asia and
        Latin America. In those places, the mainstream approach they offer is often seen by middle class consumers as a
        massive improvement over traditional markets, offering greater safety, higher quality and lower prices. Indeed,
        Reardon (2016: 39) argues that “[s]uper-market chains using distribution centers can reduce transaction costs
        by 30 to 40 percent, thereby reducing food prices to consumers.” In many instances, that means bypassing
        smaller producers and introducing mainstream practices on larger scale farms.
      

    


    
      The New Taylorism


      
        But the efficient operation of assembly line and continuous flow technologies also requires that labor be
        organized in certain ways. Meat and poultry processing plants (Gray 2014), as well as large-scale vegetable
        production (Friedland, Barton, and Thomas 1978) employ Taylorist practices of the sort used in industrial
        production a century ago. The speed of production is set by the pace of the machinery. Workers must adapt to
        the line speed or risk being fired. Worker health is also often compromised by this style of production (e.g.,
        Lloyd and James 2008).
      


      
        But, more and more, the mainstream agri-food industry has also adopted the New Taylorism. That is, it has
        applied Taylor’s dictums not only to line workers but also to those engaged in other types of tasks, reducing
        worker autonomy in an attempt to enhance standardization, reduce costs and increase efficiency. Consider some
        aspects of the New Taylorism across the mainstream.
      


      
        Fast-food
        managers


        
          Managers of fast-food outlets at one time had considerable latitude in running the restaurant. Today, hourly
          sales of each product, volume of inputs from hamburgers to napkins and number of employees on each shift are
          monitored from a central office. Inadequate sales, hiring more than the centrally determined number of
          workers and non-conformity to other minutiae of store operation can be grounds for dismissal.
        

      


      
        Truck drivers


        
          In the past, truck drivers in the employ of mainstream agri-food companies could to a great extent determine
          their route and the time it took to move goods from warehouses to supermarkets. Today, in contrast, much of
          that autonomy has been removed. Trucks are commonly outfitted with both Geographical Positioning Systems and
          Geographical Information Systems that allow the central office to keep track of each vehicle and to monitor
          the actions of the driver.
        

      


      
        Cashiers


        
          Supermarket cashiers once had to examine the price tag on each item and enter it in the cash register. They
          had to separate taxable from non-taxable items. They had to calculate the change to be given to each
          customer. Today, cashiers merely wave products over a bar code reader (Hicks 1975) that (1) automatically
          registers the price (which likely is no longer written on the item’s packaging), (2) determines if it is
          taxable and (3) sums up the cost of the overall order. The machine also calculates the change due to the
          customer automatically. When the customer leaves, they likely recite the phrase: “Have a nice day.” Moreover,
          managers can determine how many items were entered in the register in a given period of time, thereby
          determining if cashier number 6 is working more slowly than cashier number 10. Closed circuit television can
          determine if a cashier is stealing from the store. Based on that information, managers can determine if
          someone should be warned of their transgressions or fired.
        

      


      
        Consumers


        
          Furthermore, even if consumers are not subject to the New Taylorism directly, they are encouraged in a
          variety of ways to make their way quickly through the store as well as to undertake much of the work once
          done by employees. A century ago, before Clarence Saunders invented the self-service store (Hicks 1975),
          consumers would provide a list to store employees who would gather the desired goods and collect them for the
          consumer. The self-service store encouraged the customer to do the work of collecting the goods from the
          shelves and bringing them to a cashier. Today, customers are even encouraged to ‘ring up’ their own purchases
          and pay through the use of a machine. Indeed, it is possible to do one’s entire grocery
          shopping without ever interacting with a store employee. The result is a significant cost reduction and
          higher profits for the supermarket chain as well as lower prices for the consumer. Of course, customers now
          do much of the work. However, since that work is not seen as such, it is the lower prices that attract
          customers.
        


        
          The same applies to restaurant chains. McDonald’s, which already serves free-range eggs, is experimenting
          with the installation of computer stations in each store to replace cashiers. Customers can order and pay for
          their meals automatically. Panera Bread, a more upscale chain, is following suit even as it removes
          artificial preservatives, sweeteners, flavors or colors from its food. Many restaurant chains also rely on
          customers to bus their dishes when they finish their meals. In short, the introduction of the New Taylorism
          allows mainstream actors to incorporate many products and processes of AAFNs while offering lower prices and
          faster service to customers.
        

      

    


    
      Enter Big Data


      
        The New Taylorism is itself inextricably linked to the rise of Big Data, without which it would be impossible
        to monitor employees and products along the supply chain. Over the last 50 years both the cost of computing and
        the cost of data storage have dropped precipitously, such that everyone in the mainstream agri-food chain can
        afford to collect and analyze such information as well as to use it in decision making. A recent survey by KPMG
        and the Consumer Goods Forum found that 57% of food and drug executives saw data analytics as a point of
        investment over the next two years in attempts to improve supply chain management, marketing, product
        development and procurement (Burrows 2016).
      


      
        Moreover, beyond the New Taylorism, Big Data allows mainstream firms to engage in activities that are usually
        unavailable to smaller operators and vendors connected to AAFNs. For example, precision farming for soil
        sampling and fertilizer applications holds the promise of significant cost reductions for those large-scale
        farmers who can afford the initial investment (Boehlje 2016). Similarly, with the introduction of bar codes in
        the 1970s, supermarkets were able to collect massive amounts of data about sales. Initially, larger chains used
        these data to engage in Electronic Data Interchange using a Uniform Communication Standard, i.e., the exchange
        of electronic orders with wholesalers and manufacturers. This made it possible to submit orders electronically
        ‘just-intime,’ ensuring that supermarket shelves were kept well-stocked even as better management of
        inventories and production became possible for suppliers.
      


      
        Soon afterwards, food supply chains began to adopt Efficient Consumer Response. As one observer explained,
        “[c]ooperation across the system has been possible because potential gains should be large enough to leave all
        participants in the system at least as well off as they were before the initiative” (King and Phumpiu 1996:
        1182). This, in turn, made what is known as ‘category management’ possible. This involves grouping products
        into categories and then determining, given the customers who frequent a given store, how much space should be devoted to that category and how much should be devoted to each brand within the
        category. Big Data is used to compare the effects of product placement on sales of various items (e.g., salad
        dressing with condiments or with lettuce?). In addition, the profitability of selling inexpensive items rapidly
        vs. expensive items more slowly can be compared. Offerings can be tailored to particular demographic groups as
        well as to the environmental, labor, animal welfare and other concerns of segments of customers served by each
        store. In short, Big Data allows mainstream operators to engage in a variety of activities with respect to
        consumer, labor and product management that are simply unavailable or unattractive to AAFNs. These activities
        allow them to be at least as responsive to consumers as are many AAFNs.
      

    


    
      How AAFNs help mainstream actors to differentiate their products


      
        Finally, in addition to the advantages noted earlier, in an ironic move, AAFNs can and do help mainstream
        actors to differentiate their products so as to better compete with those very same AAFNs (as well as other
        supermarket chains). Indeed, AAFNs provide the mainstream actors with useful ‘tests’ of the marketability of
        various products. Mainstream actors have several paths open to them: First, successful AAFN products can be
        purchased in bulk by mainstream firms. Hence, Costco can purchase vast volumes of feta cheese made from sheep
        and cow milk from an Israeli firm. Second, they can purchase those small firms that have successful products
        and scale up the production to meet mainstream demands (e.g., the purchase of Odwalla by Coca-Cola). Third,
        mainstream actors can imitate successful products and market them under a private label as Whole Foods has done
        with its 365 label for organic packaged products.
      


      
        In addition, there are numerous less costly changes that supermarkets can borrow from AAFNs. Perhaps the most
        obvious of the changes instituted by supermarket chains is the introduction of organic foods into their stores.
        Initially, organic products were a niche market served mostly by smaller producers and sold to a small segment
        of the population. In the US, Whole Foods was one of the first retailers to plunge into the organic market. It
        did quite well until the larger mainstream firms began to realize that this was a growing market segment.
        Today, Whole Foods is struggling as nearly every major supermarket chain, including Walmart, has successfully
        introduced organic produce and packaged products into its stores.
      


      
        But this is hardly a single outstanding case. In Michigan one can find billboards advertising how McDonald’s
        uses Michigan eggs in its breakfast sandwiches. Tyson (2016: n.p.), a major producer of broiler chickens, notes
        that they “are striving to eliminate human antibiotics from our broiler chicken production by September 2017.”
        Sainsbury’s (2016) has adopted fair-trade standards for the bananas it sells, its own branded tea and coffee,
        Kenyan roses, various nuts and some fruits and vegetables. It is now the UK’s largest retailer of fairtrade
        flowers and sells “almost as many [bananas] as all the other major supermarkets put
        together” (Sainsbury’s 2016: n.p.). Carrefour informs us of the company’s commitment to preserving biodiversity
        and buying local foods. It claims to be the leading retailer of organic food in France (Carrefour 2016).
      


      
        Similarly, Mars has pledged to use only fairtrade certified cocoa by 2020 (Sustainable Cocoa Initiative 2016).
        Starbucks (2016) has developed its own Coffee and Farmer Equity (C.A.F.E.) standards for social responsibility
        and environmental leadership in coffee production. Campbell’s has recently decided to label those of its
        products containing genetically modified ingredients. Chipotle (2016) has committed itself to sourcing directly
        from local farms, using only non-genetically modified ingredients and incorporating animal welfare and
        avoidance of non-therapeutic antibiotics into its meat purchases.
      


      
        Recently, the food marketing and data firm, Euromonitor, unveiled data that claim to show that ‘ethical labels’
        are worth €709 billion (~ $795 billion) globally. Its data are meant to guide manufacturers in choosing which
        labels will add the most value to a given product in a given nation. For example, It estimates that Rainforest
        Alliance and Fairtrade-certified goods will experience considerable growth by 2020 in Britain, while in France
        a decrease in value is expected (Michail 2016). Hence, by selecting the labels that bring the highest return on
        investment, manufacturers and retailers can increase their profits, even as they squeeze AAFNs.
      


      
        Of course, each of the achievements just described is subject to debate. Critics argue that claims by
        mainstream chains are questionable at best. But, irrespective of what some impartial outside observer might
        see, the claims of mainstream agri-food have consistently followed on the more successful claims made by AAFNs.
        Put differently, the mainstream has shown itself capable of adopting ideas, products and processes initially
        advanced by AAFNs. Such changes show both that consumers can change not only the behavior of mainstream actors,
        but also the limits of those changes. Furthermore, the mainstream actors appear to understand the role of class
        better than the AAFNs do.
      


      
        The upper middle and upper classes often want and usually have access to AAFN products, from participation in
        Community Supported Agriculture (which often requires time and a vehicle) and farmers’ markets to upscale
        restaurants that specialize in locavore, organic and other types of foods (Johnston, Szabo, and Rodney 2011).
        In contrast, the middle and lower classes, who often desire AAFN foods, are largely stuck with mainstream
        products. They have neither the time to cook from scratch nor the money needed to buy what are usually more
        expensive AAFN products.
      


      
        Yet, the kinds of foods offered by AAFNs are attractive to lower income consumers in part because of the values
        they espouse, but also because they offer prestige and demonstrate upward mobility. The mainstream firms
        understand this and know that by pursuing (some of) the goals that AAFNs espouse, they can bring those aspects
        of ‘ethical consumption’ into the purchases of the middle and lower classes (Johnston, Biro, and MacKendrick
        2009). Some of the supermarket chains have actually set up farmers’ markets in their parking lots (Harper
        2015).1 They do this by
        investing in new technologies, sourcing locally and globally, re-organizing supply chains and, ultimately,
        lowering costs to consumers. Others have introduced coffee shops into their stores so as to provide a certain
        gemütlichkeit lacking in the rest of the store.
      


      
        In addition, mainstream actors have latched onto ideas developed at the margins to restructure their supply
        chains. For example, a ‘circular economy,’ is an economy in which all waste is recycled as inputs into other
        industrial processes and energy use is minimized, thereby detaching resource consumption from increased
        prosperity (e.g., Preston 2012). FoodDrinkEurope (2016), which represents national federations of food
        companies, sectoral organizations and individual companies operating in Europe, has begun promoting the concept
        of a circular economy. With respect to less ambitious modes of incorporating ecological-informed practices,
        Walmart successfully pressured General Mills “to fit its Hamburger Helper noodles into a smaller box. General
        Mills replaced curved noodles with straight ones, which lie flatter” (Economist 2016). As a result, 500 fewer
        trucks were needed and shelf space was freed up. Quite clearly, only the largest food companies can perform
        this kind of transformation and only those companies can benefit sufficiently to make it worth the trouble.
      


      
        In short, the mainstream agri-food network is quite capable of adopting many of the ideas (and ideals?) found
        in AAFNs once it is demonstrated that they have staying power with a significant segment of the population.
        Moreover, once those decisions are made, mainstream producers, processors and supermarkets are able to use
        their access to capital and already existing supply chains to underprice the AAFNs even as they produce similar
        products.
      

    


    
      Conclusions


      
        In the near future we can expect that the mainstream agri-food sector will lower its costs even further. John
        Deere’s self-driving tractors further reduce the need for labor as well as the cost of growing grains and
        oilseeds. The meat and poultry processing industries are exploring the use of robots to replace workers (e.g.,
        McMurray 2013). Self-driving trucks that eliminate the need for drivers are being tested (Davies 2016) and will
        surely become commonplace within the next decade. Mainstream agri-food companies will be among those first in
        line to purchase these items, while AAFNs will be less likely to have the capital or scale necessary to make
        their use profitable.
      


      
        The mainstream processing industry will also be well-placed to take advantage of new CRISPR (Clustered
        Regularly Interspaced Short Palindromic Repeats) technologies, which – if they work as expected – will allow
        modification of plants and animals without transferring genetic material across species lines. This should
        allow selection for plants and animals that have characteristics of particular interest to mainstream actors.
      


      
        Food retailers will also find new ways of using technologies to cut labor costs and reduce waste. The nearly
        fully automated supermarket is already being tested (Kalyanam, Lal, and Wolfram 2006). RFID technologies have
        the potential to fully automate supermarket checkouts such that consumers merely push their
        carts through a hoop and view the bill. Other technologies will likely reduce the cost of shelving products,
        make inventory control more efficient and keep labor needs to a minimum. In addition, as companies like Amazon
        and Walmart (Economist 2016) turn their attention to home delivery of fresh products, they will be able to use
        the technologies they have already developed to retrieve and package goods requested while doing away with
        expensive supermarket retail space. Moreover, supermarkets are responding to consumer demand for more local
        foods by closing down superstores and replacing them with smaller-format stores.
      


      
        In addition, economic concentration in the mainstream agri-food sector continues unabated. Walmart’s annual
        sales now dwarf the gross domestic product of many nations. Smaller chains continue to be gobbled up by the
        giants. Each acquisition increases the ability of the largest firms to squeeze their suppliers, better
        integrate with those same suppliers, rapidly adopt new technologies that cut costs and be on the alert for new
        issues rising among AAFNs. This will allow them to expand the market to lower income consumers for the reasons
        noted on pp. 26–27.
      


      
        Of course, it is possible that the mainstream food industry will suddenly be faced with a major calamity, e.g.,
        difficulties in maintaining the supply chain, the collapse of the global economy, new disease vectors for
        humans, animals or plants or a sharp rise in energy costs that would threaten global sourcing. It is also
        possible that supermarkets’ failure to embrace the ideals of AAFNs will cause
        customers to avoid them. However, the tactics that some AAFNs and NGOs use, such as pressuring supermarkets and
        fast-food firms to make changes to certain of their practices, can be and are being responded to positively by
        mainstream actors. Thus, the food industry may well change such that the primary products are bought
        differently and consumers get an improved selection of goods from which to choose. Likely, the mainstream will
        morph to meet those demands, but at the same time it will remain capitalist, oligopolistic and dominant. It is
        merely that what constitutes capitalism, oligopoly and dominance will have changed.
      


      
        A few AAFNs have responded to the mainstream by developing Geographical Indicators (GIs; see Sekine and
        Bonanno, Chapter 7 in this volume). Others have responded
        by using the trademark ‘Demeter’ to protect their approach to farming. As Bill Friedland (personal
        communication, 2017) suggests, these are to date the most successful attempts to avoid capture by the
        mainstream. What GIs and Demeter have in common is ownership of intellectual property (IP). That ownership
        creates a barrier for mainstream actors. It allows those AAFNs, as owners of that IP, to decide where, how and
        when it will be used. Mainstream actors may attempt to imitate these AAFN products, but they cannot duplicate
        them. If they wish to sell them in their stores, they must buy from the owners of the IP at the terms demanded
        by those owners. In contrast, many participants in AAFNs regret that they allowed governments to determine what
        would constitute organic products. In so doing, they allowed the term ‘organic’ to slip out of their control.
        They now find themselves confronted by well-capitalized producers whose products meet the organic standards,
        but who do not share their vision of the future.
      


      
        Indeed, the mainstream actors have a clear medium to long-term vision that includes extending their current
        practices to most of the world. In contrast, the majority of AAFNs and NGOs are not reflective about their work
        and have no alternative vision that avoids capture by the mainstream. Each tends to be focused on one among many important concerns about the mainstream – organic, animal welfare, environment,
        health, pesticide use, worker welfare, fair-trade, biodiversity – while having no clear vision of what an
        alternative future would look like. Their focus on changing a single food quality or work practice while
        largely avoiding the broader political economy of the mainstream food industry has in many ways made them
        (perhaps grudgingly) the handmaidens of the mainstream.
      

    


    Note


    
      1 Safeway and Albertsons have actually set up simulated farmers
      markets in their parking lots (Warner 2010).
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    Best practices


    
      The artificial negativity of agri-food
    


    
      Alessandro Bonanno
    


    
      
        Best Practices sounds interesting and intriguing; in fact, it is the way of the
        future for enhanced business performance…. Best Practices is seeking out the ‘best of the best’ business
        concepts and adapting them into your business.
      


      
        –Jack Welch (formerly CEO of General Electric) (Toma 2005: n.p.)
      

    


    
      
        Best practices has emerged as an effective tool for measuring performance … In order to achieve comparative
        advantage and … surpass their competitors, organizations have always been exploring best practices leading to
        superior performance.
      


      
        –Muhammad Moazzam, Elena Garnevska, and Norman Marr (2012: 3)
      

    


    
      
        Good Agricultural Practices are “practices that address environmental, economic and social sustainability for
        on-farm process, and result in safe and quality food and non-food agricultural products.”
      


      
        –Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations
      

    


    
      
        More and more activists … are increasingly speaking market-friendly language. They are calling for a gentler
        capitalism – for fair trade, for certification, for eco-market…. Solutions to global problems involve campaigns
        for ethical purchasing: to brand social causes and sell feelings of “doing good” to the “cappuccino class.”
      


      
        –Peter Dauvergne, and Genevieve Lebaron (2014: 1)
      

    


    
      Introduction


      
        Since the last decades of the 20th century, the construct known as best practices
        has emerged as one of the most used tools in the management of a great number of activities including
        education, the preservation of the environment, the delivery of health care and the provision of social
        services. It has also been advocated for, and employed in, agri-food and seen both as a superior way to do
        business and an excellent manner to pursue socially desirable and ethically relevant goals. Better food,
        farming and working conditions are claimed to be achieved through the application of best practices. Presented
        as a system that replaces bureaucracy-generated, inefficient, authoritarian, top-down decisions, best practices
        is considered an instrument that offers fair, effective, technically superior and scientifically based
        solutions to extant problems.
      


      
        While the view of bureaucracy as inefficient, authoritarian and in need of change has been
        shared by progressive and neoliberal views alike (Hayek 1980 [1948]; Marcuse 1991 [1964]), in recent decades,
        neoliberal pronouncements have stressed the perils of decisions made through political debates such as those
        that have historically characterized the work of local and national governments. Underscoring that the
        government is the problem rather than the solution (Friedman 1982 [1962]; Reagan 1980), these arguments contend
        that in order to reach the highly desirable level of general consensus, decisions should be based on proven
        criteria that lead to positive outcomes rather than political discussions and associated contestation. Best
        practices are ultimately viewed as the procedures that eliminate controversy, deliver decisions that benefit
        all and, accordingly, generate consensus (Brown 2015).
      


      
        Best practices are further described as a strategy to improve quality regardless of whether it is understood in
        terms of production, consumption or the management of public resources. Their desirability is legitimized by
        claims about the success of their applications and objectives. More importantly, this construct’s extensive use
        of “progressive” concepts such as sustainability, social acceptability and the safeguard of workers makes it
        acceptable to groups and individuals that oppose corporate ideology and politics. According to their
        supporters, best practices propose the ending of divisive controversy and stand against any forms of abuse such
        as that of excessive government bureaucracy. Additionally, they oppose the power of corporate special
        interests. The impartiality implied in the application of best practices, it is claimed, neutralizes the
        political clout of corporations. This view of best practices de facto transforms
        the concept into an instrument of resistance to the corporate-state alliance that dominates contemporary
        capitalism.
      


      
        In a historical context in which the ascendancy of Neoliberalism makes resistance a process deserving attention
        and scrutiny, it is relevant to probe the alternative dimension and content of best practices. In this chapter,
        this objective is pursued through a review of texts that promote best practices. Employing the methodology of
        grounded theory and validating results through the techniques of analytic induction and negative cases, a number of key aspects of
        this construct are illustrated. In particular, it is argued that best practices ground their claims on the
        enhanced market competitiveness that they create. Additionally, this superiority in market relations justifies
        the claims that best practices provide an effective system of governance, labor control, conflict resolution
        and decision making in production and consumption alike. The chapter concludes that these claims are consistent
        with the tenets of Neoliberalism: a situation that makes assertions about the alternative dimension of best
        practices highly questionable.
      

    


    
      Neoliberalism and the transformation of resistance


      
        The theme of resistance and associated concepts such as opposition, class struggle and conflict have been
        constant topics of investigation and debate in the social sciences. In the classical sociological tradition
        that developed with the growth of industrialization, urbanization and the establishment of
        modern social relations, resistance was associated with the struggle of subordinate classes against undesirable
        rulers and dominant economic, political and cultural arrangements (Goldberg 1996; Smith and Johnston 2002). For
        most of the last two centuries, resistance took primarily the form of struggles of the labor movement (Le Blanc
        1999; Moody 1988). As the 20th century progressed, however, struggles in other parts of society acquired
        relevance for resistance in the spheres of race, gender, ethnicity and identity, and those that involved
        broader alliances among groups in these and other spheres emerged (Geschwender 1977; Kendi 2012; Robnett 1997).
      


      
        These struggles were primarily rooted in Modernism and Fordism. Their modern dimension involved objectives such as freedom, justice, the end of
        economic exploitation, and the full recognition of natural and political rights. While struggles in urban
        industrial areas centered on the democratization of labor relations in factories and social justice in
        communities and neighborhoods, in farming they took the form of struggles for the physical and financial
        control of land and the just remuneration of hired labor. The Fordist component of these struggles involved
        calls for the greater social and political inclusion of subordinate groups in advanced societies of the North
        and the emancipation of local social groups in the less developed South. Benefitting from the labor-management
        accord that defined Fordist labor relations, strong trade unions and powerful left political parties, labor was
        able to obtain higher wages, good fringe benefits and better working conditions (Bonanno and Cavalcanti 2014;
        Harvey 1990; Lichtenstein 2002).
      


      
        In virtually all these cases, resistance was based on “social places of opposition.” These are spatial
        locations of sociopolitical aggregation where the agents of these struggles emerged and aggregated, and their
        objectives and strategies were practiced. Marx writes about the aggregating force that the creation of the
        factory meant for the formation of the working class. The bringing together of large groups of laborers in one
        single place of work was simultaneously an effective system for the establishment of labor discipline and also
        the source of labor organization, consciousness raising and eventually mobilization for resistance (Marx 1977
        [1867]). In his book The Making of the English Working Class, the noted British
        historian E.P. Thompson (1963) illustrates the manner in which the togetherness of laborers working in the
        factory, walking back to the neighborhood at the end of the work day and socializing at the local pub in the
        evening shaped the structure, culture and class consciousness of the industrial working class. Similarly, the
        struggle of the American Civil Rights movement found its points of aggregation in churches and neighborhoods,
        while work-places and neighborhoods were fundamental for the growth of the Feminist movement and the 1960s
        anti-war student protest grew out of aggregation in universities.
      


      
        Describing the emerging crisis of Fordism in the early 1970s, James O’Connor (1974) analyzes the contradictions
        embodied in a system that attempted to regulate capitalism by balancing the requirement of the growth of profit
        with the emancipation of subordinate classes. Similarly, contending that Fordism could not
        fulfill the promises made to large segments of society, Jürgen Habermas (1975) stresses not only the economic
        contradictions of regulated capitalism, but also the impractical nature of its ideology and culture. He
        contends that the state-directed system of negotiations that rewarded labor but left the capitalist class in
        control of the economy and society was unable to address crises and achieve legitimation. For some of his
        critics (see Streeck 2014), rather than the inability of the broader system to deliver upon the promises made
        to the working and middle classes, it was the renewed power of the capitalist class that ended Fordism (see
        also Harvey 2005). Freed from the fear of a new Great Depression and the return of totalitarian (i.e., fascist)
        regimes, the ruling capitalist class felt that it could get rid of its uncomfortable alliance with labor and
        the middle classes and restore its undisputed rule.
      


      
        Neoliberalism


        
          Symbolized by the election of Ronald Reagan to the presidency of the United States and Margaret Thatcher as
          Prime Minister of Great Britain, the establishment of the neoliberal regime signaled the defeat of those
          social forces and ideologies that supported Fordism and the advent of a socioeconomic system that advocated
          competition, individuality and the reorganization of the state (Bonanno 2017; Brown 2015; Crouch 2011; Harvey
          1990; 2005; Mirowski 2014). The ideas promoting this new regime were developed during the pre–World War II
          years in response to the crisis of classical Laissez-Faire, the implementation of the New Deal, and worries
          about the establishment of socialist and fascist regimes (Stedman Jones 2012). Fearing the development of an
          organized capitalism based on Keynesian economics, expanded state intervention and a large welfare state, in
          Europe and North America a group of theorists proposed a new understanding of the free market centered on
          individuality, competition and the importance of class differences.
        


        
          Based on the early 20th century economy theory developed by members of the Austrian
          School of Economics, Neoliberalism departs from classic Liberal theory primarily because of the
          decision making role that its promoters attributes to the free market system (Hayek 2011 [1960]; Popper 1966
          [1945]; Von Mises 2010 [1949]; 2007 [1944]; 1981 [1912]). In Classic Liberal theory, ethics and politics
          frame the functioning of the market for they are the loci where the objectives to be achieved by society are
          decided. In this classic theory, the free market is only an instrument through which these objectives are
          pursued (Smith 2009 [1776]; 2010 [1759]). For neoliberals, conversely, the market is considered the sole
          decision maker and, as such, it transcends politics and neutralizes politics negative effects: a process
          labeled as the end of politics. The free functioning of the market, it is argued,
          allocates resources in the best possible way, indicates the appropriate course of action, and resolves
          controversy in an impartial and efficient manner. It is superior to the politically negotiated and,
          therefore, always limited solutions offered by political bodies. Decisions made by the
          latter are often directed by powerful interest groups; they are the outcomes of inefficient compromises and
          inadequate to address the problems in question. Ultimately, it is contended, politically proposed solutions
          to problems are always constrained by the limited knowledge of the members of these political
          bodies1 (Hayek 2011[1960]; 1980 [1948]; 1972
          [1944]; Friedman 1982 [1962]). Any intervention of the state in the economy and society is considered
          negative unless it is directed at the creation of markets and the controlling of opposition. Therefore, while
          state intervention is condemned by neoliberals, it is also advocated when it establishes rules that favor the
          neoliberal view of society (Davies 2014; Mirowski 2014).
        


        
          For neoliberals, freedom is understood in terms of the economic freedom to compete (Crouch 2011; Hayek 2011
          [1960]; Mirowski 2014). Accordingly, any impediment to, and regulation of, competition is viewed as a
          limitation of freedom (Friedman 1982 [1962]. Dismissing Classic Liberal ideas about substantive equality and
          the need for a fair market system where original differences are eliminated, the unrestricted freedom to
          compete is seen as the mechanism through which labor relations are best regulated and merit is awarded.
          Accordingly, competition generates economic efficiency, justly ranks competitors and fairly rewards those who
          are successful. In this context, social stratification and inequality rather than social problems are the
          appropriate outcomes of the application of freedom (Brown 2015; Crouch 2011; Davies 2014; Mirowski 2014). In
          this reading of the organization of society, justice cannot be achieved through the democratic deliberations
          of political bodies, as the rule of the majority is not only ineffective but also an infringement of the
          individual freedom of those who disagree with it. Justice is the justice generated by the free functioning of
          the market. Ultimately, as freedom is exclusively contemplated at the individual level, actions to achieve
          and reinforce it are equally placed in the hands of individual initiative and each individual’s ability to
          compete (Bonanno 2017; Brown 2015; Mirowski 2014).
        

      


      
        The transformation of resistance


        
          The message about the objectivity and goodness of the free functioning of the market became one among the
          most decisive instruments through which the post–World War II Fordist regime was opposed and eventually
          replaced. Referring repeatedly to the ineffectiveness and inefficiency of state intervention, neo-liberals
          transformed the market into the only possible alternative to the severe crisis that affected the world
          throughout the 1970s and the early 1980s. In this context, the superiority of the market was employed to
          mount formidable attacks on labor and its left-leaning political organizations. As a result, labor unions
          initiated a sharp and steady decline in membership and political clout that has led them to their current
          weakness. Similarly, left parties that once proudly supported the struggles of the working class decisively
          moved to the center and dropped many of the distinctive features of their long pro-labor histories. Most
          importantly, the strategies that once allowed the transformation of resistance into
          actual gains for subordinate groups were made ineffective and eventually abandoned (Lichtenstein 2002;
          Schiavone 2007; Streeck 2014).
        


        
          Under Fordism, the emancipatory actions of labor were complemented by the intervention of the state. Called
          to buffer the contradictions of mature capitalism, the Fordist state promoted not only the establishment and
          growth of a large welfare system but, more importantly, also acted instrumentally to mediate between the
          conflicting interests of capital and labor (Bonanno and Cavalcanti 2014; Harvey 1990; Streeck 2014). This
          mediation pacified social and industrial relations, and codified the gains of labor and subordinate classes.
          While the state remained a class institution that supported the ruling class, it also promoted the
          establishment of practices and discourses that transformed many labor’s socioeconomic claims into actual
          gains. The beneficiaries of the intervention of the Fordist state were not only members of organized labor
          but also a significant portion of the subordinate classes. Racial, ethnic and gender minorities improved
          their positions in society. In agri-food, state intervention included land redistribution, investment in
          infrastructure, economic support to family farming, and the implementation of programs in support of food
          consumption among the poor and marginalized groups (Bonanno, Busch, Friedland, Gouveia, and Mingione 1994).
        


        
          Affected by a crippling fiscal crisis and rampant inflation, and accused of inefficiency and waste, the
          Fordist regime was replaced by the Neoliberal regime. Often described in terms of the “retreat of the state,”
          the implementation of neoliberal policies has drastically reduced state-sponsored social programs but has
          increased state intervention in favor of the implementation of market mechanisms, pro-market policies and
          social control (Block and Somers 2014; Bloom 2016; Crouch 2011; Mirowski 2014). This change has signified
          that while the state has greatly reduced its intervention in favor of subordinate classes, it has increased
          its political and economic support for the upper class. In the advanced North, the state has expanded
          economic support for corporations, or corporate welfare, in much greater terms than the so-called savings
          that it has generated through welfare cuts. It has also created a system of securitization of life that
          protects private property and criminalizes opposition (Dauvergne and Lebaron 2014; Mirowski 2014). In the
          name of the implementation of the free market ideal, it has also imposed restrictions to the circulation of
          goods and labor to countries of the South through numerous “free trade agreements” (Baker 2016; Bennet and
          Nader 2015; Spalding 2014). Because of its new role and actions, the state has exonerated itself from being
          the counterpart and mediator of working class and opposition struggles.
        


        
          The combined effects of the crisis of labor unions and the neoliberalization of the state have shifted
          resistance from the state to the corporatized market and from organized unions, political parties and social
          movements to the individual. These are precisely the spaces where Neoliberalism is more incisive. Claiming
          effectiveness, resistance has become increasingly corporatized as the fusion of activism and the corporate
          world defines mobilization on key social and economic issues. A good number of activists, NGOs and other
          organizations championing a cause not only seek out the sponsorship of large corporations
          but also find it acceptable if not desirable. Profiting from the visibility and popularity of just causes,
          corporations are also eager to support resistance in order to neutralize it (Dauvergne and Lebaron 2014;
          MacDonald 2008). Accordingly, a new and historically odd alliance between opposition movements and
          corporations has emerged in the new century. This alliance involves not only direct partnership between
          corporations and opposition movements but also, above all, the adoption of neoliberal traits in the
          organization of resistance. As this process has escalated in recent years, resistance groups act not only
          like corporations but also employ the commodification of activism and the individualization of political
          action as their preferred strategies. In the post–9/11 world, these new forms of “corporate sponsored
          opposition” have gained legitimacy and popularity over grass-roots movements and, adding to the
          criminalization of traditional resistance, have been defined as the “civilized” forms of opposition that, in
          reality, devitalize resistance (Dauvergne and Lebaron 2014).
        


        
          The neoliberal individualization of resistance calls for the empowering of individuals in the selection and
          execution of acts of resistance. It assumes an inherent beneficial dimension associated with the act of
          transcending organized and collectively based opposition in favor of market based actions. Ultimately, the
          resisting of dominant arrangements is displaced from the political arena into the individual sphere and
          defined in terms of market behavior (Dauvergne and Lebaron 2014; Mirowski 2014). In this process, individuals
          are transformed into consumers and their emancipation materializes only as they participate in market
          activities. However, as people satisfy their need to support “a just cause” and wish for change, their
          actions enrich corporations, legitimize their behavior and create the justification for the argument that
          there is no better system than the market system (Dauvergne and Lebaron 2014; Davies 2014). An accompanying
          component of this corporate colonization of resistance is “corporate responsibility.” In this case,
          corporations legitimize their actions by defining them as “socially responsible” and a complement of the
          purchases of equally socially responsible consumers. All this occurs in a context in which corporate planning
          and strategic actions (e.g., advertising) are eliminated from the narrative.
        


        
          This individualization of resistance further reduces the historical relevance of “social places of
          opposition.” This is due to the fact that the proposal of resistance is displaced from workplaces,
          neighborhoods and other historical points of aggregation and relocated to “places of shopping” such as the
          mall and the Internet (Dean 2009). It intensifies the process of disaggregation that has already dismantled
          the power of the labor movement through the decentralization and fragmentation of production and the growth
          of flexible employment, contracting, consulting and freelancing. As labor and production are individualized,
          also individualized are the places that constitute the life world (Bonanno 2017). The use of the Internet,
          digital communication, new forms of TV show and movie delivery, and more have transformed processes that once
          involved mass participation into individualized actions that are arranged to fit personalized
          schedules.2 As a result
          of this individualization of resistance, its control is also individualized and, consequently, criminalized.
          Resistance is portrayed as the acts of “misfits” that are addressed through police surveillance and
          repression.
        


        
          Under Neoliberalism, the corporate colonization and individualization of resistance is further legitimized by
          the appropriation of discourses that had historically informed left critiques of domination. Throughout most
          of the first four post–World War II decades, state-regulated capitalism and the Ford-ist labor–management
          accord were criticized for contributing to the establishment of the “totally administered society” and the
          “one dimensional man” (Adorno 1973 [1966]; Marcuse 1991 [1964]) This was a view of society in which
          individuals were seen as controlled and manipulated by the state and the corporate complex that transformed
          reason from a source of emancipation into instrumentality and domination (Horkehimer and Adorno 1972 [1944];
          Habermas 1975; Marcuse 1991 [1964]). According to this Critical Theory argument, state-regulated and
          corporate-promoted mass production and mass consumption destroyed individuality, creativity and autonomous
          initiative and controlled opposition. As abundant goods and services were delivered to a stupefied
          population, the state technocratic management of social relations dwarfed people’s ability to think
          independently and reflexively. Moreover, the total regulation of social relations and the political
          compromise between labor and capital led to the managing and programming of opposition. This “artificial
          negativity” created administered processes of resistance and a society in which opposition became functional
          to the domination of capital (Piccone 1977). For Piccone, the monopolization of society found its
          legitimation in the creation of pseudo-resistance generated and controlled by the state. Because it was
          system generated and lacked originality and particularity, its emancipatory claims provided legitimacy to the
          system and allowed dominant groups to strengthen their power (Piccone 1977: 45–47; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume).
        


        
          Employing the view that every type of state intervention, and above all planning, is oppressive, neoliberals
          propose the emancipation of the individual from the planned and managed society. They call for the
          established of that freedom from institutional constrains and bureaucracy that was once championed by the
          left. Differing from the left, though, they equate freedom with the individual’s ability to participate in
          market activities. Additionally, they dismiss the ability of the state to contribute toward the creation of
          substantive equality. The state is viewed as an oppressive institution by definition unless its actions are
          directed toward the creation of markets and the control of those who oppose it. For neo-liberals, the
          solution to the overbearing “nanny state” is ready available through the free functioning of the market.
        

      

    


    
      The objectives of the research and methodology


      
        Given this context, the research question proposed by this study refers to the extent to which the concept of
        best practices represents the “most desirable way for sustainable growth” and an alternative strategy that can
        achieve “environmental, economic and social sustainability” as claimed by the literature that supports its philosophy and application. In essence, are best practices a form of critique of the
        contradictions of the neoliberal agri-food regime and a way to address them? To answer this research question,
        a qualitative analysis based on the examination of pertinent texts is produced. These texts are accounts of
        best practices in fields related to agri-food. They are examined through the application of grounded theory and validated through the techniques of analytic
        induction and negative cases (Bryant and Charmaz 2007; Charmaz 2006; Glasser
        and Strauss 2009 [1967]).
      


      
        These texts are part of a theoretical sample of documents that illustrates the development and implementation
        of best practices in agri-food. They were prepared by the following types of actors.
      


      
        	1 Large corporations, such as transnational accounting corporations, that are hired by public and private
        clients to assess the status of their business/initiatives and provide best practices.


        	2 Smaller firms and/or individuals who offer their best practices recommendations through educational
        programs and/or workshops.


        	3 NGOs and International Agri-Food organizations that promote best practices as tools to perform their
        institutional missions.


        	4 Certification agencies that employ best practices as a component of their system of certification.

      


      
        Following grounded theory, the analysis of these texts began with the development of codes. Codes are
        analytical categories that are abstracted from the actual text and represent a first step toward its exegesis.
        The codes generated by a first round of analysis were followed by subsequent rounds of coding leading to the
        creation of more abstract categories. Following this procedure, a final set of saturated categories was
        eventually created. The saturation of categories is achieved when the gathering of fresh data no longer
        generates new theoretical insights nor reveals new properties of these categories. The saturated categories
        were then placed in relation to each other (theory construction). The technique of memo writing was employed in
        the theory construction phase. The validity of the theory was supported through analytic induction as the
        search for propositions that apply to all cases was pursued. Additionally, the technique of negative cases was
        also applied. It involved the search for instances that disproved the theoretical propositions under
        consideration.
      

    


    
      Findings


      
        The application of the qualitative methodology described in the last section yielded a number of key analytical
        categories and theoretical insights that are reviewed here. These are properties
        that characterize best practices.
      


      
        	1 The texts stress that best practices are by definition “the best” possible
        way to achieve desired objectives. Because proof of their superiority is often stated rather than provided, the assertion of superiority is tautological for it makes explicit what is
        implicit in its assumptions. For instance, a transnational accounting corporation hired to establish food
        production best practices for community agriculture in a large metropolitan area in North America contends that
        its way of organizing this activity is the best available by simply claiming expertise. It is contended that
        “experts” were consulted and that claims refer directly to this shared knowledge. Because of this
        self-referential posture, its best practices are proposed as effective solutions for existing problems.
        Simultaneously, the actual results obtained by the applications of these practices are rarely scrutinized and,
        when they are, it is unclear if they achieved the promised goals. These results often address economic social
        and environmental sustainability in agri-food production but refrain from tackling the highly debated issue of
        the incompatibility among different forms of sustainability and corresponding rationalities. It is assumed that
        there is one “best” way to achieve these objectives and “best practices” represent it. In this example, the
        accounting corporation claims that its approach would address all aspects of sustainability.
        


        	2 The best practice is the market. Ignoring the possibility that the production
        and consumption of agri-food items can be placed in alternative contexts, best practices are conceptualized as
        exclusively market-based practices. They are promoted in terms of enhancing competitiveness, capturing new
        markets, creating new market opportunities and offering best market solutions. The common denominator of their
        claimed success is their ability to create excellent market outcomes and, above all, to establish competitive
        advantages. They are claimed to provide efficient business models, generate good market results and contain
        costs of production. These characteristics are not only invoked in cases involving production, but also in
        instances referring to the use of natural resources and consumer satisfaction. For instance, a large
        supermarket chain contended that its best practices of procuring and distributing food satisfy customers
        because they reduce costs and increase efficiency. The underlying message is that best practices significantly
        improve the market performance of those entities that employ them.


        	3 Best practices are employed to improve the quality of products and allow consumers
        to make better choices. While the economic efficiency of best practice is always stressed, equally
        emphasized is the quality of the goods and services produced. Quality is defined in terms of meeting consumer
        preferences and creating market-ready products. Accordingly, different forms of rationality leading to the
        identification of quality and types of definitions about what constitute quality are excluded. In this context,
        the availability of quality products enables consumers to make appropriate choices and reward quality
        producers. This consumer behavior is assumed to be an objective datum that best practices allow producers to
        meet. Finally, quality is always presented in the context of the business model of cost containment. Best
        practices allow the effective use of resources for the manufacturing of quality products.


        	
          4 Best practices represent an objective and effective system of
          governance. Through the adoption of objective techniques and procedures, best practices are a good
          alternative to the existence of “too many” government rules. While government regulation will continue to
          exist, its reduction and/or simplification is seen as beneficial because government rules are deemed
          inefficient, too costly and an impediment to good business. This is particularly the case if government
          regulation can be replaced by performance-based norms. Additionally, the application of best practices
          reduces the risk of non-compliance with existing regulations. Because best practices include government
          regulations, they generate compliance. For instance, in the case of food certification, the adoption of best
          practices is assumed to be a measure that supports good labor relations and labor practices, an assumption
          that is often rejected by empirical research (Bonanno and Cavalcanti 2014).
        


        	
          5 Best practices comprise an objective and effective system of labor control. The
          application of best practices helps the monitoring of labor performance. Following the same argument
          illustrated on Point 3, labor is controlled both in terms of quality and costs. Quality and costs of labor
          are addressed through performance requirements that increase productivity while containing expenses (see
          Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume). In particular, the high cost of labor is
          a challenge for the industry as it hampers competitiveness. It is contended by these texts that this is
          predominantly the case for small farmers. However, best practices can address high labor costs, even though
          small farmers’ limited budgets and access to information remain important issues. In essence, while best
          practices are good for all, they work better in the case of large operations.
        


        	6 Best practices facilitate decision making and reduce conflict. The adoption
        of best practices provides clear indications of the directions/measures to be adopted to address problems. Best
        practices provide guidance to stakeholders and insights into the resolution of key problems. Their application
        empowers individuals and avoids conflict. The availability of explicit information on measures to be taken and
        patterns to be followed diminishes the risks of dissent and confrontation among stakeholders. Moreover, the
        reduction of disagreement is an important step toward the promotion of consensus that the application of best
        practices also claims to foster.

      

    


    
      Discussion and conclusions


      
        The argument that I propose in this final section is that the discourse that emerges from the analysis of best
        practices is based on many of the same ideological traits that characterize Neoliberalism. In particular, this
        discourse fosters a process of decision making that is centered on market competition and competitiveness. As
        the latter become the primary criteria upon which decisions are made, items that do not follow the logic of the
        market are excluded. Accordingly, rather than promoting a just and fair decision making process, best practices promote neoliberal ideology as the sole component through which decisions should be
        made. Four points illustrate my argument.
      


      
        First, and paralleling neoliberal arguments about the end of politics and the
        elimination of controversy, best practices claim to eliminate contestation from the sphere of decision making
        and replace it with consensus (facilitate decision-making and reduce conflict). It
        is argued that by following best practices the most desirable results would be achieved regardless of existing
        discussions, debates and objections. Similar to neoliberal pronouncements about the impartiality of the market
        and eliminating democratic processes for the selection of desired behavior, these claims about the neutralization of politics transform processes that can be opposed, debated and the source of
        political scrutiny into neutral know-how positions that find their legitimacy in the superior results that they
        achieve (Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume). They propose the replacement of the democratic dimension of
        discursive deliberation with the purposive-oriented notion of desirability of functional results that is
        transformed into an absolute transcendental truth to be accepted by all. Moreover, it is claimed that the
        neutralization of politics represents a more efficient system of governance (best
        practices is an objective and effective system of governance). Following Neoliberalism, state regulation
        is viewed as unnecessary, problematic and in need to be replaced by the performance-based best practices.
      


      
        Second, the control of labor is presented as an important problem that is
        effectively addressed through best practices. This control, it is claimed, is achieved through an objective
        and, therefore, politically neutral system (best practices is an objective and effective
        system of labor control) that stresses performance requirements and the containment of costs. However,
        the idea of regulating labor through performance requirements and cost containment underscores the superiority
        of processes that increase productivity while containing wages. This posture has historically advantaged firms
        and penalized workers. Moreover, because it is proposed as an objective system, it depoliticizes labor
        relations to the advantage of companies that can legitimize their position of power over labor.
      


      
        Third, the overall effectiveness of best practices is based on their declared
        objective of creating market competitive advantages (the best practice is the
        market). In this discourse, market rationality is considered the only viable form of rationality that,
        as such, assumes the uncontestable character of universality. Because market rationality cannot be challenged
        by other rationalities on functional grounds, it can be applied across sectors and activities. The commonly
        shared maximization of utility (profit) guarantees exchangeability and, therefore, universality. As indicated
        by neoliberal theory, the search for enhanced competitiveness should be applied continuously and ubiquitously.
      


      
        Fourth, best practices are “rules of conduct” that prescribe individual behavior
        and, through it, the achievement of best possible outcomes (best practices allow consumers
        to make better choices). Like in the case of neoliberal theory, the notion of individual responsibility
        is stressed. This posture downplays structural conditions, transforms social problems into personal issues and
        places the burden of their solution on the individual as social issues are solved by
        individual action through competition.
      


      
        As early as the 1990s, and celebrating the accomplishments of Neoliberalism, Francis Fukuyama (1992) declared
        that Neoliberalism had no alternatives. The discourse of best practices proposes the same point. Best practices
        are simply the “best.” They are the only alternative to virtually all of today’s problems. Yet, like
        Neoliberalism, best practices have come full circle. The claim that best practices comprise a system that
        opposes authoritarian, bureaucratic, top-down solutions and offers freedom, fairness and effectiveness is
        transformed into a system in which market competition is the only available rationality and desirable form of
        conduct. Their emancipatory dimension translates into the domination of the market and large conglomerates that
        control it. As these conditions remain, we are reminded of the danger represented by the real lack of
        alternatives, the elimination of debates and democratic contestation in the name of superior knowledge,
        informed authority and claims about “the end of history.”
      

    


    Notes


    
      1 Neoliberals contend that while the solutions to problems offered by the market automatically
      include all relevant variables, this is never the case in decisions made by political bodies. Even the most
      scientifically accomplished group of decision makers can never have the total and impersonal knowledge contained
      in, and deployed by, the “impersonal” functioning of the market. Accordingly, the superiority of market
      “decisions” over political decisions is technical more than political. Because it transcends politics, the free
      functioning of the market always provides the most appropriate and impartial “solutions” to existing problems
      (see Hayek 2011[1960]).
    


    
      2 As people do not necessarily go to physical stores to shop, they also do not need to go to
      movie theaters to watch a movie or wait for a given time and day to watch a TV show. All these experiences, that
      once required some collective convergence of behavior, are now individualized and can be carried out according to
      individual preferences.
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      Introduction


      
        Incentive payments made to farmers through federal conservation programs in the United States are not
        structured to maximize environmental benefits due to political economic relations of agri-environmental policy
        and the broader contours of the corporate neoliberal agri-food regime. Conservation advocates and policy
        analysts champion opportunities to improve environmental ‘outcomes’ by introducing a more data-driven and more
        disciplined approach to allocating and awarding incentive payments directed to farmers. Outcomes here refers to
        measures of ecosystem structure and function and related representations of (in)security. Beyond advancing a
        critical analysis of efforts to rationalize conservation spending in agriculture, I seek to understand how
        expanded accountability applied to environmental outcomes could potentially transform agri-food. Through
        engagement with initiatives that contest the status quo and seek to advance more targeted approaches to
        incentivizing conservation, and through assessment of constraints to such rationalization, I evaluate prospects
        for expanded accountability applied to design, administration, and assessment of agri-environmental policy.
        Accountability is a social relation premised on information flow (i.e., oversight) and potential imposition of
        sanction (i.e., credible threat).
      


      
        Agricultural modernization has been contested on ecological grounds for many decades (e.g., Carson 1962), and
        ecological contradictions have been explicitly acknowledged by the state (NRC 1989). State agri-environmental
        programs that emerged out of the Dust Bowl of the 1930s, and those in place today, can be understood, in part,
        as products of a resistance movement organized around an environmental critique. At the same time, these
        programs can be understood as constituent of global agri-food. Today’s portfolio of agri-environmental programs
        and the relevant administrative procedures grew out of efforts to manage commodity surpluses and associated
        price risks and economic vulnerability of farmers in globalized agriculture (Potter and Wolf 2014).
        Conservation (green box) payments have come to be an important mode of income support under World Trade
        Organization (WTO) rules, and the clientelism exhibited by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) in relation
        to environmental standards highlights the corporatist status of global agri-food.
        “Corporatism” here refers to stable political relations enjoyed by a network of commercial farmers, finance,
        industry, civil society professionals, and regulators (Schmitter 1974). This ambiguity – state conservation
        programs as response to contradictions and as contradiction – invites reflection on the extent to which
        critique of federal agri-environmental policy represents a meaningful form of resistance.
      


      
        Much, perhaps most, contemporary critical social science focused on food and agriculture addresses the
        ideological, political, and material construction of futures premised on empowerment of small holders (i.e.,
        food sovereignty), on one hand, and a future characterized by intentional consumption and short supply chains
        (i.e., responsibilization and relocalization) on the other. I argue that relative to analytical goals of this
        volume and as part of a theory of change, adaptation of conventional commercial agriculture advanced through
        retargeting of public resources (e.g., agency budgets; laws, policies and administrative routines; subsidies;
        R&D; infrastructure …) is worth considering in combination with more sweeping visions of change. In
        situating this claim within the intellectual history of agri-food sociology, the “new political economy of
        agriculture” of 25 years ago (Friedland, Busch, Buttel, and Rudy 1991) was very much focused on critiques of
        the state and the appropriation of public resources and stakes as represented in production agriculture. The
        “consumption turn” in agri-food studies has broadened, but also shifted the focus of the field in important
        ways, hence my perception of a need to justify attention to state programs and to conventional agriculture.
      


      
        In situating this reformist vision in relation to the “frontier of resistance,” I recognize the historical
        resilience of the incumbent model of agri-food. The past is littered with co-opted critiques and ostensibly
        progressive interventions (e.g., Integrated Pest Management (Benbrook 1996), organic farming (Obach 2015),
        precision farming (Wolf and Buttel 1996). It is possible that rationalization of conservation programming would
        bolster the legitimacy of dominant knowledge claims and problem definitions, thereby further cementing the
        hegemony of global agri-food. That said, a model and practice of agri-environmental policy that privileges
        efforts to address environmental contradictions would be different from the one we have now (Wolf 2014). The
        realization of greater accountability in agri-environmental policy could precipitate destabilization of the
        social relations and discourses that currently define global agri-food. More modestly, expanded accountability
        applied to environmental outcomes in agricultural policy would likely emerge out of broader resistance and
        restructuring.
      


      
        Analysis of the contradictions embedded in commitments to environmental conservation within federal
        agricultural policy allows us to deepen our understanding of resistance, defined here in terms of efforts to
        disrupt patterns of public resource allocation. As a critique, the aim is to contribute to efforts to unmask
        domination and legitimation, highlight internal contradictions, and create space for alternative concepts,
        discourses, and models to emerge and to gain traction. In this spirit, I aim to focus
        attention on resistance projects that contest dominant structures, and also on resistance to reform (i.e.,
        resilience of dominant structures). Exploring resistance “to” and resistance “of” in tandem is one way to act
        on Blühdorn and Welsh’s (2007) call to analyze how we “sustain the unsustainable.” Better understanding of
        mechanisms that allow for maintenance of structures and relations that are ostensibly discredited by
        scientists, policy makers, corporate elites, and various publics may destabilize flows of legitimacy and create
        space for alternatives.
      


      
        Given the performative dimensions of sustainability (i.e., something that is realized as a function of
        references and rhetoric rather than through material change) (Loconto 2010), it is possible to engage
        critically with environmental resistance through the sociological concept of “artificial negativity,” as
        Bonanno and Wolf have suggested in the introduction to this volume. Beyond a claim that resistance acts may be
        impotent (i.e., decoupled from the core mechanisms controlling outcomes of interest), it is possible that acts
        of resistance serve to reinforce and reproduce contested structures and justifications. Through iterative
        processes of critique and appropriation/co-optation, dominant models maintain legitimacy and integrity. In
        considering critique as performance and building on insights of critical theory, it is worth evaluating the
        possibility that resistance and critique can be traced back to the requirements of an “all-encompassing
        bureaucracy” (Marcuse 1991). As part of a response to a “crisis of one-dimensionality” (i.e., stagnation and
        dissipation arising from lack of stimulation associated with mounting responses to competing ideas and models),
        hegemons may periodically invite problematization of their own logics and procedures. (For a similar argument
        applied to neoliberalism, see Mirowski 2014.) Following this line of thinking, critique and contestation can
        contribute to long-run stability and sustainability of problematic models and practices. Admittedly,
        distinguishing substantive learning from performances of reflexivity becomes challenging when viewed through
        this dark lens.
      


      
        This chapter engages critically with ongoing and longstanding effort to introduce a more data-driven,
        rationalized, and disciplined approach to US agri-environmental policy, and to understand how such a project
        might be connected to the transformation of global agri-food. By highlighting contradictions attached to the
        concept and specific practices of accountability, the chapter emphasizes ambiguities and limitations of a
        current project of resistance. The hope is that this exercise will shed light on broader questions of political
        economic dynamics. In Section 2 I briefly review the historical structure of US agri-environmental policy that
        gives rise to ecologically inspired critiques of cost effectiveness. In section 3 I review problems of
        specification, estimation, and governance that constrain expanded accountability based on cost-effectiveness of
        conservation payments. Section 4 advances discussion of potential for democratic accountability through a very
        brief report on the USDA’s newly established Resources Conservation Partnership Program. Section 5 concludes.
      

    


    
      Rationality, accountability, and discipline within state
      agri-environmental programs


      
        Legislators are largely unwilling to regulate farmers to advance environmental protection, and there is weak
        willingness to pay for environmental conservation among private parties (i.e., citizens and businesses).
        Farmers, even those renting their farmland, have some willingness to invest in conservation. But soil erosion
        rates and mining of aquifers, for example, indicate that farmers’ willingness or their capacity to invest is
        not sufficient to conserve long-term productivity of farmland. The same is even more clear applied to off-farm
        environmental degradation attributable to farming (e.g., coastal hypoxia in Chesapeake Bay and the Gulf of
        Mexico, climate change). Similarly, while consumers, communities, and food processors and retailers have an
        incentive to invest in securing the future of their food supply, the scope of investments represented by
        Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) projects, civic agriculture, and supply chain sustainability cannot be
        seen as adequate. In this context of institutional failure, the state is the primary funder of conservation in
        agriculture.
      


      
        For political, economic, and technical reasons, this public spending does not produce as much environmental
        benefit as could be achieved under an imagined, rationalized resource allocation scheme. The weak geographic
        targeting of conservation spending and programming has been contested for at least 25 years (EWG 2006;
        Hufnagl-Eichiner, Wolf, and Drinkwater 2011; Winsten and Hunter 2011; Sewell 2015). There is growing awareness
        of variance in the effectiveness of conservation interventions (e.g., riparian buffer strips, conservation
        tillage, split application of fertilizer) when implemented in different biophysical and socioeconomic contexts
        (Duriancik et al. 2008). While criticisms and scientific advances have yielded new procedures and tools to
        advance the cost-effectiveness of conservation spending, policy innovation was recognized as modest in 2003
        (Helms 2003) and the last 12 years have produced no breakthroughs (Batie 2009; Doering, Lawrence, and Helms
        2013; Potter and Wolf 2014). Given some indications that accountability concerns confronting agriculture and
        the USDA are mounting, it has been suggested that “the benefit-cost question by type of farm conservation
        program could become the focus for the 2018 farm bill debate (over conservation programming)” (Zulauf 2014).
      


      
        Today’s agri-environmental policy and the incentive payments made to farmers under the relevant conservation
        programs reflect the specific political alignment of the 1980s in which traditional policy goals of commodity
        supply control and farm income support came to be aligned with maturing critique of both the environmental
        implications of industrial agriculture and the development implications of commodity “dumping” (Potter and Wolf
        2014). In other words, agri-environmental policies and programs are multifunctional. The relevant set of
        functions reflects the objectives of the diverse set of actors in the political coalition that backed the
        legislation and sustain the relevant commitments. As a result, the design of the relevant programs does not
        emphasize c ost effectiveness. The funds allocated to environmental conservation
        within the US Farm Bill do not yield as great a positive effect on the environment as they
        could. Accountability is not structured to advance a goal of maximizing environmental benefits (or risk
        reduction) per dollar expended.
      


      
        US agri-environmental policy is, in many ways, not highly liberalized. There is substantial solidarity and
        heavy reliance on corporatist governance. First, distribution of conservation payments across regions,
        commodity sectors, and farmers is heavily politically mediated. The tendency to spread the money around widely
        and to institute quotas that pre-determine investment targets leads to a failure to focus public investment
        where it can produce the greatest impact on the most significant ecological problems. By way of example, the
        USDA is required by Congress to spend 35% of funding under the Environmental Quality Incentives Program on the
        construction of lagoons and concrete impoundments to manage manure in large-scale livestock operations
        (Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation, or CAFO). This approach to allocating program resources highlights weak
        commitments to data-driven decision making. Second, the USDA actively seeks to avoid finding itself in a
        position of disciplining farmers. The USDA understands itself to be a supporter of agriculture, and cooperative
        relations with farmers have long been at the center of efforts to advance natural resource conservation in
        agriculture. In fact, Congress has prohibited the use of cost effectiveness as a determinant in screening
        applications for conservation payments – e.g., “If the Secretary determines that the environmental values of
        two or more applications for payments are comparable, the Secretary shall not assign a higher priority to the
        application only because it would present the least cost to the program” (Food Security Act 1985: 83). Controls
        on the way market logic is implicated in agrienvironmental policy presumably bolsters solidarity between the
        USDA and farmers, and makes it possible to privilege political relations over economic efficiency and
        environmental protection. The first consideration speaks to a weak tradition of geographic targeting of
        conservation investments. The second speaks to a weak tradition of demanding value for money from farmers.
        These are the two inter-related axes of rationalization that inform contemporary criticisms and analyses of a
        potential shift to “outcome-based policy” (Doering et al. 2013; Batie 2009; Wolf 2014; Potter and Wolf 2014).
      


      
        Environmental NGOs, academics, and oversight bodies within the federal government (Office of Management and
        Budget and Government Accounting Office) have raised questions about the effectiveness and efficiency of the
        USDA’s conservation programming. An 80% budget increase for conservation programming in the 2002 Farm Bill
        relative to the 1996 Farm Bill, layered onto two decades of sustained critique of the effectiveness and
        efficiency of conservation programming, put the USDA on the defensive. Strengthening the knowledge base – and
        the legitimacy of the knowledge base – through the Conservation Effectiveness Assessment Program (CEAP) emerged
        as a key response to heightened accountability demands.
      


      
        
          The Conservation Effects Assessment Project (CEAP) was initiated by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation
          Service (NRCS), Agricultural Research Service (ARS), and Cooperative State Research,
          Education, and Extension Service (CSREES) in response to a general call for better accountability of how
          society would benefit from the 2002 farm bill’s substantial increase in conservation program funding. The
          original goals of CEAP were to establish the scientific understanding of the effects of conservation
          practices at the watershed scale and to estimate conservation impacts and benefits for reporting at the
          national and regional levels.
        


        
          (Duriancik et al. 2008: 185)
        

      


      
        A focus on effects in policy analysis can be understood as a reaction to
        traditional evaluation procedures that rely on measures of resources expended (inputs) or indirect proxies of
        outcomes. Outcome-based policy design and analysis have gained traction in social policy in domains such as
        education, health care, addiction services, and prisons (Pawson 2002). Applied to the environment,
        acknowledgement of the weak evidence base supporting conservation planning and conservation spending
        (Sutherland, Pullin, Dolman, and Knight 2004) has contributed to the emergence of payment for ecosystem
        services (PES) as a dominant reference. PES is premised on quantification of benefit streams attributable to
        conservation. PES has been widely characterized as a reflection of neoliberalism (Robertson 2011). At the same
        time, it can be understood as an outgrowth of concerns about ecological crisis and the (in)adequacy of societal
        responses. By focusing attention on value-for-money, it is possible to imagine that the legitimacy of public
        and private investments in conservation will expand, and spending will increase. More modestly, by tightly
        linking incentive payments to the “quantity” of environmental conservation produced by a land manager, PES
        should be understood as a strategy to overcome a principle-agent problem.
      


      
        Within the specific domain of agri-environmental policy, Winrock International’s Pay-for-Performance initiative
        has been a visible champion of PES logic (Winsten and Hunter 2011). As reflected in the program’s title, the
        general aim is to couple incentive payments made to a particular farmer to the scope and scale of environmental
        benefits this farmer produces. In practice, Winrock seeks to advance research to estimate the environmental
        costs and benefits of specific conservation practices such as vegetative buffers or expanded crop rotation in
        specific biophysical and socioeconomic contexts. It then seeks to use the resulting information to prioritize
        which farmers in a given landscape or watershed are solicited to participate in conservation programs and to
        produce customized offers that reflect a specific farmer’s opportunity costs and the expected benefit streams.
        Through this effort, incentive payments would be targeted toward strategic geographic locations. These payments
        would support implementation of conservation practices likely to perform well in that specific biophysical and
        socioeconomic setting. Finally, the amount of payment would reflect the relevant farm-level costs and societal
        returns. Rationalizing along these three axes – tighter specification of location, conservation practice, and
        payment – is understood as a means to expand the productivity of investments in
        environmental conservation. Through access to detailed information about costs and returns of various practices
        applied in varied settings, program managers can be more strategic in the way they award payments to farmers.
        At the same time, administrators can more effectively discipline program managers.
      


      
        It is important to note that the logic of Pay-for-Performance and related contemporary critiques of how public
        funds are awarded to farmers to advance conservation are visible within the administrative routines of
        contemporary USDA programs. Specifically, the Environmental Benefits Index (EBI) was developed in 1990 in
        response to concerns about unstructured and unaccountable expenditures within the Conservation Reserve Program.
        The EBI served as a scoring tool that allowed program managers to quantify and compare environmental benefits
        associated with parcels of cropland farmers were willing to lease to the government. Similarly, the
        Conservation Measurement Tool (CMT) is an elaborate scoring rubric that quantifies environmental benefits
        attributable to farmland under the Conservation Stewardship Program. While the USDA has responded to 25 years
        of criticisms from academics and policy analysts by introducing quantification routines into the way resource
        allocation decisions are made within conservation programs (Helms 2003), critics remain unconvinced (EWG 2006).
      


      
        Some of these critics are environmentalists who seek to advance conservation, some are scientists who seek to
        see new thinking and new tools applied, and some are taxpayer advocates and champions of fiscal responsibility.
        In other words, the interests of the actors critical of existing practices are varied, and we should not treat
        them as unified and aligned. While the concerns of critics are varied, there is broad support for greater
        application of data in order to target conservation investments more wisely and to document the effects of this
        spending so as to enhance accountability. This targeting and this accountability are largely understood through
        reference to cost-effectiveness. As argued in the next section, expanding “bang for
        the buck” is a tricky proposition. Constrains on efforts to employ data to rationalize spending highlight
        ambiguities attached to outcome-based policies. Engaging with this ambiguity permits a focus on limitations and
        contradictions embedded in resistance projects organized around the concept of accountability.
      

    


    
      The trouble with cost-effectiveness


      
        Cost-effectiveness is a general reference to economic efficiency defined in terms of benefits obtained per unit
        investment. In seeking to characterize constraints to cost-effectiveness in policy design and program
        administration I focus on problems of specification, estimation, and political economy.
      


      
        Problems of specification


        
          Specifying the benefits of conservation in agricultural settings in a manner that enables comparisons across
          socioecological problems and across regions and spatial scales is problematic. How is a
          unit of nitrogen pollution averted to be compared to a volume of soil erosion averted compared to a unit of
          wildlife habitat conserved? Whose interests and expertise would guide such a discussion and an effort to make
          these values commensurable? Further, how do we compare a unit of water quality improvement in rural Idaho
          compared to suburban Milwaukee, where aggregate willingness to pay is presumably much higher? In other words,
          if a sage grouse is spared in southeastern Wyoming and there is no one there to witness it, did it happen?
          How should differences between local and national assessments of environmental threats be weighted? For
          example, if Iowa is a leading source of hypoxia – a recognized national concern – in the Gulf of Mexico, and
          the citizens of Iowa do not attach high significance to mitigation of nitrogen pollution, which set of
          priorities should guide resource allocation? We do not have established forums and methodologies through
          which to articulate such values, and assigning values in each of these contexts or establishing rankings is
          the stuff of politics. While contingent valuation, choice experiments, and deliberative exercises offer some
          pathways forward, the problems of specifying values and specifying how to assess values are an impediment to
          realization of agri-environmental conservation programs that feature discipline organized around an
          accounting of benefits.
        

      


      
        Problems of estimation


        
          At present we do not have data and models to predict the environmental benefits of implementing conservation
          practices in specific settings. The interplay of biophysical variables including soils, slope, landscape
          position, and weather, and socioeconomic variables including field size, crop rotation, tillage, and
          fertility management make it very challenging to estimate the environmental benefits of, say, planting a
          25’-wide vegetative buffer on the downhill edge of the field. This challenge is compounded if we consider the
          benefit stream into the future and we consider variability in the species of vegetation planted, the care
          invested in establishing the plantings, and the maintenance of the buffer strip over time. The costs of
          measuring environmental status before and after implementing conservation practices prohibits an empirical
          approach. Even if low-cost instrumentation and monitoring could be developed, the vagaries of weather across
          growing seasons makes it difficult to separate out the value produced from implementing conservation. The
          CEAP effort is organized around estimating benefits at “national and regional levels” (Duriancik et al.
          2008), as we do not have practical ways to produce robust estimates at farm and field scale. This limitation
          constrains efforts to advance outcome-based policy designs.
        

      


      
        Problems of political economy


        
          If agreements could be forged regarding how to specify and how to estimate
          environmental values, and these values were employed to rationalize payments within agri-environmental
          schemes, the geography of payments would surely differ relative to the general pattern of
          the past decades. The uncertainties resulting from opening up existing bureaucratic practices that structure
          how payments are allocated across resource concerns, regions, and commodity sectors would be widely
          threatening and disruptive to incumbents in the agri-environmental policy network and in the broader
          agri-food system.
        


        
          As discussed on p. 53, agri-environmental funding is allocated in a political environment in which ecological
          security is one of many competing objectives and interests. Congress is ambivalent about cost effectiveness
          due to political economic considerations. The USDA is ambivalent due to clientist impulses and a belief that
          voluntarism should trump a principle-agent stance in their relations with farmers. Additionally, developing
          the technical competencies required to develop and administer a highly targeted approach to awarding
          conservation payments would be very expensive and would disrupt the existing organizational culture, which is
          premised on agents building relationships with farmers (Wolf 2014). Farmers are ambivalent because they value
          the subsidy and the non-invasive manner in which it is administered. Consumers are ambivalent in that the
          current logic supports cheap food. As a result, agri-environmental program managers are constrained in terms
          of their freedom to privilege cost effectiveness in allocating conservation incentive payments.
        


        
          In my experience, it is practically impossible to conduct empirical research on cost-effectiveness of
          agri-environmental schemes in the United States. The USDA and corporatist agri-food more generally have
          secured a monopoly on the data that would allow for critical assessment of federal conservation spending and
          outcomes. Cultural, legal, and bureaucratic barriers have been erected to defend these data, these programs,
          and these agencies from scrutiny. The US Farm Bureau Federation has contested all forms of disclosure and
          surveil-lance that would enable expanded accountability with respect to conservation payments. Employees of
          the USDA who disclose records of individual farmers are now subject to personal liability claims up to
          $50,000. USDA officials expressly authorized by farmers, in writing, to share copies of their conservation
          contracts are unable to do so according to administrative policy of the agency. We have, in effect, organized
          unaccountability. More formally, accountability is weak as applied to the specific objective of environmental
          protection. I presume that muscular accountability structures are in place to support the flexible
          commitments of agri-environmental policy. In other words, an institutional failure at one level can be
          functional when observed from a different perspective.
        

      

    


    
      Discussion


      
        As expressed by Bonanno and Wolf:
      


      
        
          In the sociological tradition, the development of resistance is often associated not only with the opposition
          to undesirable authority but also with the extent to which dominant actors are able to legitimize their
          power, control subordinate groups, and secure their support. Resistance movements oppose
          a developmental trajectory and the capacity of incumbents to shape trajectory through barriers to entry and
          control of public resources and fora including markets, public subsidies, law, courts, media, and culture. In
          this sense, hegemony – maintaining dominance by undermining debate and social selection processes – is
          generally what is contested.
        


        
          (2016: n.p.)
        

      


      


      
        In reflecting on resistance in global agri-food and existing critiques (i.e., assessment of self-limiting
        character of dominant structures and the alternatives that have emerged in
        opposition), I highlight the promise and pitfalls of accountability applied to ecological dimensions of
        sustainability. My argument is that agri-food production and the state-sponsored conservation practices that
        ostensibly make this production more sustainable are currently not subject to rigorous empirical assessment of
        ecological relations. More critical and more comprehensive accounting of environmental conservation would
        potentially destabilize existing cognitive (e.g., discourses and justifications) and material structures (e.g.,
        public policies, R&D priorities, infrastructure) that channel development of agri-food. Resistance
        movements have not exhausted empirical arguments for reform, in no small part because corporate and corporatist
        agri-food has defended the relevant data, programs, and processes from critical assessment. At the same time,
        reform projects focused strictly on expanding scientific understanding and using resulting new technical
        capabilities to bring data to bear in order to rationalize state conservation programming are likely
        self-limited. As suggested by the challenges of specification and estimation discussed on pp. 56–57, the
        specification of objectives and the weights attached to incommensurate values will remain controlled by the
        dominant policy network. This situation invites an infinite regress problem, as we must ask how accountability
        would be maintained on those charged with maintaining accountability of data-driven agri-environmental
        conservation schemes.
      


      
        As argued here, the challenges of establishing comparability between multidimensional values and producing
        credible/legitimate estimates of values lie on top of the historical and political economic considerations that
        imbue agri-environmental policy with inertia. In reflecting on efforts to introduce more data in a manner that
        will allow/obligate program managers to privilege cost-effectiveness in awarding incentive payments in support
        of conservation, we must be wary of “ideological constructs that give the illusion of freedom while
        constraining behavior and reinforcing structural controls” (Bonanno and Wolf 2016: n.p.). Viewed through this
        lens, I come to question the relationship between accountability and progressive objectives. It seems there is
        an important distinction to be made between rationalization and accountability. In reflecting on US
        agri-environmental policy it becomes clear that a technocratic logic of
        accountability is unlikely to offer an attractive way forward given linked commitments to ecological
        sustainability and deliberative democracy. By extending the analysis of agri-environmental policy and
        introducing the most recently created federal agri-environmental program in the United
        States, I can offer a heavily qualified argument regarding a democratic logic of
        accountability.
      


      
        The USDA’s Regional Conservation Partnership Program
        (RCPP)


        
          The Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP) was authorized within the 2014 Farm Bill:
        


        
          
            RCPP offers new opportunities for (the USDA) to work with partners to encourage locally-driven innovation
            and create high-performing solutions, harness innovation, accelerate the conservation mission, launch bold
            ideas, and demonstrate the value and efficacy of voluntary, private lands conservation … Successful
            partnerships will bring an array of financial and technical capabilities to projects, including cash
            contributions, technical professionals, and assessment experts.
          


          
            (USDA 2014: 7)
          

        


        
          RCPP funds local and regional consortia to provide technical assistance to farmers and ranchers to support
          conservation. Additionally, RCPP funds can be used to develop new technical capabilities to conduct natural
          resource assessment, conservation planning, and environmental monitoring. NRCS selects projects for funding
          for 1–5 years based on an open annual call for proposals.
        


        
          I attach significance to several core features of this new program in relation to the arguments advanced in
          this chapter. First, the partnership model creates potential opportunities for
          local actors – private, public (non-USDA), and civil society organizations – to define conservation
          priorities and participate in resource allocation decision making. Project partners are obligated to match
          USDA contributions to these local/regional projects, and these investments suggest some sharing of authority
          with respect to governance and knowledge claims. Such a decentralized approach to agri-environmental
          management would strongly contrast with the existing centralized and regimented approach. Second, the
          emphasis on documenting outcomes through engagement of local actors and local expertise to “demonstrate the
          value and efficacy of voluntary, private lands conservation” points to contemporary accountability pressures
          confronting agri-environmental policy, as discussed on p. 54. Evidence of outcomes and efficacy can be used
          to identify and scale up successful experiments, and these data can be used to legitimate USDA programming.
          Finally, expanding working relationships with actors beyond farmers and ranchers points to a need for the
          USDA to diversify the clientele it supports and who support them (Munck af Rosenschöld and Wolf 2017).
        


        
          The newly created RCPP has the potential to empower and catalyze local collectives, which harkens back to
          progressive ideas of the Agrarian New Deal (Gilbert 2015) and broader conceptions of democratic practice. In
          such a “lowmodernist” (Gilbert 2015) future, the USDA can enable efficient, effective, and democratic
          responses to development challenges. This utopian vision sits in contrast to a
          high-modernist (Scott 1999), rationalized, technified vision in which the USDA internalizes contemporary
          impulses to turn to “big data” to realize our future and ensure outcomes and accountability.
        


        
          Artificial negativity and the crisis of one dimensionality refer to state of affairs in which the
          state-capital hegemon confronts limits arising from the lack of a contest of ideas. In such a context it is
          easy to imagine incumbents performing critiques in order to sustain itself. These critiques advance
          non-threatening adaptation/learning/innovation and they serve a legitimation function. The bureaucracy
          creates “non-bureaucracies” – localized, short-term organizations that the public agency keeps on a short
          leash. This may well describe the RCPP, as preliminary research indicates that the RCPP is not opening up new
          participatory opportunities for local actors to shape how federal resources are allocated. But more research
          is surely needed. To be clear, the case of the RCPP is not introduced here as an example of democratic
          accountability and a lowmodernist future. The RCPP is simply a vehicle to illustrate alternative models of
          organization and to link to a historical tradition of struggle around ideas of democratic governance in
          agriculture.
        

      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        Competition and market logic (i.e., structuring principles guiding behavior and strategy) do not
        comprehensively govern agri-environmental policy, and here we see neoliberalism to be uneven and incomplete
        applied to agri-food (Wolf and Bonanno 2014). Existing modes of oversight and unaccountability enables
        maintenance of corporate agri-food. More stringent environmental oversight could enable an ecological food
        regime. More ambitiously, such a movement could be part of a socially progressive agri-food regime. If
        commitments, including labor and ecological relations, were to come into force to guide resource allocation,
        political steering could support pursuit of normative goals of sustainability.
      


      
        In reflecting on the seeming impotence of alternatives to subvert the dominant paradigm, I argue that “more
        attention should be devoted to alternative accountings and the constraints to institutionalization of new modes
        of evaluation” (Bonanno and Wolf 2016: n.p.). This position derives from the belief that the plural values that
        are currently recognized must be problematized and changed to advance a popular, professional, and public
        change in agri-food. Future values (manifested by application of low or even negative discount rates) and value
        claims of silenced population segments (people outside the circle of elites that shape federal
        agri-environmental policy) are useful examples. Accountability founded upon locally coordinated deliberation
        and action in support of national programs may be a way forward. Having expressed this optimism, as I have
        argued in this chapter in keeping with the theme of this volume, calls for expanded accountability should be
        engaged critically. The contradictions and self-limitations of accountability, like other modes of resistance,
        may make it hollow. If this is the case we must move ahead with our eyes open.
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      Introduction


      
        We find ourselves in an era in which there is an uneven and contradictory neoliberal reconfiguration of the
        ‘political’ and ‘ecological’ on a world scale, a condition that may be characterized either as an ‘emergent’
        or, more likely, a now ‘fragmenting’ ‘market civilization’ (Gill 2014). Whether the former or the latter
        depends on the capacity of its class protagonists (transnationalized fractions of capital) to sustain both the
        legitimacy and material coherence of neoliberalism. This chapter asks whether this capacity, particularly in
        relation to the neoliberal food regime, is now in doubt. In so doing, it pays particular attention to the
        ‘political’ dynamics of accommodation and resistance to neoliberalism, in the form of sub-hegemonic movements
        (other, particularly nationally focused, forms of capitalism), alter-hegemonic movements (‘localized’, and
        ‘ecological’ forms of capitalism), and counter-hegemonic movements (advocates of anti-capitalism). Rather than
        the simple binary of ‘corporate capital’ or ‘empire’ versus the ‘multitude’ that characterizes the schematics
        of Hardt and Negri (2001), Polanyi (1957), McMichael (2013), van der Ploeg (2008) and others, the picture
        presented here is one of a spectrum of resistances of both a ‘systemic’ (varieties of capitalism) and an
        ‘anti-systemic’ (anti-capitalist) kind.
      


      
        This picture is further complicated by the enduring, dialectical relation between capitalism and the state,
        which, through processes of class co-optation and compromise, blurs boundaries between capitalism and its
        ‘other’. Despite such complexity, this chapter argues that there are nonetheless compelling reasons, both
        social and biophysical, to sustain advocacy of a counter-hegemonic, anti-capitalist position to which the
        notion of food sovereignty (as ‘radical’, rather than van der Ploeg’s ‘progressive’, re-peasantization) is
        central. Such advocacy addresses structural foundations of capital’s twin ‘political’ and ‘biophysical’
        contradictions, these deriving at base from the commodification of labor power attendant on the expropriation
        of producers from their means of production. Such expropriation takes the form of ‘market dependency’ (Kautsky
        1988; Wood 2001). ‘Radical’ food sovereignty envisages an abrogation of this condition as a prerequisite for
        social and ecological sustainability. This requires a more precise definition of capitalism and
        anti-capitalism, and a better understanding of capital-state dynamics as imperialism
        (Tilzey 2016), if market dependency is to be subverted through a new frontier of resistance as
        counter-hegemony. It is argued that this new frontier of resistance, as ‘radical’ food sovereignty – and for
        reasons intimately related to the imperialistic character of capitalism – is differentially located in the
        global South, the global locus of the majority of peasantry, semi-proletarians, and indigenous people (see
        Anderson 2016).
      


      
        In order to illustrate these theoretical arguments, this chapter examines the dynamics of agrarian class
        struggle, capitalism, and the state in Latin America and, specifically, Bolivia. The Bolivian case demonstrates
        clearly the inadequacy of any simple binary assumption relating to a fully transnationalized capital/state, on
        the one hand, and an oppositional, united ‘multitude’, on the other. The picture is considerably more nuanced
        than this. My case study suggests, firstly, that the state, as a ‘social relation condensing the balance of
        class forces’ (Jessop 2016), continues to be the key nexus through which capital accumulation is both secured
        and its contradictions ameliorated or legitimated. Secondly, there is no one, undifferentiated capitalist
        class, but rather fluctuating intra-capitalist contestation and alliance between three main fractions:
        transnational capital, national landed oligarchy (hegemonic fractions), and small commercial farmers (‘upper
        peasantry’) and entrepreneurs (sub-hegemonic fractions). Thirdly, there is no unified ‘peasant way’ in putative
        opposition to ‘Empire’ (Brislen, Chapter 13 in this volume; Sankey,
        Chapter 10 in this volume, Fletes and Ocampo, Chapter 9 in this volume). Rather, we witness clear class differentiation between a commercial
        ‘upper peasantry’, espousing an increasingly capitalist rationality, and a class of semi-proletarians and
        landless who constitute the middle and lower peasantry, and cleave to a non- or anti-capitalist ethos
        (counter-hegemonic class). In Bolivia, the sub-hegemonic class fractions have exploited widespread
        anti-neoliberal sentiment to install in power the populist Movimiento al Socialismo
        (MAS) party. MAS, despite its pro-peasant rhetoric, does not support the smaller peasantry and landless in
        their agrarian struggles, however. Rather, it engages in an alliance with transnational, extractive capital
        selectively to ‘compensate’, via state welfare schemes, for the socio-ecological dysfunctionality of
        capitalism, whilst advancing the interests of its own core support amongst the ‘upper peasantry’ (cocaleros). In this way, the potential counter-hegemony of the semi-proletariat, landless, and
        indigenous peoples is both dulled by means of the MAS ‘compensatory state’ and thwarted by the opposed class
        interests of the ‘upper peasantry’, the landed oligarchy, and transnational extractive capital.
      

    


    
      ‘Market civilization’, primitive accumulation, and the struggle against
      market dependency through ‘radical’ food sovereignty


      
        Neoliberal ‘market civilization’ draws directly on the thinking of Locke, Hume, and Smith in seventeenth and
        eighteenth century Britain. This is no accident, since that period saw the ‘flowering’ of ‘market civilization’
        in its pristine form (Wood 1991) in which political institutions came to be subordinated,
        and defined in relation, to a new ‘self-regulating’ sphere designated the ‘economy’. Central to this process
        was ‘primitive accumulation’ (Marx 1972), culminating in the enclosure movement of seventeenth and eighteenth
        century Britain and subsequently extending, internationally, through colonization and imperialism.1 The peasantry and indigenous peoples were thereby
        expropriated, wholly or partially, from their direct and customary access to the means of subsistence, a
        process that continues today and is accelerating in the global South, particularly.
      


      
        It is unsurprising, therefore, that primitive accumulation has been associated historically with profound
        contestations surrounding access to land as the basis of the means of production. Today, as market civilization
        continues the process of enclosure, dispossession and (semi)proletarianization are reflected in ongoing
        struggles over the conditions of livelihood. It is essential to understand that at its
        core the social reproduction of market civilization involves the process through which people are dispossessed
        of their means of livelihood, either wholly or partially, generating the compulsion to depend on the market for
        subsistence and survival.
      


      
        A key part of the legitimating narrative of market civilization is the portrayal of this process of ‘agrarian
        transition’ to modernism (primitive accumulation) as an apolitical and ineluctable teleology (Perelman 2000).
        Food (land) sovereignty, as counter-hegemony and as a reverse agrarian transition,
        subverts this narrative by identifying the deeply contested character of primitive accumulation, together with
        its profoundly dysfunctional social and ecological consequences. By implication, the food sovereignty
        counter-narrative is one of obstructing and reversing primitive accumulation and market dependence through
        re-appropriation of land and resources as the basis for socially equitable and ecologically sustainable
        production. But, as suggested, this counter-hegemonic or ‘radical’ narrative is hedged about, and potentially
        subverted, by other resistances, both sub-hegemonic (reformist capitalism) and alter-hegemonic (‘progressives’,
        alternative food networks). As we shall see in the Bolivian case, the populist (Polanyian), anti-capitalist,
        and anti-imperialist rhetoric of MAS attempts to disguise and legitimate the petit bourgeois nature of its core
        class constituency. How then to understand and disentangle this complexity in order to retain a focus on the
        need for a counter-hegemonic resolution to contemporary and spiraling social and ecological crises?
      

    


    
      Capitalism and the state-capital nexus – a spectrum of class
      positionalities


      
        In order to do so, there is a need, I suggest, to move away from the structuralist notion of ‘agentless’ and
        ‘monolithic’ neoliberalism towards a strategic relational or structured agency approach (Jessop 2005; Potter
        and Tilzey 2005; Sum and Jessop 2014). This is to re-affirm the centrality of class struggle and political
        agency in capital’s dynamics, whereby these are structured not merely by its protagonists, but also by its
        antagonists, with struggle taking the form of both intraand inter-class contestation – that is, contestation
        both between fractions of capital and between capital and non-capitalist classes.
        Accordingly, capitalism’s dynamic is seen here as inherently agential, class-based, conflictual, and enacted
        through the (inter-)state system as the necessary guarantor of capital’s
        ‘relational sustainability’ (Drummond and Marsden 1999). This implies that capitalism is not simply an
        accumulation regime, as is sometimes suggested (Friedmann and McMichael 1989; McMichael 2013). Rather, it
        requires essential ‘flanking’ or legitimation measures (‘modes of regulation’) provided by the (inter-)state
        system, to secure its reproduction. It is also to suggest that the state and capital have an internal, or dialectical, relation – the state–capital nexus (Tilzey 2016).
      


      
        In this way, there is a need to direct attention to the differentiation of neoliberalism (and capitalism more
        generally) as a result of the varying nature and balance of class forces within different states and,
        therefore, to the degree to which transnational fractions of capital are accommodated, compromised, or
        otherwise mediated by the state (Tilzey 2006; Tilzey and Potter 2007). Thus, the extent to which
        neoliberalization is materialized in each country’s agriculture largely depends on the interaction between
        states, receptive class interests, and resistance, both from other fractions of capital and from non-capitalist
        class forces.
      


      
        A Polanyian, binary conceptualization of the neoliberal food regime versus a generalized ‘resistance’ (from the
        ‘outside’ as it were) neglects the ‘flanking’ measures that the state–capital nexus is compelled to construct
        and that embody compromise and co-optation between neoliberal class interests and sub-hegemonic and
        oppositional social movements. It elides both the differences within capital (intra-class contestation) and the
        differences in opposition to it, for example, between alter-hegemonic and counter-hegemonic movements, or
        between ‘progressives’ and ‘radicals’ (Holt-Gimenez and Shattuck 2011). This has important implications,
        because not only does it blunt our analysis of the complexity of capital’s dynamics but it also, through
        conflation in the significant degrees of resistance to ‘capital’ (notably conflating the ‘progressives’ and the
        ‘radicals’), subverts our capacity to specify definitions of, and pathways to, anti-capitalistic futures.
      


      
        Unlike the Polanyian binary, the concept of variegated capitalism facilitates our
        understanding of capital, its crisis tendencies, and the nature of opposition (Brenner, Peck, and Theodore
        2014) by focusing on contextually specific forms of resistance engendered by intra- and inter-class
        contestation primarily at the level of the state. In this way, significant elements of the Polanyian
        ‘double-movement’ (Polanyi 1957), typically sub-hegemonic positionalities, are already instantiated, through
        co-optation, within variegated capitalism as modes of regulation. The consequence
        is that there is no simple binary between capitalism and its opposite, but rather various gradations,
        classified heuristically, from hegemonic, through sub-hegemonic and alter-hegemonic (‘progressives’), to
        counter-hegemonic (‘radical’) class positions. Awareness of these gradations sensitizes us to what is
        ‘anti-capitalist’ and what is not, rather than subsuming all beneath the assumed alterity of generic
        ‘resistance’ as the ‘multitude’, thereby conflating sub-, alter-, and counter-hegemonic positionalities. Whilst
        sub- and alter-hegemonic positions are anti-neoliberal, but not anti-capitalist,
        seeking national and local/green market protections respectively, for counter-hegemonic
        movements, by contrast, it is the critique of capitalism’s essence, market dependence, which appears to
        constitute the core of their class position.
      

    


    
      Capitalism, imperialism, and the foundations of counter-hegemonic
      resistance


      
        Through hegemony, and within the necessary context of the state–capital nexus, capitalism has been remarkably
        successful in neutralizing and co-opting resistance to its exploitative dynamic (Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume; Bonanno, Chapter 2 in this
        volume). This success, however, has been located differentially in the global North. An essential part of this
        ability to neutralize and co-opt resistance derives from the capitalist world system’s broadly bi-polar
        structure: the socially ‘articulated’ states of the global North, and the ‘disarticulated’ states of the global
        South.2 Tendentially, oppositional relations
        between capitalist and non-capitalist classes in ‘articulated’ states have been defused by ‘flanking’ measures
        based on (re)distributional, nation-building, environmental and other policies, together with the bestowal of
        citizenship rights (Chibber 2013; Mooers 2014; Moyo and Yeros 2011).
      


      
        In the face of increased neoliberal class exploitation, attempts to sustain this compact in the global North
        have been undertaken increasingly by means of imperial relations, both ‘informal’ (economic) and ‘formal’
        (politico-military) with the global South. Surplus value from the classes of labor now flows from South to
        North, ‘subsidized’ by the massive and destructive hemorrhage of ‘ecological surplus’ that lies behind this
        relationship (Exner, Fleissner, Kranzl, and Zittel 2013; Moore 2015; Smith 2016). Burgeoning levels of social
        and ecological dislocation in the South have been the consequence of this extractive relationship.
        Neoliberalism has similarly subverted the incipient processes of nation-building in the South that had
        characterized the Keynesian ‘developmentalist’ era. Resurgent neoliberal primitive accumulation, with the state
        acting as an organ of the expropriators and agro-exporting fractions of capital, have served to undermine the
        legitimacy functions of the capital-state nexus throughout much of the global South. The outcome of this ‘new
        imperial’3 relationship between North and
        South (Smith 2016) is that citizens of the former are accorded privileges denied to those in the capitalist
        periphery (see, for example, Mooers 2014).
      


      
        This legitimacy deficit in the global South, together with the ‘formal’ rather than ‘real’ subsumption within
        capital of the semi-proletarian majority, carries with it, however, the increased likelihood of challenge to
        the state-capital nexus by counter-hegemonic forces. Attempted re-appropriations of the state by
        counter-hegemonic social forces are implied, comprising re-assertions of national, and possibly post-national,
        forms of sovereignty.4
        Such ‘radical’ counter-hegemonic social forces potentially challenge the essential foundations of capitalism,
        propounding a more Marxian (reversal of primitive accumulation), rather than Polanyian (‘embedding’ of
        capitalism), imaginary of social relational transformation. Nonetheless, these global Southern re-assertions of
        sovereignty in its national form, are characterized by ambiguity. They comprise a complex mélange of
        sub-hegemonic (national capital fractions) and counter-hegemonic (lower/middle peasantry, landless,
        proletarians, and indigenous) social forces. The assertion of national sovereignty here, as a counter-narrative
        to neoliberalism, represents a tension between populist ‘neo-developmentalism’, on the one hand, and
        ‘post-developmentalism’ (combining environmentalism, indigenization, re-peasantization, agroecology and food
        sovereignty), on the other (Veltmeyer and Petras 2014).
      


      
        Our Marxian, rather than Polanyian, analysis indicates that global capitalism and its state form are much less
        monolithic, and more fractured, than a binary view of ‘corporate empire’ versus ‘society’ would suggest. There
        is, firstly, an evident tension between the desire of transnational capitalist fractions to transcend the state
        and implant a global system of ‘frictionless’ capital flows,5 on the one hand, and the need by imperial states, particularly, to continue to
        respond to more nationally based class fractions and to secure legitimacy amongst the non-capitalist citizenry,
        on the other. Secondly, given the necessarily state-secured nature of capitalism, the emergence of
        semi-peripheral states as the outcome of ‘globalization’ (notably Brazil, India, China, South Africa, or BRICS)
        contending to become members of the imperium and responding to nationally based class fractions, represents
        resistance to neoliberalism by sub-hegemonic social forces. Thirdly, the burgeoning social and ecological
        contradictions of imperial relations concentrated largely in the South, and perpetuated by policies of
        neo-developmentalism and neo-extractivism, and by ‘peripheral’ forms of surplus appropriation more generally,
        are generating resistances to the state–capital nexus by ‘radical’ counter-hegemonic social movements. There
        are multiple incoherencies in the current conjuncture. These are potentially most disruptive the global South
        because, as a periphery for the core, it is here that the contradictions of accumulation are greatest and the
        legitimacy of the state is lowest. Consequently, it is in the South that the potential for transformations
        towards ‘radical’, counter-hegemonic futures appears greatest. In the next section, I exemplify these complex
        dynamics of the imperium, sub-imperium, peripheral state–capital nexus, and agrarian classes by reference to
        Latin America.
      

    


    
      Capitalism, the state, resistances, and food sovereignty in Latin
      America


      
        In Latin America there has been widespread resistance to the socially polarizing consequences of neoliberalism
        and to the progressive loss of national sovereignty (including sovereignty over food) that has accompanied the
        deepening of ‘extroverted’ dependent development, a reflection of the hegemony of neoliberal, transnationalized
        fractions of capital. Bolivia, Brazil, Ecuador, and Venezuela all represent examples of states where popular
        forces, comprising peasants, semi-proletarians, proletarians, and landless, indigenous groups (in Bolivia and
        Ecuador particularly), and more endogenously oriented class fractions of the bourgeoisies,
        have attempted, with varying degrees of success, to resist and displace the dominance of the ‘disarticulated
        alliance’ of imperial states and transnationalized capital. What these countries have in common is a new
        commitment to greater state guidance and interventionism in the economy, a greater formal or substantive
        commitment to national food sovereignty, and the introduction of social programs to alleviate the severe income
        disparities characteristic of the neoliberal era (Veltmeyer and Petras 2014).
      


      
        The states named earlier have engaged in processes of ‘passive revolution’ (reform from above, led by
        nationally oriented fractions of capital, but in alliance with proletarians, peasants, and indigenous people)
        that has been characterized as neo-developmentalism, or neo-extractivism (Veltmeyer and Petras 2014; Spronck
        and Webber 2016). In this way, all these states pursue policies of both energy and mineral extraction, and of
        productivist, export agriculture, in order to fund social programs and infrastructure development. In Ecuador,
        Bolivia and Brazil, despite the election of left-leaning regimes, little progress has been made with respect to
        land reform in favor of the semi-proletariat and landless (Giunta 2014; Spronk and Webber 2016). This is
        largely due to continuing opposition from an entrenched agro-export oligarchy and their governments’ unwavering
        pursuit of export earnings through extractivism. A percentage of revenues from primary resource extraction has
        been diverted to social programs to placate the urban proletariat, leading to an uneasy compromise, embodied in
        these populist regimes as ‘compensatory states’ (Gudynas 2012), between subaltern classes and the continuing
        power of the landed oligarchy.
      


      
        As a result, increasing tensions have become apparent between these neodevelopmentalist regimes and their
        erstwhile constituencies of support among the indigenous groups and semi-proletarian and landless peasantry.
        For these constituencies, tensions focus around access to land and the means of production, and around the
        neo-developmentalist focus on economic growth as a means of bypassing the need to address the structural causes
        of land poverty and landlessness. In this way food (and land) sovereignty has become a highly contested
        discourse, deriving initially from re-assertions of national sovereignty as a counter-narrative to
        neoliberalism, but now often appropriated by neodevelopmentalism. This discursive tension and ambiguity is
        expressed in the constitutionalization of food sovereignty in Ecuador and Bolivia, for example. The
        appropriation of food sovereignty discourse by the governments of those states, in the service of
        neo-developmentalism, is increasingly contested by peasant and indigenous movements seeking a
        post-developmentalist model of cooperative social relations, founded on the principle of buen vivir (good living) (Giunta 2014; Tilzey 2016). The irony here is that the governments of
        Ecuador and Bolivia have both invoked the cooperative principle of buen vivir,
        supposedly embodied in the constitutionalization of food sovereignty, to legitimate further capital
        accumulation by means of a Polanyian process of ‘embedding’ extractivism through the ‘compensatory state’.
        Consequently, these agrarian and indigenous constituencies of support are becoming increasingly alienated from
        center-left regimes such as those in Bolivia, Brazil, and Ecuador. Moreover, the current
        decline in primary commodity prices, hitherto supported by Chinese capital accumulation, will see a reduction
        in government budgets for social programs and a renewed focus on austerity, with a resultant melting away of
        urban working class support for these regimes.
      

    


    
      Class differentiation and the neo-developmentalist state: the case of
      Bolivia


      
        I now examine the case of Bolivia, an exemplar of the trends identified in the previous section.
      


      
        In Bolivia, rural class structure is characterized by a concentration of land in the hands of an oligarchy,
        juxtaposed to large numbers of often landless peasants. Haciendas occupy ninety
        percent of Bolivia’s productive land, leaving only ten percent divided between mostly indigenous peasant
        communities and small-holding peasants. Four hundred individuals own seventy percent of productive land, while
        there are two and a half million landless peasants in a country of nine million people (Enzinna 2007; Webber
        2016).
      


      
        Of the 446,000 peasant production units remaining in the country today, 225,000 are located in the altiplano, 164,000 in the valley departments (yungas), and only
        57,000 in the eastern lowlands. Capitalist relations of production now predominate in the eastern lowlands and
        are increasingly displacing small-scale peasant production in the valleys and altiplano, although the latter continues to be the most important form of production in the
        altiplano (Ormachea Saavedra 2007). The rural population is diminishing throughout
        the country as processes of semi-proletarianization and proletarianization accelerate with the gradual
        expansion of capitalist relations of production to all parts of the country (Ormachea Saavedra 2007). From the
        early 1970s, migrant semi-proletarians provided the workforce for sugarcane and cotton harvests in the
        lowlands, while, for the rest of the year, they maintained small plots of land in the highland departments from
        which they primarily travelled.
      


      
        We are witnessing the accentuation of the differentiation of the peasantry into rich, medium, and poor strata.
        1988 survey data suggest that seventy-six percent of peasantry were poor peasants (lacking means to reproduce
        their family labor-power on their own land and obliged to sell labor elsewhere on a temporary basis). Medium
        peasants constituted eleven percent of the peasantry (defined as family units able to reproduce labor without
        selling labor-power elsewhere). Rich peasants (making a profit after reproducing their family and means of
        production, and purchasing the labor of poorer peasants and using modern technology) comprised thirteen percent
        (Ormachea Saavedra 2007). This process of peasant differentiation has accelerated since then, with richer
        peasants becoming commercial farmers (Ormachea Saavedra 2007).
      


      
        This process has continued under the MAS party, despite its pro-peasant and indigenous rhetoric, and the
        enshrining of food sovereignty in the national constitution. Capitalist social relations in agriculture have
        continued to expand under this regime, from seventy-nine percent of farm production to eighty-two percent. In 2005–6 small peasant production accounted for twenty-five percent of total
        agricultural production in the altiplano. By 2008–9, however, this figure had
        fallen to under twenty-two percent. State subsidies and support are directed to capitalist, agro-industrial
        production in the lowlands while small-scale peasant producers in the highlands are effectively abandoned
        (Ormachea Saavedra 2011).
      


      
        A Marxian, rather than a Polanyian conceptualization (such as taken by the ruling MAS party in Bolivia),
        suggests that certain groups of the peasantry – that is, the upper peasant stratum – are actually benefitting
        from these processes of differentiation at the expense of other groups – that is, the great majority of
        semi-proletarians. This process of class stratification is mystified, however, by pro-government, populist
        discourse in its treatment of the peasantry as a homogeneous social class (Webber 2016). The reality is that a
        significant, and growing, stratum of the peasantry is coming to be defined as ‘rich’ as per the tripartite
        classification on p. 00. It is accruing profits as a direct result of surplus appropriation through the work of
        salaried laborers – that is, of semi-proletarians from the growing stratum of poor peasants. It also has
        growing motivations for expanding accumulation through expropriation of further land, either from the middle or
        lower strata of peasantry, or from indigenous tribal groups in the lowlands through a process of primitive
        accumulation (Ormachea Saavedra 2011).
      


      
        Consequently, it is very difficult to speak of a ‘peasant way’ in general as one encompassing the class
        interests of all three strata of peasantry. Rather, the upper peasantry is likely to espouse a type of
        Polanyian ‘alterity’ more akin to that of small capitalists and petty commodity producers of the global North
        (the ‘progressives’), their primary opponents being the agro-industrial landed oligarchy with whom they are in
        competition for land and labor. Absent threats from this quarter, the rich peasantry is happy with the status
        quo under MAS, from whom the latter draws its core support. By contrast, it is the middle and semi-proletarian
        peasantry who, for the reasons identified on p. 00, are most likely to advocate ‘radical’ change away from the
        status quo and towards land and food sovereignty – a change involving, at its heart, fundamental land reform in
        favor of these lower peasant strata. This is a Marxian road to alterity by means of the re-unification of
        producers with their means of production.
      


      
        This analysis suggests that there is no simple binary between neoliberal ‘Empire’ and a unified opposition
        defined by the ‘peasant way’. Rather than acting simply as a vehicle for the transmission of trans-nationalized
        neoliberal interests, the state emerges as the crucial medium through which capitalism is differentiated by
        means, variously, of class and class fractional alliance, compromise, and contestation. Thus, through the
        ‘compensatory state’, the Morales government has constructed a structure of legitimacy, or ‘flanking’ measures,
        to support renewed capital accumulation through extractivism (Orellana 2011). This represents an attempt to
        embed capitalism through income and infrastructure measures for low-income groups founded on a narrative of
        communalism as vivir bien. It also represents a bid to engage in
        neo-developmentalist policies designed to foster nationally focused capitalist
        development. In this way, the MAS government had, until recently, temporarily stabilized
        the contradiction between the accumulation and legitimation functions of the capitalist state. But because this
        development model has failed to address the class and environmental contradictions of capitalism, including the
        process of class differentiation amongst the peasantry, it now appears to be unravelling, as elsewhere in Latin
        America. With the de-legitimation of extractivism, and of a food sovereignty model defined by ‘embedded’
        capitalism, the proletariat, lower and middle peasants, and indigenous groups are increasingly advocating an
        imaginary of ‘radical’ sovereignty beyond capitalism.
      


      
        In this way, extractivism has stimulated a wave of protest from counter-hegemonic movements (Webber 2016). The
        proposal by the MAS regime to construct a trans-continental highway through the Territorio
        Indigena del Parque Nacional Isiboro-Secure (TIPNIS) to facilitate extractivism has acted as a catalyst
        for the coalescence of these forces, comprising the Andean semi-proletariat and landless, on the one hand, and
        lowland indigenous groups, on the other (Ormachea Saavedra 2011; Veltmeyer 2014). Together, they are calling
        for land redistribution and the defense of livelihoods and environment. Whether this coalescence of class
        forces can, at this stage, dislodge the populist, ‘Polanyian’ regime of Morales is far from clear, however.
        Morales is using the TIPNIS conflict to engineer a restructuring and extension of his electoral base,
        emphasizing the opportunities for land acquisition and entrepreneurial expansion that will favor his expanding
        support amongst an emergent ‘urban-rural’ popular business bloc, including his core constituency, the
        cocaleros. What does appear certain, however, is that the more the MAS regime
        commits itself to the Faustian bargain that is extractivism, the more compromised becomes any prospect of a
        future founded on a counter-hegemonic imaginary of vivir bien.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        This chapter has suggested that capital and the state have an internal relation, such that the state–capital
        nexus in the form of the modern nation-state has been, and remains, a crucial entity underlying the dynamics of
        capital and resistances to it. It is the state–capital nexus that constitutes the primary source of variation
        and incoherence for neoliberalism. Capital’s drive to expand into non-capitalist spaces, rendering them as a
        periphery, is enabled by the imperial nation-state both to enhance accumulation and to mitigate class
        antagonisms at home. This takes place through a process of ‘uneven and combined development’, leading to a
        hierarchy of ‘national’ economies. This process, as imperialism, has led to the appearance of a broadly
        bi-polar world system of states, comprising a ‘core’ of the global North, and a ‘periphery’ of the global
        South. The new imperialism, perhaps associated most with the ‘informal’ empire of neoliberal globalization,
        rather than leading to full transnationalization and the appearance of a transnational state, has, rather, led
        to the emergence of a subimperium, notably the BRICS countries, as potential challengers to the global Northern
        imperium. While the BRICS countries, and especially China, appear to be contributing to the
        fracturing of neoliberalism as ‘informal’ empire, these states are, nonetheless, wedded centrally to
        capitalism, albeit perhaps of a more neo-developmentalist kind. As such they remain highly contradictory, both
        politically and ecologically. Indeed, the development model being pursued by Bolivia and other states in Latin
        America appears already to be unravelling beneath the weight of these twin contradictions. These sources of
        incoherence for ‘market civilization’ derive largely from within capitalism, comprising necessary contestation
        between the territorial form of the nation-state and between hegemonic and sub-hegemonic fractions of capital.
      


      
        It is under these circumstances of deepening ecological crisis and persistent social inequality that another
        source of incoherence for ‘market civilization’ is emerging – from counter-hegemonic movements proposing
        food/land sovereignty as a post-developmental solution to the impasse of capitalism. Rather than comprising a
        unified global ‘multitude’, however, these mobilizations of the semi-proletarian peasant and indigenous
        majorities are located differentially in the global South precisely because of the nature of imperialism.
        Unlike sub- and alter-hegemonic groups, they see capitalist social relations, as market dependence, to be the
        fundamental problem, purveying unsustainable affluence to a global minority at the expense of basic need
        satisfaction for the global majority. The antidote to this condition, a condition arising from the suffocating
        stranglehold of imperial, and increasingly sub-imperial relations, lies, in their view, in the fracturing of
        market dependence through assertions of national and, more specifically, land (territorial) sovereignty – the
        wider, and logical, ramification of the ‘radical’ food sovereignty positionality.
      

    


    Notes


    
      1 The necessarily state-dependent and imperialistic nature of capitalism means that in its
      ‘periphery’ agrarian ‘transition’ may not take the form of the generally complete process of proletarianization,
      and the concomitant formation of a class of commercial family farmers, that has generally characterized the
      ‘core’ states. Rather, this often assumes the form of partial transition, or semi-proletarianization, in which
      peasantries retain variable degrees of access to land. This is both due to peripheral forms of capital
      accumulation, including non-capitalist forms of production, and also to resistances
      to them on the part of subaltern classes.
    


    
      2 Social disarticulation occurs when the state-capital nexus is interested in its labor force
      principally from the perspective of production (its ability to generate surplus value) and not primarily from the
      perspective of consumption (the realization of surplus value through the sale of commodities). Social
      articulation implies a complementarity between the role of the labor force as producers and consumers, or a
      situation in which their role as consumers outweighs their significance as producers.
    


    
      3 Although circuits of transnational capital are perforce no longer nation-based, the whole
      logic of imperialism arises from the transfer of value from the South to the imperium in order to sustain the
      political-economic power and integrity of the latter, a relation sustained only by the imperial state’s capacity
      to act as guarantor of its transnational capitalist interests.
    


    
      4 The other side of this picture is, of course, the increased use of
      coercion and violence by the peripheral state–capital nexus in the exercise of primitive accumulation, frequently
      supported financially and militarily by the imperial powers whose corporations benefit directly from the
      expropriation of land and resources from peasant and indigenous populations for the purposes of agro-export or
      mineral/fossil fuel extraction.
    


    
      5 Transnational capital may want a global state, but transnationalization and the simultaneous
      transcendence of the nation–state is a difficult act to pull off, precisely because of the necessarily uneven
      development of capitalism, and neoliberalism especially, and the resulting legitimacy crises that ensue. Were
      transnational capital permitted simply to operate on the basis of the global free movement of capital and labor
      without the current labor arbitrage and beneficial transfers of value to the imperium that currently obtain,
      legitimacy crises would sooner or later be inevitable. The collapse of the Doha Round was precisely the result of
      the imperium’s reluctance to abandon asymmetries in protection that permit it ‘to have its cake and eat it’. But
      even these asymmetrical protections vis-à-vis the South have proven inadequate to insulate the North from the
      limits of legitimacy that are manifest in Brexit and Trumpism. So, the nation–state does seem to be profoundly
      necessary for the survival of capitalism if both accumulation and legitimacy
      functions are to be fulfilled.
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      Considering the importance of mental labor in food provisioning
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      Introduction


      
        Gender as a social category continues to play a key role in determining the allocation of power and privilege
        in society (Lindsey 2015). Despite this fact, gender has been relatively unexamined in agri-food scholarship,
        including research examining the dynamics of dominance and resistance in the agri-food system and the
        transformative potential of alternative agri-food. While some scholarship has focused on gender in the public
        sphere, which encompasses social life outside of the home (i.e. women as farmers, women as farmworkers, women
        as restaurant workers; see Chiappe and Flora 1998; Lobao and Meyer 1995; Sachs 1996; Sachs, Allen, Terman,
        Hayden, and Hatcher 2014), very little research has been attentive to gender dynamics in the private sphere,
        which encompasses social life in the home, as it relates to resistance to the neoliberal food regime. Examining
        gender dynamics in the sphere of consumption is an important consideration for scholarly work focused on
        popular forms of resistance to global agri-food, in part because women continue to perform a great deal of the
        labor involved in this resistance (Cairns, Johnston, and Baumann 2010; Cairns, Johnston, and MacKendrick 2013;
        Little, Ilbery, and Watts 2009; Som Castellano 2015).
      


      
        The objectives of this chapter are to (1) discuss current research on the gendered labor of food provisioning
        amongst those engaged in alternative agri-food; (2) to present original research on the mental labor of food
        provisioning, which expands our current understanding of this labor; and (3) to discuss the gendered labor of
        food provisioning within alternative agri-food as it relates to the economization of the individual and the
        current strategies of resistance to the neoliberal food regime. In so doing, we can further problematize (or
        question) the degree to which resistance to the status quo of the global agri-food system is effecting change.
      

    


    
      Resistance to corporate agri-food and labor in the sphere of
      consumption


      
        Women bear the brunt of the labor involved in producing and reproducing resistance to the status quo of the
        global agri-food system, particularly in the sphere of consumption. Current resistance to
        the neoliberal food regime relies heavily on altering relations between producers of agri-food commodities and
        consumers. We therefore need to pay careful attention to what is occurring in the private sphere, and the ways
        in which that may influence the experience of resisting the neoliberal food regime. Research has found that
        women remain predominantly responsible for the labor of food provisioning amongst households that engage in
        alternative agri-food, and this is particularly true for households that support local food systems (Cairns et
        al. 2013; Som Castellano 2015). Food provisioning refers to the mental, physical, and emotional labor involved
        in planning meals, procuring food, cooking, and cleaning up after meals. Research has also found that women who
        engage in specific forms of alternative agri-food, such as local food systems, exert greater physical and
        emotional labor in food provisioning, and that this importantly varies by a range of socio-demographic factors,
        including socio-economic status, having children, having a partner, and being employed (Som Castellano 2015;
        Som Castellano 2016a; Som Castellano 2016b). However, questions remain about the labor of food provisioning for
        alternative agri-food participants, such as how the mental labor of food provisioning is influenced by
        alternative agri-food engagement. Research on the gendered labor of food provisioning needs to be
        problematized, particularly given the ways in which resistance to alternative agri-food remains embedded within
        a neoliberal ideology. In the remainder of this chapter, I first discuss findings related to the mental labor
        of food provisioning as women engage in alternative agri-food. I then discuss these findings in relation to
        current literature that discusses the economization of the individual and resistance to the neoliberal food
        regime.
      

    


    
      The mental dimension of food provisioning


      
        Sociological research focused on work and family dynamics has noted that mental labor can be an important part
        of people’s everyday lives. Scholars have conceptualized mental labor “as the planning, organization,
        coordination, and management of everyday tasks and duties” (Offer 2014: 916). Similar to other everyday tasks,
        the act of food provisioning may involve significant mental labor. DeVault (1991) noted in her seminal work
        Feeding the Family that food provisioning involves a complex process of taking into
        account the needs and desires of others, as well as engaging in food provisioning practices in accordance with
        what a person considers a proper meal, which includes a cultural and normative context. Much of this labor is
        mental, and involves determining “what is required and how much to do” (DeVault 1991: 122). In addition, the
        mental labor of food provisioning involves paying attention to the tastes of family members. Furthermore, food
        provisioning is not static, but involves monitoring, which adds to the mental dimension. As DeVault (1991)
        notes:
      


      
        
          Routines for provisioning evolve gradually out of decisions that are linked to the resources and
          characteristics of particular households and to features of the market. The routine is made to work through
          monitoring activities that fit the regularly occurring categories of routine to specific
          events from one day to another. Monitoring also provides a continual testing of typical practices. This
          testing occurs as shoppers keep track of changes on both sides of the relation: household needs and the
          products available.
        


        
          (84)
        

      


      
        Thus, the mental dimension involves taking into account the needs and desires of others, planning meals in line
        with material realities and culture, as well as negotiating with the changing agri-food system.
      


      
        Scholars have asserted that alternative agri-food engagement involves reflexivity in which consumers consider
        an array of characteristics when provisioning food (Murdoch and Miele 2004: 158). Thus, food provisioning for
        those engaged in alternative agri-food involves an even wider array of considerations, such as the social and
        ecological impacts of provisioning certain types of foods in particular ways. For example, a person may want to
        consider the ecological and social conditions that coffee was produced under, and then provision that product
        (or opt out of provisioning that product) accordingly. To gain information regarding the conditions of
        production on specific products, alternative agri-food participants may invest time and energy to evaluate
        their consumption patterns. It may require stopping at an additional store across town, reading packages
        carefully, or other efforts. Therefore, the mental labor of food provisioning is likely greater for women
        engaged in alternative agri-food. This is likely even more true for women who are highly engaged in alternative
        agri-food practices. Some women who express concern with the agri-food system may limit their resistance
        activities to purchasing organic foods. However, purchasing organic foods may not add much to the mental labor
        of food provisioning. This is in part because organic certification has taken some of the mental labor out of
        the work, and also because certified organic foods have become increasingly available. Take, for example, the
        fact that Costco is currently the largest retailer of certified organic foods in the United States (Gonzalez
        2015). In addition, there is debate about whether organic should be considered a part of alternative agri-food,
        because of the ways in which organic has been co-opted by large corporations, remains embedded in neoliberal
        ideology and makes use of global markets (Hatanaka 2010; Jaffee and Howard 2010). Either way, for many women
        who express concern with the neoliberal food regime, alternative agri-food extends far beyond prioritizing
        organic foods; they focus on dimensions of alternative agri-food such as local foods. By prioritizing this
        feature of alternative agri-food, additional physical and emotional labor is involved (Som Castellano 2016a);
        it is likely that more mental labor is involved as well. For instance, there could be additional labor involved
        in evaluating what products to provision, and where or how to provision them.
      


      
        Other factors may complicate the mental labor of food provisioning for women as they engage in alternative
        agri-food. For example, having lower socio-economic status and/or being a racial or ethnic minority may limit
        the access that women have to desired foods and food practices (Devine, Jastran, Jabs,
        Wethington, Farell, and Bisogni 2006). Women from marginalized groups may therefore have to engage in more
        mental labor in planning meals and procuring foods that align with their agri-food ideals and that they can
        procure given financial and physical constraints. For instance, they may have to perform calculations about
        where they can procure a range of foods at prices that fit within their budget. Having children and partners
        can also complicate the mental labor of food provisioning (DeVault 1991; Devine et al. 2006). Conceptually,
        intersectionality illuminates these dynamics, as for some it is the intersection of these factors that may
        contribute to the mental labor of food provisioning. As Arendell notes, “Having limited or no access to class
        and racial privilege constricts the range of options and resources available to minority mothers” (Aren-dell
        2000: 191). Employment status and age may also contribute to the mental labor of food provisioning for women
        (Andersen 2011; DeVault 1991; Devine et al. 2006). I argue that engagement in alternative agri-food further
        contributes to the mental labor of food provisioning, and varies based on these factors.
      

    


    
      Food provisioning as carework and individualization in alternative
      agri-food


      
        Food provisioning is a form of carework, which is work, both paid and unpaid, that is done in service towards
        others. A carework perspective calls our attention to the ways in which women are socialized to be the ones who
        provide care in U.S. society, and beyond (Andersen 2011). Women remain responsible for the carework of food
        provisioning in part because of socialization (DeVault 1991; Szabo 2011). According to DeVault (1991), carework
        has been constructed as women’s work in the U.S., and because of socialization processes, girls, and thus
        women, are drawn into this work. From a young age, girls are taught that housework is women’s work, and they
        are also taught how to perform this work (DeVault 1991). Providing food for others is one of the primary ways
        that women show care to family and friends. By doing so, they not only provide caloric needs and nourishment,
        but they also construct family and society more broadly (Julier 2005). I argue that women also construct
        alternative agri-food via their food provisioning, and by doing so provide care not only for the benefit of
        family and friends, but also for environmental and social well-being. For example, individuals may purchase
        organic produce not just to reduce personal exposure to synthetic pesticides, herbicides, and insecticides, but
        also to reduce the environmental threat of conventional agriculture.
      


      
        Fulfillment of gendered expectations occurs within a society where individuals are expected to assume moral
        responsibility for their actions (Shamir 2008). This responsibility extends to the agri-food system. As Bonanno
        and Busch (2015: 4) note,
      


      
        Dismissing structural constraints and power relations, individuals are seen as endowed with the ability to
        fully define their actions. And solutions to problems are increasingly assigned to the individual sphere
        (individualization). In this context, the organization and management of agri-food is
        increasingly placed in the hands of private corporate actors while solutions to problems and alternatives are
        shifted to the initiative of individual consumers.
      


      
        Many scholars have also noted the individualization of addressing agri-food system problems. Kneafsey, Dowler,
        Lambie-Mumford, Inman, and Collier (2013), for example, argue that resistance activities, such as localized
        food systems, focus attention on the role of the consumer. Others have noted the role that consumers can, and
        at times should, play in actively participating in and shaping the food system (e.g. Seyfang 2006). This stands
        in opposition to consumers being passive receivers, or simply demanding shoppers. Thus women not only fulfill
        gendered expectations as they engage in food provisioning within alternative agri-food, but they also fulfill
        expectations prescribed by a society embedded in a neoliberal ideology. This ideology extends to alternative
        agri-food given this emphasis on individuals engaging in change making, and directing the market.
      


      
        This individualization of problem solving in agri-food can have effects at micro and macro levels. At the micro
        level, it may extend undue burden on certain individuals. For example, in the case of alternative agri-food and
        the sphere of consumption, women may be unfairly burdened with the labor of food provisioning. These added
        roles and responsibilities could impact their health and well-being given that multiple roles and
        responsibilities can impact physical and mental health, as well as economic opportunities (Bird 1999; Coltrane
        2000; Hook 2010). At the macro level, this individualization of responsibility could limit the scaling up of
        resistance, and prevent governments and corporations from being held responsible for or working to address the
        problems created and sustained by the neoliberal food regime.
      


      
        In all, the literature tells us that women remain responsible for food provisioning among those who participate
        in resisting the neoliberal food regime, and that this labor requires more physical and mental effort. The
        literature also suggests that this labor is likely more mentally laborious. Further, this labor can have
        negative consequences at both micro and macro levels, and occurs within a social context that has
        individualized problem solving for agri-food system issues. In the next section, I discuss the methodology used
        to examine the mental labor involved in food provisioning for women engaged in alternative agri-food.
      

    


    
      Methods


      
        In order to examine the mental labor of food provisioning for women engaged in resistance of the neoliberal
        food regime, I utilize data gathered through semi-structured interviews with 43 women from across the state of
        Ohio. All interviews were audio recorded and were then transcribed. Coding was completed in order to organize,
        sort, and analyze the data. Pre-set and open coding techniques were used, in order to ensure validity and
        reduce research bias. Coding was completed with the aid of MaxQDA, a qualitative data
        analysis computer program. I utilized a purposeful sampling technique, in order to ensure that the women I
        interviewed were diverse with regards to socio-demographic variables, including socio-economic status,
        geography, race and ethnicity, partnership status, presence of children, employment status, and age. In
        addition, the women who participated in the interviews had a range of agri-food system concerns and varying
        levels of alternative agri-food engagement. This diversity allowed me to evaluate how alternative agri-food
        engagement influences the mental labor of food provisioning, as well as how socio-demographic characteristics
        interact with engagement in alternative agri-food to influence the mental labor of food provisioning.
      

    


    
      Results


      
        The data suggest that women engaged in alternative agri-food, particularly those who are highly engaged in
        resistance activities, experience heightened mental labor in food provisioning. Many of the women who were less
        engaged in alternative agri-food reported that their food system concerns did not add much additional mental
        effort in their food provisioning. A number of these women stated that there was some additional time involved
        in reading labels, and they did tend to prioritize fresh and from-scratch foods, which they reported as adding
        to the mental labor of planning and implementing meals. For instance, one woman stated, “Um, uh, when I’m able
        to make informed decisions, um, I try to do that. And my main thing, um, is a […] to try and to avoid as much
        processed food as possible, um, but when it’s processed, really looking at the ingredients.” However, compared
        to women who were highly engaged in resistance activities, they were less likely to report that their agri-food
        concerns added to the mental labor of food provisioning.
      


      
        Women who were highly engaged in alternative agri-food practices also spoke about the additional mental effort
        involved in utilizing fresh foods and from scratch cooking, as well as the mental labor of carefully monitoring
        the ingredients in food. As one woman stated,
      


      
        that’s one of the things is that I want to make sure we have home-cooked meals that aren’t from boxes and
        packaged. So yeah, I’m trying to make everything from scratch on top of … and then grow it and preserve it and
        then make it from scratch. I feel like if I didn’t sleep, it would all work out.
      


      
        However, these women consistently reported that their heightened engagement frequently increased the mental
        labor of food provisioning, in ways that extended beyond just monitoring the ingredients in foods purchased in
        conventional grocery stores. As one woman stated, “Yeah It’s hard to have values. And it’s hard to try and live
        them.” I elaborate in more detail about the ways in which alternative agri-food engagement influenced the
        mental labor of food provisioning below.
      


      
        Self-education on the agri-food
        system


        
          Many women who were highly engaged in the agri-food system spoke about going to great efforts to educate
          themselves about what was happening in the agri-food system. This work often significantly increased the
          mental labor of food provisioning. As one woman stated, “We definitely do a lot of label reading and try and
          be somewhat educated on the types of things we are looking for that [we] don’t want in our food.” Another
          woman told me the following:
        


        
          I have a lot of concerns about the food system and spend a lot of time with food related thinking, day to day
          thinking about organic standards right now, like GMO foods, worried about healthy food access for all people.
          Other issues, access where things are located, where people can get access to healthy food, feels bad about
          how healthy, organic food is not available. Also the production end and varied degree of sustainability.
        


        
          Thus, for many women who are working to engage reflexively in the food system there is an educational
          component involved that extends the mental labor beyond what might be normally experienced.
        

      


      
        Planning


        
          Almost all of the women I spoke with who were actively engaged in alternative agri-food reported that their
          agri-food system concerns added to the mental labor of planning. As one woman stated, “In some ways I am
          always planning, thinking about meals and food, what I am going to provide at each meal, is it healthy, do we
          have what we need, am I using foods I feel good about, that kind of stuff.” Another woman told me that “I
          have to – well, I don’t know if I have to, but I take more time to think ahead about the food.” And another
          woman told me that engaging in alternative agri-food “takes more planning. It takes more thought, but I have
          found out in life that the best things require that.”
        

      


      
        Specific practices related to alternative
        agri-food


        
          Women reported that the mental dimension of food provisioning was more labor intensive because of specific
          practices related to engagement in alternative agri-food. For example, some women mentioned prioritizing
          in-season foods and the mental labor involved. As one woman stated, “it is more work to think about what is
          in season, and what we should be eating right now, rather that I will get strawberries whenever I want to get
          strawberries – um, so it is definitely more work procuring the food.” In this instance, the mental labor was
          wrapped up in both planning and procuring food. Other women spoke about the knowledge required, as well as
          the planning involved, when engaging in activities such as gardening, and various forms of food preservation.
        

      


      
        Running around


        
          Many women spoke about the mental labor involved in shopping at a range of places in order to procure foods
          that met their values. As one woman stated (emphasis added),
        


        
          I spend a lot of time running [to] 10 different places to get food – so you have your raw milk share, you
          have your meat share, you have your CSA, you have your farmers’ market, you have your coop, and then whatever
          you can’t get those you get at the grocery store, or you go to the grocery store to get the cleaning product
          you need. Or whatever – but, it’s on the list, and then the amount of time and planning
          and organization it takes to like do all of that, and then making compromises. It is a lot of work.
        


        
          Another woman told me that,
        


        
          Um, I’ve been really trying to choose places where I can figure out where the food comes from. So there’s
          always this, like, “Do I buy organic? Do I buy [our[?]] local? Do I buy what’s cheapest?” And, if I can, I
          usually try to buy the local and, if possible, if there’s places like the farmers’ market, I really enjoy
          talking to them, ‘cause if even if they’re not, like, certified organic or something you can hear about their
          processes and put a face to who’s growing the food, which I think is kind of a unique experience. Um, and
          [sighs] just the more that I read about the process stuff, that’s what I really, um, in terms of the
          environmental issues, I just get worried when I can’t pronounce things and all the chemicals and additives
          running through our bodies.
        


        
          This text helps us understand that in addition to planning meals, there is also a lot of planning that goes
          into what to procure where or how. This significantly adds to the mental labor of food provisioning for women
          engaged in alternative agri-food. As is further noted on p. 86, this is often complicated by physical and
          financial access to food.
        

      


      
        Social practice


        
          Some women also spoke about the added mental labor of other alternative agri-food practices, such as getting
          to know your famer. One woman stated that,
        


        
          And then there is that whole know your farmer, which is a whole other layer to it, layer it is like
          straddling like the local and organic thing, it is on you to know who these people are and build a
          relationship with them and then purchase their product. Like take your one day off a week to chat up a
          farmer, and figure that out.
        


        
          The labor involved in building relationships was emotional, but also mental, in that it can require mental
          effort to engage thoughtfully with others.
        

      


      
        In relation to
        others


        
          At times, respondents would speak about how they spent more time and effort in food provisioning, relative to
          others. As one respondent stated, “I know I definitely spend a ton more effort and a ton more time compared
          to the majority of Americans in order to find what I want, where I want.” This extra effort involved mental
          labor in addition to emotional and physical labor. Many women who were highly engaged in alternative
          agri-food believed that the physical and mental labor of food provisioning would be easier if they were not
          so concerned or engaged with the agri-food system. For example, one woman stated that “I could just shop at
          Wal-Mart and buy paint, clothes and vegetables all at the same place – which, that totally freaks me out like
          I just that is just terrifying to me, but I feel like, of course, you know, it would be easier to do that.”
          In this case, there would be less mental labor in determining what to purchase where.
        

      


      
        The influence of
        socio-demographics


        
          As noted elsewhere, the labor of food provisioning can be influenced by financial and physical constraints
          (Som Castellano 2016b), and this can impact the mental labor of food provisioning. For instance, women with
          lower incomes often had to engage in significant mental labor because of budget constraints. As one woman
          stated,
        


        
          
            Well, it is always this complicated imprecise mental arithmetic of like priorities, like now at Kroger for
            the eggs they have like three choices there is the normal factory farm eggs and they have the cage free
            that are a dollar more and then for 2 or 3 dollars more they have the cage free and grain fed, so I have
            decided apparently to care if chickens live in cages or not but not about what they eat.
          


          
            I have kind of a system I guess for produce or vegetables it is sort of arbitrary but for dairy or eggs and
            I rarely buy meat but for dairy and eggs I really exclusively stick to local, like buying [local] milk and
            I get farmers’ market eggs, like I almost never buy eggs in Kroger – I used to buy Kroger milk when I
            didn’t have food stamps but now I splurge on the nicer milk, because I have excess money so I feel like I
            can do that, because it is really important to me.
          

        


        
          Overall, respondents who were actively engaged in alternative agri-food appeared to procure foods from a
          wider variety of places, relative to women who were not as concerned with the agri-food system, or not as
          engaged in alternative agri-food. Many women with lower incomes, or even middle-income women, had to shop at
          an even wider variety of places in order to obtain the foods they wanted within their budgets, and this
          running around involved some important mental calculations about what could be procured where, and for how
          much. As one woman stated, “Yea, yea, um, I mean if I could do all of my shopping at [the local natural
          grocery store and farmers’ market] that would be great, but it is more expensive, and my
          budget says no.” Another woman told me that “I guess just going back to that carefully weighing decisions, um
          I think that that causes sort of a lot of mental stress and a lot of soul stress, of, I know I talk about my
          soul because I don’t know how else to refer to it sometimes but like um like I can just feel it in terms of
          balancing my realities with my values, balancing money and time resources.” Thus, there is a price that many
          women may pay as they engage in resistance via alternative agri-food practices, and this price varies by
          social class.
        


        
          Some of the respondents who had higher incomes told me that they were more likely to do a majority of their
          food procurement at high-end grocery stores, and would supplement at farmers’ markets or through Community
          Supported Agriculture (CSA) programs. They were able to benefit from programs that delivered foods or were
          more likely to procure foods that were locally made with what they considered to be superior ingredients.
          Many of these foods or shopping opportunities were labor saving but came with a high price tag. One woman
          also told me that her higher income allowed her to not plan as carefully. She said, “If I was concerned about
          money, I would definitely have more constraints. It would certainly give me the impetus to do a significantly
          better job planning the meals. […] I would definitely be much, much better at that.”
        


        
          Having a partner and a child or children also influenced the mental labor of food provisioning. For example,
          it was often more mental labor to accommodate the preferences of family members. One woman stated that, “my
          family does not always eat the way I do, so part of our problem is, I often cook multiple foods for a meal.”
          The cooking of multiple meals also requires the planning of multiple meals, and thus increased the mental
          labor involved in aligning food preferences, cost, shopping, and the execution of the meal. Teenagers in
          particular were difficult to please, and mothers with older children were more likely to report compromising
          their values because of their children’s preferences and utilizing greater mental effort in order to please
          everyone in the family. A mother with two teenagers stated that, “Like especially with my kids, they just
          don’t like the healthy food as much as I do. So, it’s a real battle. As I said, I’ve kind of figured out what
          they like, and so I try to have that.”
        


        
          Employment also acted as a constraint for some women, and at times also added to the mental labor of food
          provisioning. As one woman stated, “I think some of what [alternative agri-food proponents] propose, too, is
          just really, really impractical for someone who works.” In addition, employment and having children often
          intersected to add to the mental labor of food provisioning for women engaged in alternative agri-food. For
          example, for women who worked outside of the home, negotiating day care often added to the mental labor of
          food work. Women spoke about having to constantly monitor what food was being offered at day care, and
          exerting great labor, including mental labor, in order to align these offerings with their food provisioning
          ideals. One woman illustrated this when she stated:
        


        
          Day care makes it really hard. And unfortunately we don’t have any family or friends that could watch him so
          he’s in a center-based day care. So that makes things interesting. Because we don’t like
          what they serve, so we try and find out what they are going to serve ahead of time, and make a healthier
          version for our son to take so he doesn’t feel left out.
        


        
          In all, these qualitative data suggest that alternative agri-food engagement can increase the mental labor of
          food provisioning for some women. Importantly, mental labor also varies by other factors, such as income,
          presence of children, having a partner, and being employed. Thus, it is not only the physical and emotional
          labor that is impacted by agri-food resistance activities, but also the mental labor as well.
        

      

    


    
      Discussion and conclusion


      
        The primary objective of this book is to foster discussion about the limits of resistance in agri-food, and to
        engage in critique regarding “how far” resistance can go in term of opposing the neoliberal food regime. It was
        the aim of this chapter to discuss an important limit of resistance in agri-food – the reliance on women as a
        source of labor in the sphere of consumption, and the labor they engage in, particularly the mental labor
        involved in food provisioning.
      


      
        The findings presented here build on previous research and provide further evidence that engagement in
        alternative agri-food is labor intensive for women in the sphere of consumption. Women remain responsible for
        the labor of food provisioning as they engage in alternative agri-food, and the labor is more physically,
        emotionally and mentally laborious. These findings demonstrate that there is a cost to resisting the neoliberal
        food regime, and that this cost is experienced unevenly. For all women, food provisioning can be mentally
        taxing, but for women who are engaged in alternative agri-food – particularly those who also have lower
        incomes, have children, and those who work in the formal wage labor market – the mental labor can be even
        greater. Engaging in alternative agri-food comes with a cost, and this cost is even greater for those who are
        in discriminated groups.
      


      
        As noted earlier, the gendered individualization of problem solving in agri-food can have effects at micro and
        macro levels. At the micro level, it may extend undue burden on certain groups. As the data here demonstrate,
        women in alternative agri-food are engaging in extended mental, physical, and emotional food provisioning
        labor. This added labor can negatively influence women’s well-being, given the added roles and responsibilities
        involved (Bird 1999; Coltrane 2000; Hook 2010). This appears to be particularly true for women with lower
        incomes, those with children, and those who are employed. Thus, the private sphere is implicated in resistance
        to the neoliberal food regime, and this may come at a cost.
      


      
        In turn, this resistance also influences the public sphere. By engaging in alternative agri-food women in many
        cases are attempting to alter the current market relations of global agri-food. But in doing so they are
        reinforcing traditional gender norms, which is potentially problematic for women in achieving parity of life chances and life experiences. Further, because of the ways in which resistance to the
        neoliberal food regime has been embedded in a neoliberal ideology, as women engage in these resistance
        activities they are also reinforcing the neo-liberal project. By limiting change to improving market relations
        through the exchange of goods, larger structural issues are not addressed, such as focusing on altering control
        of the market by large corporations or challenging the concentration of capital. As noted earlier, the
        neoliberal project reduces change making to individual action. As Bonanno and Busch (2015) point out,
        opposition to the neoliberal food regime has “been shaped and contained by the ideological and political power
        of neoliberalism” (5). This individualization of responsibility could limit the scaling up of resistance to
        global agri-food. Alternative agri-food relies on this gendered labor, which is essential for the functioning
        and survival of this resistance. But some women may be unable to take on this additional labor, particularly
        women with lower incomes, women with children, women who are employed, and those with partners, thus
        potentially limiting resistance to alternative.
      


      
        Thus, this research lends support for calls for improving the status quo of gendered labor within alternative
        agri-food by shifting gender norms in food provisioning. Having men participate more in the carework of food
        provisioning within alternative agri-food could help address the ways in which this gendered labor may
        negatively influence the physical and mental well-being of women, or the ways in which it limits women from
        achieving parity in the public sphere. This could also make the project of resistance more successful: as more
        people take on the labor of food provisioning within alternative agri-food, the amount of participation could
        expand, and in turn the impacts of alternative agri-food on the neoliberal food regime could be greater.
      


      
        However, as much of the writing in this book reminds us, the neoliberal food regime is alive and well. Under
        neoliberalism, gender inequality has worsened (van Gellecum, Baxter, and Western 2008), and we must remain
        attentive to issues of gender in the neoliberal food regime. Calling for improving gender equality as a way to
        increase resistance to the neoliberal food regime still engages in the project of individualization, and thus
        neoliberalism, and involves utilizing market-based approaches to agri-food system change. In addition to
        calling for greater gender equality in food provisioning, we also need to move beyond the individual and market
        based solutions when considering resistance the neoliberal food regime.
      


      
        Scholars have asserted for many years that we must bring the state back in and hold corporations accountable
        for the damage they do – and this view is shared by consumers. In research published by Kneafsey et al. (2013),
        consumers viewed the government “as having a moral obligation to protect them from
        the ‘market’ or the ‘food system’ – protect them from the forces that supposedly give them so much autonomy”
        (111). Therefore, resistance to the neoliberal food regime is limited in part because of the ways in which
        gender continues to structure activity with alternative agri-food. However, the issue cannot solely be solved
        by addressing gendered labor at the individual level. Rather, we need to move beyond ideas
        of empowerment, agency and reflexivity, and call greater attention to the role of government and corporate
        responsibility.
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      Introduction


      
        Since the 1970s, a new neoliberal, corporate-dominated world order has emerged (Gowan 1999; Klein 2007). While
        new and global, this neoliberal regime continues the exploitative practices that have characterized the modern
        capitalist interstate system. The commodification of labor, the exploitation of natural resources and labor,
        and often violent processes of homogenization of culture, time and space define it (Braudel 1987; Novaes 2003;
        Polanyi 2001; Wallerstein 1976). As indicated by McMichael (2009, 2013), in agri-food neo-liberal globalization
        has taken the form of a “Corporate Food Regime” in which transnational corporations have transcended the
        regulatory limits that promoted their original development to establish new forms of regulation based on the
        principles of the “free market economy.” Resistance has emerged and has been the subject of scholarly debates.
        These debates have highlighted different aspects of this regime along with the characteristics of the
        opposition to it. Among the key items discussed, economic domination, the corporate colonization of culture,
        the redefinition of the use of natural resources in terms of competitive advantages and the renewed
        exploitation of the global South by the rich North are among the most salient. As far as discussions on
        resistance are concerned, the support for resistance based on consumption, resilience and adaptation to the
        market system stands at one side of the spectrum while analyses that point out the limits of individually
        oriented patterns of opposition occupy the opposite end (see Bonanno, Chapter
        2 in this volume; Busch, Chapter 1 in in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume).
      


      
        One of the central dimensions that emerges from the analyses presented in this volume is the need for
        theoretical clarity. Sankey (Chapter 10 in this volume),
        Fletes and Ocampo (Chapter 9 in this volume) and Tilzey (Chapter 4 in this volume), for instance, all underscore not only the existence of a reified
        notion of the peasantry but also the complexity of the various rationalities and behaviors that inform peasant
        opposition to the neoliberal food regime. These and similar analyses emphasize that episodes of resistance are
        not only different but also they encounter limits at various levels and have to deal with the strength of the
        diverse hegemonic strategies deployed by corporate actors (Bonanno, Chapter 2
        in this volume; Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume). In his critiques of the monolithic approach employed by McMichael,
        Tilzey (Chapter 4 in this volume) affirms that a critical and deconstructive
        evaluation of assumptions employed in the study of resistance is central in the understanding but also
        development of counter-hegemonic strategies. Using Marxist categories, he asserts that class contradictions in
        the periphery of capitalism and the South–North transfer of surplus show the repressive role played by
        nation-states. Simultaneously, however, the state remains an important actor, and this condition makes the
        struggle for the control of the state a fundamental avenue toward emancipation. In effect, the state can be in
        itself an emancipatory actor.
      


      
        The identification of the state as a possible emancipatory agent justifies the analysis of the case of Brazil
        presented in the following pages. Led by the administration of the Party of the Workers, the actions of the
        Brazilian state during the 2003–2016 period have been internationally recognized as successful in the reduction
        of hunger, poverty and inequality in that country and for their capacity to create new economic growth and
        social stability through the implementation of domestic-oriented social and economic policies (Leubolt 2014;
        IPC-IG/UNDP 2015; World Bank 2016). In the context of the establishment of an egalitarian, just and effective
        agri-food system, relevant was the Brazilian state development and adoption of the concept of food and nutritional security (FNS) that was employed as a constituting element for the
        creation of the policies that defined the Brazilian state actions during this period. Ultimately and
        symbolically, its application translated into the 2014 UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) declaration
        that dropped Brazil from the list of countries suffering from hunger (Amaral and Peduto 2010; Chmielewska and
        Souza 2011; Rocha 2009; UN-BR 2011; FAO/UN 2015). What are then the characteristics of this anti-corporate
        neoliberal agri-food regime actions carried out by the state? And what are its constitutive components but also
        limits and contradictions? These are the basic research questions explored in this chapter. These objectives
        are pursued through a brief illustration of the history of FNS in Brazil, which is discussed in the second
        section of this chapter. The third section provides a review of the process of resistance carried out by the
        Brazilian state. Attention is paid to social mobilization and the democratic experience that defined it. The
        following and fourth section illustrates the process of debating the FNS principle through a reviews of two
        initiatives that took place in the city of São Paulo in November 1998 and April 1999 respectively. The fifth
        section proposes an evaluation of the FNS policies as implemented through the partnership of the state, local
        actors, international agencies and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). The chapter concludes with some
        considerations on the contradictory role of the state as a tool of resistance against the neoliberal corporate
        food regime.
      

    


    
      Agri-food systems and FNS


      
        In pertinent contemporary literature the concept of agri-food “is employed to define the complex system that
        covers the production, distribution and consumption of agricultural and food products …
        [and the] … analyses of the social relations, actors and institutions that characterize it” Sekine and Bonanno
        (2016: 1). This system is often evaluated in terms of its ability to deliver food to all segments of society
        and, in particular, to those that are considered socially and economically disadvantaged (Bonanno and Wolf
        2016). Given this focus, it is easy to understand that attention paid to the association between the role,
        organization and development of the agri-food system and the struggle against hunger and poverty is
        long-standing. This is also the case in Brazil, where discussions on this relationship have occupied center
        stage for most of the past century. By the middle of the twentieth century, Castro (1953) elaborated an
        ecological and systemic approach to the question of “how to feed people” that he defined as a “complex process
        that simultaneously involves biological, economic and social factors” (Castro 1053: 17).1 In his work, Castro also associated the food problem
        with the issue of regional development and pointed out that the causes of hunger and malnutrition are
        fundamentally connected to political, economic and social phenomena rather than natural conditions and events.
        This socially oriented perspective formed the foundation for the FNS approach employed in Brazil in the
        twenty-first century and motivated its emphasis on the analysis of existing socio-economic conditions (Maluf
        and Reis 2013).
      


      
        Specific to the Brazilian case is the addition of the term “nutritional” to the concept of food security
        traditionally adopted by international organizations. This addition allows the expansion of the understanding
        of food security away from its original formulation of access and availability of food and from its underlying
        assumption that access and availability of food can be achieved through effective market exchange. The new
        formulation of FNS, instead, permits the inclusion of concerns and views that pertain to the concept of
        food safety. From the FNS point of view, therefore, agri-food production and
        consumption are socially constructed and inextricably linked not only to each other and but also, more
        importantly, to a concept of socio-economic development that transcends traditionally and profit oriented
        interpretations (Maluf 2007). In this view, socio-economic development indicates the social, political and
        economic emancipation of subordinate groups and marginal regions in which the idea of food as a human right is
        paramount. A landmark in the construction of the FNS approach in Brazil was the establishment of the National
        System of Food and Nutritional Security (SISAN). Article 3 of Law 11.346 of September 15, 2006 (Brasil 2006)
        established the following definition of FNS:
      


      
        Food and Nutritional Security calls for the right of all to regular and permanent access to quality food
        delivered in sufficient quantity and without limiting access to other essential needs. Access to food is based
        on nutrition practices that promote health, are implemented respecting cultural diversity and are socially,
        economically and environmentally sustainable.2
      


      
        This definition was originally proposed at the meeting of the Brazilian Forum on Food and Nutritional Security
        held in São Paulo in 2003, along with some guidelines for a national FNS policy. These
        proposals were further debated and eventually approved at the II National Conference on Food and Nutritional
        Security (II CNSAN) held in Olinda in the state of Pernambuco in March of 2004. The text of the 2006 Organic
        Law on Food and Nutritional Security was derived from the work carried out at this conference.
      

    


    
      Social mobilization and democratic experience


      
        Established in 1998 and later re-named the Brazilian Forum on Sovereignty and Food and Nutritional Security
        (FBSSAN), the FBSAN was based on an understanding of the role of individuals and institutions involved in the
        agri-food sector that saw them as organizations, networks, social movements and research entities that should
        operate in defense of food as a “human right.” Both in terms of coordination and participation, its creation
        brought together institutions pursuing different objectives but sharing the common interest in supporting the
        ideals embedded in the concept of FNS. Currently, there are more than 100 such organizations and social
        movements in Brazil. Since it was established, FBSSAN has been instrumental in the preparation and
        implementation of FNS national conferences. There have been four such conferences since 2004. They are the
        culmination of a process that includes city and state levels conferences along with conferences that involve
        participation of residents of special territories and regions such as those populated by indigenous tribes.
        With an average of 2,000 participants, these conferences testify on the intense social mobilization that
        occurred in the previous stages. The history of the mobilization for the first National Conference (1st CNSA)
        is a clear illustration of this situation.
      


      
        The 1st CNSA was preceded by an extensive process of mobilization around the issues of food and the fight
        against hunger in the country. In 1993, the Action of Citizenship was founded. This was a civil society
        institution whose objective was to eradicate hunger and poverty in Brazil. Under the motto “hunger cannot
        wait,” this institution gathered around it a significant number of people and institutions sharing the same
        objective. The coming together of these various groups resulted in the creation of the Movement of Citizenship Action Against Hunger and Poverty and for Life. According to the report
        of the 1st CNSA (CONSEA 1995), its National Secretariat was formed by seven civil society entities. They were
        the Brazilian Lawyers Association (OAB); Caritas, representing the National Conference of Brazilian Bishops
        (CNBB); the Central Workers’ Union (CUT); the Federal Council of Economy (COFECON); the Brazilian Institute of
        Social and Economic Analyzes (IBASE); the Institute of Socioeconomic Studies (INEC); and the National
        Association of Directors of Federal Institutions of Higher Education (ANDIFES). Under the guidance of the
        Secretariat, more than 5,000 committees were established. Operating throughout Brazil at the municipal and
        state levels and within public companies, such as the Caixa Econômica Federal (Federal Economic Fund) and the
        Companhia Hidro Elétrica do São Francisco (Hydroelectric Company of San Francisco), these committees produced
        locally generated information and analyses that contributed to the creation of specific FNS
        programs. Altogether, it was an unprecedented experience in the exercise of citizenship and democracy that was
        characterized by a bottom-up decentralized process of construction of measures to foster FNS. A number of
        highly successful initiatives defined its overall success including, the “School Lunch Program,” the “Worker’s
        Food Program,” the “Milk and Health Program” and the “Emergency Food Distribution Program.” The “Child Against
        Hunger for Life Program” allowed more than 300,000 children under the age of five to be registered, receive
        appropriate medical care and adequate food. The land reform that accompanied it further involved the
        expropriation of 8,000 hectares of land that were redistribute to 5,000 settler families. Simultaneously,
        community gardens, community bakeries and institutional programs for training, employment and income generation
        were established (CONSEA 1995).
      

    


    
      Conceptual enhancement and technical learning


      
        The civil society mobilization that began in the 1990s formed the background against which the broader
        discussion on the notion of FNS developed. This public discussion not only was instrumental in the adoption of
        the FNS principle in the creation of public policies, but also allowed a process of technical learning that
        ultimately informed the implementation of these policies. The process of conceptual discussion and learning
        about FNS is documented by a number of works including those by Maluf (2007), Belik (2012) and Takagi, Silva
        and Del Grossi (2007). Two conferences promoted by the Polis Institute and held in the city of São Paulo in
        November 1998 and April 1999 respectively are illustrative of this process of conceptual discussion. The first
        was entitled “Conference on Localized Experiments in Support of Food Production.” Its objective was to collect
        contributions for the formulation and implementation of FNS municipal policies. Two documents were produced
        from it. The first focused on food production through the analysis of twenty-seven experiments carried out in
        various locations in the country (Maluf 1999a). This analysis considered the following aspects: access to land,
        access to credit, markets and marketing, technical assistance, agricultural and rural development, aggregation
        of value to production, agro industry and integration, women producers and gender issues, and finally, the
        peculiarities of organic farming. Produced with the assistance of Christian Aid and eight other international
        organizations, the second document centered primarily on the establishment of guidelines for the design and
        implementation of FNS municipal policies (Costa and Maluf 2001).
      


      
        The second conference was the “Conference on Significant Experiences of Local Food Supply Action.” The document
        that resulted from this meeting addressed significant initiatives of food supply carried out through the
        implementation of public policies and actions at the local level (Maluf 1999b). These actions were implemented
        by local governments, state agencies and/or civil society organizations. The document also contained summaries
        of the initiatives discussed at the conference. In the analysis, the following aspects were stressed: community purchasing and solidary markets, institutional markets and local
        production, municipal supply policies for large municipalities, decentralization of public food supply centers,
        management of supply public equipment, and support for the commercialization and the local supply. The exchange
        of observations, analyses and comments about these initiatives in these conferences along with those that
        occurred in similar events throughout the 1990s suggests the achievement of significant learning in terms of
        FNS policy design, formulation, implementation, monitoring and evaluation. This collective learning constitutes
        the basis for the FNS policies implemented between 2003 and 2016.
      

    


    
      Evaluation of FNS policies


      
        Following the above discussion, it can be stated that the FNS policies implemented in Brazil were the result of
        an intense process of discussion and collaboration among the public, organizations in civil society,
        researchers in a number of pertinent fields and public policy experts. International agencies such as the World
        Bank, the FAO and international NGOs such as OXFAM and Action-Aid, among others, also participated in this
        collective effort and provided financial and technical support. Simultaneously, the public management of
        agri-food related processes carried out by the Brazilian state also improved (Magalhães, Burlandy and Frozy
        2013a; 2013b; Santos and Sampaio 2013). The net result was the implementation of a FNS system that is based on
        four central components: a) FNS is a public policy system that promotes the development of food sovereignty
        based on access and availability of food for all; b) FNS is based on the understanding that regular and
        permanent access to quality food and its sufficient availability are human rights; c) the advancement of FNS
        should not compromise the satisfaction of other basic needs of human existence; and d) to promote FNS also
        means promoting health, respect for cultural diversity and economic and environmental sustainability.
      


      
        An overview of the results of the FNS policies implemented in Brazil during the period between 2003 and 2016 is
        presented in Table 6.1. Policies, programs and
        actions are divided into four axes: Coordination, Mobilization and Social Control; Access to Food;
        Strengthening of Family Agriculture; and Income Generation. The first axis highlights the construction of a
        governance process around the policies of the FNS. This involves government and civil society, and also an
        effort to identify actors, strengthen identities and promote pertinent activities as in the case of the
        registration and promotion of traditional fisheries and aquaculture.
      


      
        
          Table 6.1 Axes,
          Programs and Actions of FNS
        


        
          
            
              	Axes

              	Programs and Actions
            


            
              	
                

              
            

          

          
            
              	Coordination, Mobilization and Social Control

              	
                


                
                  	
                    
                      Social assistance reference centers (CRAS)
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Integral Family Care Program (PAIF)
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Public policy councils (CONSEAS and other social control councils and committees)
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Citizenship education and social mobilization
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Partnerships with corporations and commercial entities
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Citizenship and autonomy for rural women
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Grants
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Identification and registration of family farming
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Registration as an instrument for environmental control and recovery
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Registration and promotion of traditional fisheries and aquaculture
                    

                  

                

              
            


            
              	
                

              
            


            
              	Access to Food

              	
                


                
                  	
                    
                      Access to Income:
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Access to Food:
                    

                  

                

              

              	Bolsa Familia program School meal program (PNAE); distribution of Vitamin A and iron;
              food for specific population groups; food and nutrition education; Food and Nutrition Surveillance System
              (SEVAN); Workers Food Program (PAT)
            


            
              	

              	
                


                
                  	
                    
                      Local and regional food and nutrition security networks:
                    

                  

                

              

              	Popular restaurants, community kitchens, fairs, urban agriculture and food banks
            


            
              	

              	
                


                
                  	
                    
                      Coexistence with the semiarid environment
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Access to water: cisterns
                    

                  

                

              

              	
            


            
              	
                

              
            


            
              	Strengthening of Family Agriculture

              	
                


                
                  	
                    
                      Financing of family agriculture (PRONAF)
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Agricultural insurance and harvest insurance
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Research and rural extension to family farming
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Agroecology and family farming
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Food Acquisition Program (PAA)
                    

                  

                

              
            


            
              	
                

              
            


            
              	Income Generation

              	
                


                
                  	
                    
                      Financing of family agriculture (PRONAF)
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Social and professional qualification
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Solidarity economy and productive inclusion
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Oriented productive microcredit
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Regional food and nutrition security clusters: rural development councils
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      CONSADs Consortia (of municipalities) of food security and local development
                    

                  


                  	
                    
                      Territories of citizenship
                    

                  

                

              
            

          
        


        
          Source: Bojanik (2016); Leao and Maluf (2012).
        

      


      
        Actions aimed at promoting access to food, the second axis, include programs, such as School Meal program
        (PNAE) and the Bolsa Família (family basket) program, that are intersectorial initiatives. The PNAE involves
        actions in FNS combined with initiatives in the spheres of education and the promotion of family agriculture.
        In 2015, for instance, 42 million children, young adults and adults throughout all the municipalities of the
        country received benefits from this program, while the equivalent of 230 million US
        dollars was invested in the direct purchase of products from family farms (Bojanik 2016: 137). The Bolsa
        Família program promotes food availability and the strengthening of the identity of women. This program is
        directed at empowering women but also it identifies them as its primary beneficiaries. It is further directed
        at eliminating those traditionally and conservative ideas about gender roles that
        characterize Brazil (Bojanik 2016: 19; Branco 2013).
      


      
        In terms of the strengthening of family agriculture, the third axis, and the generation of income, the fourth
        axis, the social and productive impact of the Financing of Family Agriculture Program (PRONAF) is exemplary.
        This program creates lines of credit for family farmers with the distinct objective of linking FNS with the
        promotion of local family centered agriculture. Moreover, the goal of generating income from local production
        activities is associated with actions that safeguard the environment and initiatives that promote gender and
        age equality and justice. The credit lines available include some specific FNS initiatives such as the support
        of production costs related to family agriculture, the purchase of additional food items, the availability of
        microcredit and investment funds for family farming, and investment in the promotion and adoption of renewable
        energy and environmental sustainability (Bojanik 2016: 74–77).
      

    


    
      Conclusions


      
        A significant portion of the Brazilian population participated in the counter-hegemonic struggle to overcome
        hunger and poverty that began with the election of Lula as president of Brazil in 2003. The new spaces that
        were opened by the actions of individuals and groups who participated in the processes of social mobilization
        and collective learning illustrated in the chapter allowed the implementation of FNS as an effective solution
        to hunger and poverty and a tool for the promotion of sustainable socio-economic development. Simultaneously,
        however, it became clear that the progressive actions of the Brazilian state were countered by corporate and
        conservative forces (IPEA 2005). As early as 2005, conflict emerged within the state officialdom as some
        members of the state showed allegiance to corporate objectives and supported conservative postures. The state,
        therefore, became not only an actor of emancipation but also a contested terrain in which progressive and
        corporate, conservative forces struggled. A member of the state officialdom who contributed to the management
        of the Solidarity Economy and Productive Inclusion Program illustrated this situation in an interview conducted
        in early 2017.
      


      
        I would say that in some ministries a sort of tacit agreement was made, whereby the interests of agribusinesses
        were protected. I can also speak of the Ministry of Cities, of National Integration; […] where the logic of
        attending sectors with great lobbying power was preserved and supported even by members of the government. At
        the same time, I have no doubt that, in general, the state has promoted a good number of actions that support
        democratic advances and income distribution.3
      


      
        This situation is explicative of the issues associated with the role of the state as an emancipatory actor. As
        indicated by Sekine and Bonanno (Chapter 7, in this
        volume), the state cannot be viewed as a monolithic entity as its actions should be deconstructed to identify
        the power and objectives of the actors that shape its existence (Chapter 4,
        Tilzey this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 this volume). In this context, the
        chapter offers an explicit yet complex conclusive message. The Brazilian state acted as an emancipatory actor
        and its promotion of FNS improved the living conditions of a great number of poor and marginalized Brazilians.
        From this point of view, there is no doubt that the state did and can play an oppositional role to the
        neoliberal corporate agri-food regime. Simultaneously, the state is not autonomous from civil society. In fact,
        it is the power of groups in the civil society that shapes its actions and policies. In this regard, the
        continuous power of corporate forces represents a constant barrier to the use of the state a source of
        emancipation. Moreover, affirming this emancipa-tory dimension of the state without focusing of the evolution
        of the civil society almost certainly leads to misleading conclusions. As the Brazilian state has begun to move
        in directions that depart from those discussed in this chapter and conservative forces replaced progressive
        forces in the leadership of the country, it is the response of the Brazilian civil society to this conservative
        turn that will define action of the state in the years to come.
      

    


    Notes


    
      1 Freely translated by the chapter author.
    


    
      2 Freely translated by the chapter author.
    


    
      3 Freely translated by the chapter author.
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    Geographical indication and resistance in global agri-food


    
      The case of miso in Japan
    


    
      Kae Sekine and Alessandro Bonanno
    


    
      Introduction


      
        Geographical indication (GI) is one of the most debated themes in contemporary global agri-food (Allaire,
        Casabianca, and Thevenod-Mottet 2011; Bowen 2015; Echols 2008; Ilbert 2012; Sekine 2015). Facing global
        deregulation, open market competition, and the elimination/reduction of agri-food subsidies promoted under
        Neoliberalism, a number of countries, particularly those in the European Union (EU), introduced new legislation
        to promote their products through the use of the GI denomination. According to this posture, GI is a promising
        alternative measure to protect and revitalize local agri-food (Allaire and Boyer 1995; Torrès 2005).
      


      
        However, differences over GI legislation have engendered continuing international disputes (Bowen 2015; Echols
        2008; Ilbert 2012; Sekine 2015). Headed by EU countries, a number of nations support the application of the EU
        GI system and legitimize it under the claim that it is a tool for the revitalization of local rural economies
        and small and medium farms, and an instrument for the safeguard of environmentally friendly farming, authentic
        taste, traditional food and culinary cultures. Moreover, it is argued that, with proper institutional support,
        GI could promote the establishment of alternative forms of agri-food production and consumption (Allaire and
        Boyer 1995; Bowen 2015). Another group of countries, headed by the US, opposes these claims, contending that GI
        distorts the functioning of free trade competition and, in fact, it is nothing more than a form of
        protectionism and ineffective state planning. This controversy is at the core of the debate on intellectual
        property rights under GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade)/WTO (World Trade Organization) and free
        trade agreements (Augustin-Jean and Sekine 2012). In the case of Japan, in 2006, this country introduced the
        Regionally Based Collective Trademark System to protect its GI products through a
        trademark system similar to that of the US. Additionally, in 2015, it enforced the Geographical Indication Law through “the Protection of the Names of Specific Agricultural,
        Forestry and Fishery Products and Foodstuffs Act (Act No. 84 of June 25, 2014)”, that, following the EU
        sui generis system, established a second geographical indication system.
      


      
        The production of miso, a traditional Japanese food, is employed to discuss the relevance of the GI system in
        the context of resistance to global neoliberal agri-food. The research question is about
        whether or not GI is an alternative to Neoliberalism and, if so, whether or not this alternative benefits
        agricultural workers and rural communities. The chapter opens with a discussion of the basic tenets of
        Neoliberalism that are pertinent to the cases discussed in the following sections. It continues with a
        presentation of the evolution of GI legislation implemented in Japan and the narration of two case studies.
        These cases were constructed by means of original interviews conducted between 2010 and 2017 along with the
        consultation of existing documents. The chapter concludes with some observations on the relevance of GI as a
        form of resistance. It is maintained that while GI mitigates some of the contradictions of free market
        capitalism and falls outside the requirements of neoliberalism, it does not transcend the fundamental
        dimensions of capitalist production and distribution. Accordingly, its power to benefit local agricultural
        workers and rural community is limited at best.
      

    


    
      Neoliberalism and the neoliberalization of Japanese agri-food


      
        For most of the post–World War Two decades, Japanese agri-food was a highly regulated sector that was also well
        integrated into the socio-economic model that has allowed this country to become one of the most advanced
        nations in the world. However, since the middle 1980s, Japan has abandoned its regulated economy and
        implemented pro free-market policies that included the agri-food sector. The declared objective was to promote
        the development of agri-food and address the crisis of family farming and rural communities through the opening
        of markets and the assumed positive consequences of the implementation of free competition (Sekine and Bonanno
        2016). These measures were inspired by Neoliberalism (Stedman Jones 2012; Davies 2014). While Neoliberalism is
        recognized for lacking a coherent and organic articulation, some relevant concepts differentiate it from older
        versions of free market theory such as the classic Laissez-Faire theory of Adam Smith and David Ricardo and the
        marginal utility theory of Alfred Marshall (Bonanno 2017; Mirowski 2014).
      


      
        Two of these differences are relevant for the discussion at hand. First, Neoliberalism replaces the centrality
        of the concept of marginal utility with that of competition. For classic Liberalism, the advantage of the free
        functioning of the market is based on the notion that all parties gain through fair exchange. As marginal
        utility decreases with the increase of the number of units of any good owned, the exchange of one unit of this
        good for an equivalent quantity of another good equally benefits all exchanging parties. According to
        Neoliberalism, the central component of the functioning of the market is, instead, competition, as there are
        always winners and losers in market relations. Rather than benefiting everyone, market exchange gives the
        advantage to those who have better skills and resources (human capital) over those who possess less human
        capital (Becker 1993 [1964]). Additionally, the notions of equality and fairness of the market proposed by
        classic versions of Liberalism are replaced by the concepts of inequality and open competition, for individuals
        are different and competition highlights these differences.
      


      
        Second, Neoliberals dismiss the idea of state intervention to address the undesirable
        consequences of capitalism. Agreeing with classic Functionalist views of social stratification (Davis and Moore
        1945), neoliberals contend that differences in economic and social rewards do justice to those who are
        talented, compete well and invest in the improvement of their skills. Accordingly, state planning and
        intervention to combat inequality is not only unnecessary but also represents a limitation of individual
        freedom and the good functioning of the market. Yet, and departing from classic Laissez-Faire, state
        intervention is advocated to create and maintain markets as social and economic problems can be better solved
        through the functioning of the free market. The regulation of markets through state intervention (or regulated
        capitalism) is viewed as a highly ineffective way to improve the well-being of people and society. This
        position is legitimized by the claim of impartiality of the market. Because the functioning of the market
        cannot be affected by powerful interest groups or inaccurate decisions made by planners, it generates the best
        possible allocation of resources and the most appropriate solutions to existing problems.
      

    


    
      The establishment of the Japanese GI system


      
        The international controversy


        
          In the context of international relations, GI has a long-standing history that began in the 19th century
          (i.e., the Paris Convention of 1883 and the Madrid Agreement of 1891) and continued in the 20th century
          (i.e., the 1958 Lisbon Agreement) (Bowen 2015; Echols 2008). Beginning in the 1980s, GI became one of the
          most disputed themes in the debate on intellectual property rights under GATT/WTO and various free trade
          agreements. This process culminated with the 1994 signing of the Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual
          Property Rights (TRIPS). Considered the most comprehensive agreement on GI to date, TRIPS permits signatory
          countries to employ their own domestic legislation to define their GI system. In this context, in 2003, the
          US and Australia challenged the EU GI legislation to the WTO citing that the EU was in violation of TRIPS.
          Eventually, the WTO ruled that the EU system did not interfere with TRIPS but the controversy did not end, as
          these groups of countries continued to employ existing free trade agreements and diplomatic means to solicit
          the adoption of their GI systems by other countries (Augustin-Jean and Sekine 2012). Today, the controversy
          over GI continues unabated.
        

      


      
        The public systems and the private system in
        Japan


        
          This international controversy is embodied in the evolution of GI legislation in Japan. The long post-war
          history of political and diplomatic subjugation to the US led to the 2005 enactment and 2006 enforcement of a
          reform of Trademark Law. Supervised by the Japan Patent Office (JPO) under the aegis of the Ministry of
          Economy, Trade and Industry (METI) (formerly MITI; Ministry of International Trade and
          Industry), this reform created a Japanese GI system – the Regionally Based Collective Trademark System – that
          followed the US model (Augustin-Jean and Sekine 2012). The US model limits GI regulation to trademark
          legislation and excludes the creation of any other type of specific legislation. Under the US system,
          therefore, GI is not linked to a specific territory, its culture and specific production practices, but
          consists simply in the recognition of trademarks. As this reform was taking place, the Japanese Ministry of
          Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) drafted a GI bill modeled after the EU system. The leadership of
          MAFF became convinced of the superiority of the EU system as a solution to the issues faced by the many
          Japanese small and medium sized farms (interview, see MAFF 2010). Differing from the US case, the EU enacted
          legislation (Regulation EEC No 2081/92) defines GI as a system based on location, history, culture and
          traditional production practices that pertain to a given agri-food product (Bowen 2015; Mancini, Arfini, and
          Veneziani 2016). Therefore, a GI agri-food product is not only recognized for its place-based historical and
          cultural origins but also, and contrary to the US case, can never be transformed into a generic commodity.
        


        
          As the METI-sponsored legislation passed, MAFF formally halted its initiative. However, it encouraged the
          Japan Food Industry Association (JFIA), a major industrial association dominated by small and medium sized
          food processors, to establish an EU style private certification system that would not only identify the
          origins of traditional food items but also guarantee their quality. Also adopted in 2005, this voluntary
          system of Honba no Honmono or “original authentic food” has grown through the
          years to the point that, in 2015, food items certified as Honba no Honmono were
          prominently exhibited and sold at the Milan World Expo as instances of Japanese traditional quality foods
          (interview, see JFIA 2014).
        


        
          By 2016 there were 45 products included in this private scheme of certification, divided into two categories.
          Following the EU Protected Denomination of Origin (PDO) protocol, the first of these categories includes
          products made in specific geographic areas with locally grown ingredients that are processed with traditional
          techniques. The second includes products made in specific geographic areas with domestically grown
          ingredients that are processed with traditional techniques (JFIA 2016a). This latter category is consistent
          with the EU Protected Geographical Indication (PGI) classification.
        


        
          The continuous crisis of Japanese agri-food; protests by farmer, food processor and consumer organizations;
          and the success of the EU’s GI system in various parts of the world (e.g., Brazil) and particularly in Asia
          (e.g., South Korea) prompted the Japanese government to consider the introduction of new legislation (MAFF
          2012). The opportunity presented itself when the Liberal Democratic Party of Japan (LDP) returned to power in
          2012. Its program included a combination of pro-export, free-market oriented policies and measures to
          stimulate the growth of the rural economy and family farming (Sekine and Bonanno 2016). In this context, as
          Japan initiated negotiations for the EU–Japan Free Trade Agreement, the government charged MAFF with the
          drafting of a new bill based on the EU GI system. This legislation was eventually
          enacted on June 1, 2015. Despite these plans, however, pressure from the US and Australia resulted in
          legislation that fell short of expectations and did not parallel the private system of Honba no Honmono (interview, see JFIA 2014). Under the new law, only the PGI system was
          recognized, while the more stringent pro-agricultural community and PDO system was excluded. As a result,
          Japan remains with two legal frameworks concerning GI.
        


        
          The primary differences between these two GI systems can be summarized through three points. First, and
          contrary to the Regionally Based Collective Trademark, honba no honmono and the
          PGI system are designed to distinguish and protect quality, traditional food items from standardized and mass
          produced corporate-industrial agri-food products. Second, in the PGI system, the state (MAFF) controls
          possible violation and issue sanctions. Under the other two systems, these tasks are expected to be carried
          out by private producer organizations. Accordingly, the PGI system is more advantageous to small and medium
          sized food processors that, while representing the vast majority of all processors, have also limited access
          to private certification. Third, under the PGI system, a registered GI is considered regional common
          property. Accordingly, its exclusive use by any single actor is impossible. This is a situation that often
          benefits rural development and initiatives for the revitalization of local economies (Allaire et al. 2011;
          Mancini et al. 2016).
        

      

    


    
      The GI system and resistance: the case of miso


      
        The Japanese tradition of miso


        
          Miso is a traditional food item made of fermented soybeans that is frequently employed to make miso soup, a
          classic Japanese breakfast dish. There are uncountable types of miso that, however, are customarily
          categorized into three groups. The first, or miso of rice, is prepared with
          soybeans, rice, salt, water and Koji (Aspergillus Oryzae). The second, or miso of
          barley, contains the same ingredients with the exception of barley that replaces rice. The third,
          miso of soybeans, includes only soybeans, salt, water and Koji. The miso of rice
          is the most popular type while the miso of barley is commonly eaten in Western Japan, and the miso of
          soybeans is typical of a limited area of central Japan (the Tokai region). Under each of these three
          categories, there are sub-categories that find their origins in regional cultures and traditions. They differ
          by ingredients, taste, color, flavor and aroma, and make this rich local food tradition commensurable with
          the concept of terroir employed in the differentiation of types of wine. Finally,
          miso’s medicinal effects are appreciated by consumers and scientists alike, for it is believed that miso
          consumption reduces the risk of cancer and is effective against aging, high blood pressure, diabetes, food
          poisoning and osteoporosis (Japan Miso Promotion Board 2016).
        


        
          Since the end of World War Two, the production, distribution and consumption of miso has significantly
          changed. Four points can be employed to summarize this change. First, until the first
          portion of the 1950s, miso was a staple food that was handmade and eaten daily in most Japanese households.
          During the 1960s and 1970s, as Japan experienced the Rapid Economic Growth Period, the average Japanese
          family abandoned the tradition of making miso at home and began to purchase it from small and medium sized
          breweries. In the following decades, as mass consumption took off, miso was sold in department stores and
          supermarkets. Simultaneously, miso breweries expanded and concentrated through processes of mechanization,
          and mergers and acquisitions. Some eventually emerged as large corporations. As a result, traditional methods
          of production were replaced by industrial production. Despite this trend, however, today there are a few
          breweries that still employ traditional methods.
        


        
          Second, since the 1960s, Japan has promoted the import of soybeans, the major ingredient in miso. As a
          result, currently, only 6% of all soybeans consumed in Japan are domestically produced, with the rest
          imported from North America and other major producers such as Brazil and China (Sekine and Bonanno 2016; MAFF
          2016). Accordingly, the traditional connection between local soybean cultivation and miso production has
          virtually been lost.
        


        
          Third, due to the westernization of the Japanese diet, the consumption of miso has declined along with the
          consumption of other traditional food items such as rice (interview, see Suzuki1 Brewery 2015; Sekine and Bonanno 2016). Yet, in spite of this decline,
          the export of miso has increased, growing from 1,012 metric tons per year (mt/year) in 1977 to 13,044 mt/year
          in 2015 (Japan Federation of Miso Manufactures Cooperatives 2016; Japan Miso Promotion Board 2016). A number
          of factors are responsible for this trend, including the international acceptance of Japanese cuisine, the
          growth of the number of Japanese restaurants abroad, the ability of foreign consumers to cook Japanese food
          at home and the popularity of “macrobiotic” healthy diets that are often based on Japanese traditional
          cuisine.
        


        
          Finally, as farmers, miso makers and consumers began to resist the westernization of the Japanese diet and
          the corporate agri-food system, traditional miso emerged as a symbol of the local Food Sovereignty and Civic
          Agriculture movements (Sekine and Bonanno 2016). Currently, there are a number of local groups that produce
          handmade miso with locally and often organically grown soybeans (Norito 2015). Because of the growth of
          anti-GMOs sentiments, numerous Japanese consumers exclusively eat miso made with domestic soybeans.
          Unsurprisingly, however, some of this local miso is now sold in supermarkets.
        

      


      
        The cases of two miso breweries in the prefecture of
        Aichi


        
          Background


          
            As in the case of the entire Japanese miso industry, local breweries in the Prefecture of Aichi have
            suffered from the concentration and industrialization of production that have
            engendered the loss of numerous small and medium sized operations and the lack of new entries into the
            sector. Simultaneously, and following the anti-corporate sentiments mentioned earlier, some of these
            breweries have made efforts to bring together local soybean producers, traditional manufacturers of miso
            and progressive consumers. For those sharing this view, GI has emerged as an important tool for the
            revitalization of local agri-food production, the creation of an alternative to the rampant
            industrialization of the sector, the production of quality products and the generation of adequate economic
            returns. Given this new perception and practices, the adoption of the GI label is seen by many as a moment
            of opposition to neo-liberal global food.
          


          
            This alternative dimension to GI is explored through the cases of two breweries in the Prefecture of Aichi.
            The Prefecture of Aichi is the center of production of miso of soybeans. Known as Hatcho Miso and considered the most distinctive and famous miso in Japan, the miso of
            soybeans manufactured in the region is endowed with unique features that include its black color, the use
            of less salt in production, more protein and an overall better taste than other types of miso (Kakukyu
            Brewery 2016). In the local diet, it is quite often served in dishes such as miso-oden (pot-au-feu with miso sauce) and miso-katsu (a pork
            cutlet with miso sauce) and, while in high demand for domestic consumption, its use in fine restaurants and
            export to foreign countries are also growing.
          

        


        
          Aichi Soy Sauce and Miso Cooperative


          
            The first case involves the Aichi Soy Sauce and Miso Cooperative. Founded in 1953,2 this cooperative has experienced the growth and,
            later, restructuring of the sector for it downsized from more than 200 member breweries in the 1960s to 44
            in 2017. Additionally, and as the industry concentration evolved, no new entries have been recorded since
            1966 (interview, see Suzuki Brewery 2015). In this context, the cooperative’s leadership prioritizes the
            search for instruments to revitalize the business. Among these leaders, the cooperative’s associate chair,
            and CEO of the Suzuki Brewery of Toyota City, Aichi is a fervent supporter of the use of GI to oppose
            existing trends (interview, see Suzuki Brewery 2015). Mr. Suzuki is a third-generation member of a family
            that has been in the miso business since 1928. It owns the Suzuki Brewery, a limited partnership company
            that employs 30 full-time and 11 part-time workers and that exemplifies the type of work done by the
            members of the Aichi Soy Sauce and Miso Cooperative. The production of miso of Suzuki increased from 6
            mt/year in 1930 to 3,000 mt/year in the 1980, but it later fell to its 2015 level of 2,000 mt/year. Its
            current annual sales stand at 500 million yen (more than 4.7 million 2016 US dollars).
          


          
            Along with the use of GI, the preservation of traditional techniques of production is the instrument
            through which Mr. Suzuki envisions his company’s struggle against the industrialization and concentration
            of the sector. Accordingly, and while a great number of other breweries use synthetic vats and computerized temperature control systems to accelerate and regulate the fermentation
            process, Mr. Suzuki’s company deliberately continues to use old cedar vats held together by bamboo hoops
            and a natural fermentation process. On the lid of each of these cedar vats, river stones3 are evenly and accurately placed by skilled workers
            to develop the appropriate fermentation process and avoid costly errors. After 18 months of fermentation,
            the miso of soybeans is ready.4
          


          
            The lower level of productivity that this traditional technique engenders is a significant disadvantage.
            Yet, it is also accompanied by the difficulty of finding or training skilled workers with the necessary
            traditional knowledge to execute the work. Simultaneously, however, the quality of the work pays off as
            this miso is shipped locally and nationally. The company’s primary trade partners are mostly cooperatives
            (80%) such as local consumer cooperatives (50%) and university cooperatives located in Eastern Japan (30%).
            The rest of the production goes to local school lunch programs (20%). An additional activity associated
            with the use of this traditional technique is that, each year, the brewery is visited by approximately
            3,000 students from all grades. Short courses on miso preparation often accompany these visits.
          


          
            Although almost two thirds of the soybeans used in the brewery are imported from North America, Mr. Suzuki
            hopes to increase the quantity of domestic soybeans employed. These are soybeans that the brewery normally
            purchases from producers in Hokkaido and in the prefecture of Aichi through contract farming with
            agricultural cooperatives and spot trading (interview, see Suzuki Brewery 2015).
          


          
            By the early 2000s, the Aichi Soy Sauce and Miso Cooperative organized virtually all miso breweries in the
            prefecture of Aichi. In their effort to resist industrial agri-food, secure their economic future, maintain
            their reputation and promote traditional production, two breweries of this cooperative, Ito and Yamazaki
            Breweries, initiated procedures to register the name Hatcho Miso as GI under
            the revised Japanese Trademark Law. The proposed objectives of this move included the identification of
            Hatcho Miso as the miso of soybeans that is exclusively produced within a
            certain area of Okazaki City. However, those cooperative’s members who produce the miso of soybeans under
            the name of Hatcho Miso outside this area opposed the proposal. This latter
            group supported the cooperative’s official position that states that the Hatcho
            Miso is the miso of soybeans exclusively produced in the prefecture of Aichi and that all the
            members of the cooperative have the right to the acquisition of the appropriate intellectual property
            rights and the possibility to promote their miso as GI. Unspecified, and therefore excluded from this
            request of GI, were the origins of the ingredients and techniques of production (interview, see Suzuki
            Brewery 2015). Given the fact that in the Prefecture of Aichi only a limited number of breweries exist and
            continue to adopt the traditional technique that the Suzuki Brewery employs, the claim of the cooperative
            included all soy miso made in the Prefecture of Aichi, even that produced with non-traditional techniques
            and non-local – and even non-domestic – ingredients.
          

        


        
          Soy miso cooperative


          
            As preparations developed, the Ito and Yamazaki breweries, both located in Okazaki City – claimed that the
            denomination of Hatcho Miso derives from the name of a specific limited local
            area (interview, see Ito Brewery 2015; interview, see Suzuki Brewery 2015). Therefore, they argued, it is
            inaccurate to equate the miso produced in the entire prefecture of Aichi with Hatcho
            Miso. According to representatives of Ito, the name Hatcho Miso was
            historically employed to identify the miso of soybeans produced in the Hatcho area. This is an area located
            about 870 meters (951.5 yards) west of the Okazaki Castle, where the feudal lord of the region, Tokugawa,
            lived. This is the case, they continued, because this word refers to the ancient Japanese unit of
            measurement, hatcho, that is equivalent to about 870 meters. Following this
            argument, this party contended that presently there are only two breweries of miso in this historical area,
            which are, precisely, Ito and Yamazaki.
          


          
            This controversy could not be resolved in amicable terms and, as a result, Ito and Yamazaki left the Aichi
            Soy Sauce and Miso Cooperative to form a new one: the Soy Miso Cooperative. This cooperative was formalized
            in 2005. Following the split, the Soy Miso Cooperative submitted an independent request for the GI
            denomination of Hatcho Miso (or a Regionally Based Collective Trademark of
            Hatcho Miso) to the Japan Patent Office in 2006, which, however, rejected it.
            The opinion released by the JPO cited the fact that Hatcho Miso was transformed
            into a generic name, the existence of significant disagreement on the identification of the production
            area, and the lack of an undisputable association between the product and the region. Undeterred by this
            verdict, the Soy Miso Cooperative submitted a new request to the Japan Food Industry Association. This
            request was eventually granted and allowed the cooperative to use the Honba no
            Honmono label. When the new GI system was introduced by MAFF in 2015, both cooperatives submitted
            applications to register their products under the GI denomination: “Hatcho Miso of Aichi” for the Aichi Soy
            Sauce and Miso Cooperative and “Hatcho Miso” for the Soy Miso Cooperative. At the time of writing of this
            chapter (Spring 2017), these applications are still under review.
          


          
            According to the manager of the Ito Brewery, Mr. Takizawa, this brewery was established in 1645 in the Edo
            period and Mr. Ito is its 19th-generation owner. It produces 1,500 mt of miso with annual sales of about 1
            billion yen (9.5 million 2016 US dollars). It is believed that it began to sell Hatcho
            Miso to the Japanese Imperial house in the Meiji period and since then has maintained an excellent
            reputation. In 2006, its historical buildings and warehouses received national attention because they were
            selected for the shooting of a trendy drama series of the state-run TV network NHK. As in the case of Ito
            Brewery, its facilities are open to tourists and this activity generates a traffic in excess of 300,000
            visitors annually (interview, see Ito Brewery 2015).
          


          
            Although the traditional technique employed in the Ito Brewery also employs cedar vats with bamboo hoops,
            it differs from that of the Suzuki Brewery because workers at Ito Brewery place stones
            on the lid of the vat in the form of a pyramid.5 As in the case of the Suzuki Brewery, this is a process that requires the
            expertise of seasoned artisans with years of training. This placing of stones in the form of a pyramid is
            due to the fact that the miso employed contains less water and, therefore, more weight is needed to allow
            water to fill the vat and gas to exit it. As this miso contains less water, it needs between 24 and 30
            months to achieve complete fermentation, almost doubling the fermentation time necessary for other types of
            miso. This time consuming and costly technique ultimately provides the excellent quality and taste
            attributed to this miso (interview, see Ito Brewery 2015).
          


          
            The local Yahagi variety of soybeans is ideal for the application of this
            traditional technique. The Soy Miso Cooperative has revived its local production in collaboration with
            local family farms. This project is expected to augment biodiversity in the region. Currently, almost half
            of the soybeans employed are produced in Japan with the rest imported from North America and China.
            According to their variety and origins, soybeans require different quality of salt whose careful
            application affects taste and price.
          

        

      

    


    
      Discussion: resistance and contradictions in contemporary agri-food in
      Japan


      
        The cases presented and the overall evolution of the use of GI in Japan allow us to make at least three points.
        First, there is an overall rejection of the neoliberal idea of free competition,
        that is, a competition that is unregulated by the state and/or other institutions. This is the case both in
        Japan in general and in the particular instances presented. This point is made explicit by the very
        introduction of GI as a way to revitalize agricultural enterprises and communities. GI, both in its public and
        private versions, is a form of regulated capitalist competition. Firms are not
        allowed to freely produce and commercialize their products, but need to follow specific rules that are
        determined by branches of the state. Additionally, markets are not “free” but closed and fragmented by
        pre-established barriers to entry. This posture stands in sharp contrast with the neoliberal theory as
        expressed by its classic proponents (i.e., Hayek and Friedman). Similarly, the rejection of basic neoliberal
        tenets can be interpreted as an indication of the lack of legitimation that Neoliberalism receives in agri-food
        despite the proneoliberal posture of the current administration of Prime Minister Abe.
      


      
        Second, tradition and the state emerged as central elements of the process of
        resistance. Traditional techniques and knowledge are employed to define the form of desired production
        by local miso brewers and the Japanese state. This costly and time-consuming approach contrasts the neoliberal
        idea of utility for it sharply differs from processes of mechanization and cost minimization employed by other
        breweries. The role of the state as a regulator of markets but also as organizer of alternative strategies
        indicates the emancipatory dimension that state intervention can have in advanced capitalism. Simultaneously,
        however, the contradictory and complex nature of the state creates limits to the adoption of alternative measures (Tilzey, Chapter 4 in this volume). In
        this case, the power that neoliberal forces exercise within and over the Japanese state prevented the
        implementation of more radical forms of GI legislation. In effect, the trademark approach to GI and the
        dismissal of European-style GI legislation can be viewed as instances in which the adoption of GI is affected
        by the dominant neoliberal understanding of socio-economic relations.
      


      
        Finally, GI effectiveness as a viable alternative to the status quo remains anchored to
        the availability of markets and the insertion of GI products into global circuits of consumption.
        Accordingly, GI does not overcome the neoliberal tenet of the centrality of global
        competition that its creation proposes to reject. Simultaneously, it proposes a contradictory process of
        adjudication of the GI denomination that, while requiring legitimation (i.e., to be justified to the public),
        creates division among producers. These problems are likely to continue as long as the resolution of economic
        issues is displaced to the political level (state action) and the rational of the logic of the market is
        applied.
      

    


    
      Conclusions: resistance and market domination


      
        In the view of many miso producers and members of the Japanese state, the introduction of these GI systems
        offers an alternative to the current conditions and trends of mainstream agri-food. The rejection of basic
        tenets of the neoliberal agri-food justifies some optimism that the further development of European-style GI
        legislation and its implementation could create conditions that oppose the concentration of capital, the
        industrialization of agriculture, and the crisis of family farming and agricultural regions that affect Japan.
        Simultaneously, however, the narrative presented in this chapter shows the power of current neoliberal
        arrangements and those pro-market and corporate groups that support them. Additionally, it shows the
        contradictions associated with the use of GI as a form of resistance.
      


      
        As it has evolved in Japan, GI legislation has been affected by the prominence of free-market postures that
        have limited the extent to which processes of historically and culturally based and locally connected
        production could be protected. More advanced forms of GI legislation appear greatly desirable. But, the
        development of conditions that would allow the creation of these types of measures are not favorable. Not only
        the global context but also, above all, the current administration’s political program and the overall
        political climate in Japan support this conclusion. The success of GI programs, in other words, is based on
        state intervention in a context in which the government opposes it. However, structural conditions arguably
        remain the most significant obstacles to the effective use of GI. At least two situations are problematic in
        this regard.
      


      
        First, GI programs remain anchored to the existence of expanding markets that must be regulated through state
        planning. Rather than a free-market posture, the government is called to use planning that would exclude some
        producers from, and include others in, circuits of production. It is assumed that because of this protectionist
        policy and regulated capitalism action, these products would meet an unregulated and
        existing demand. In reality, however, there are no guarantees that the market would generate adequate demand to
        support regulated GI production. This is particularly the case if competing claims about GI continue to exist.
        Ultimately, the viability of this system rests on the quite problematic reintroduction of broader forms of
        state regulated capitalism (Keynesianism) and the overcoming of the appeal that “cheap food from nowhere”
        offered by mainstream agri-food retains among consumers.
      


      
        Second, regulated capitalism demands the legitimation of decisions made by political actors. As competing
        groups demonstrate equally valid claims for state support and the impersonal working of the market cannot be
        employed as a source of legitimation, the state is required to produce decisions that appear acceptable to all
        parts. While theoretically problematic, this option is made historically more difficult by the conflict that
        the adjudication of GI status entails. In this context, while the introduction of the GI system could generate
        some benefits to producers and consumers by providing quality products, it does very little to oppose the
        capital concentration and corporatization of agri-food. As local miso is already sold in supermarkets, it is
        quite possible to assume that, soon, this GI system will be entirely under the control of corporate agri-food.
      

    


    Notes


    
      1 This is a fictitious name.. All the names of the people and organizations mentioned in the
      narration of the cases have been changed to ensure anonymity and confidentiality.
    


    
      2 The predecessor of this cooperative was founded in 1939 as a business association.
    


    
      3 These river stones are from a local river and have been employed in production for
      generations. In the case of the Suzuki Brewery, the traditional production requires that these stones are placed
      in three flat layers on the lid of the vat to contain the water but also allow the fermentation gas to escape.
    


    
      4 Some other breweries in the cooperative accelerate the production cycle to only 12 months,
      which is still longer than the fermentation process for miso of rice (interview, see Aichi Soy Sauce and Miso
      Cooperative 2017).
    


    
      5 The technique used by the Ito Brewery is similar to the one traditionally employed for the
      construction of the walls of Japanese medieval castles called Anou Zumi. This
      technique is preferred because it gives more weight to the vat, in which ingredients are mixed with less water.
      Moreover, the additional weight makes the vat more resistant to the locally frequent earthquakes. The production
      of miso employing less water is one of the features of the Hatcho Miso made by Ito
      Brewery. Ultimately, the miso produced with this technique is thicker and requires a slower fermentation process
      and, because of that, has a richer taste and longer conservation time.
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      Enabling transformation or neoliberal inclusion?
    


    
      Kristie O’Neill
    


    
      Introduction


      
        Researchers describe the current food system as neoliberal because, “resistance from the state [has been
        shifted] to the corporatized market and from organized unions, parties and movements to the individual”
        (Bonanno, p. 00, Chapter 2 in this volume). But how resistance is shifted
        from the state to the market and from collectivities to individuals varies by place and space (Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume; Carneiro dos Reis, Chapter
        6 in this volume; Fletes and Ocampo, Chapter 9 in this volume; Peck and
        Tickell 2002; Schmalz and Ebenau 2012; Sekine and Bonanno, Chapter 7 in this
        volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume). Despite variation, when it comes to
        marginalized countries, there is a tendency to focus on how food capitals contract production, and how minority
        world countries dump surplus foods, ultimately pitting farmers in a race to the bottom (Barndt 2008; Dolan
        2004; Dolan and Humphrey 2000; Friedmann 2005; Friel et al. 2013; Patel 2007; Stuckler and Nestle 2012; Tilzey,
        Chapter 4 in this volume). While it is important to track how corporations
        reorganize local agricultures and how powerful states implement oppressive trade conditions, questions of how
        marginalized states resist neoliberalism and support farmers often go overlooked.
      


      
        This chapter examines how the Kenyan state works with farmers in food-focused practices and explores the
        transformational promise of this work. The work that states do to support local food systems tends to be
        underexplored, likely because the state is “many things, simultaneously” (Wolf 2016; see also McKay, Nehring,
        and Walsh-Dilley 2014). States “deploy some minimal rules of the market game” (Otero 2014: 228) as they comply
        with different trade agreements and scale back social spending. Yet the Kenyan state deploys market rules with
        an eye to the agricultural needs of its citizens, since “three quarters depend on the [agricultural] sector for
        their livelihood and survival, and around 90 percent of rural incomes come from agriculture” (Government of
        Kenya 2012: 4). In this regard, how the Kenyan state enables farming communities to confront and challenge the
        neoliberal food system is worth investigating (see Schmalz and Ebenau 2012).
      


      
        Resistance to neoliberalism’s rules of the market game involves “strengthening subsistence capacity (see Van
        der Ploeg 2008 in Henderson 2017: 41) by establishing food as a public good, promoting
        sustainable livelihoods, and respecting collective social values (Brislen, Chapter 13 in this volume). But efforts to improve the conditions of farming may orient
        farmers to greater inclusion into global, neoliberal trade versus “(relative) autonomy from volatile and
        potentially proletarianizing commodity markets” (Henderson 2017: 41). For instance, private capitals may claim
        to uphold public goods as they sell commodities to individual consumers (Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume). Additionally, alternative food movements reproduce neoliberal
        market-based principles of calculability and efficiency vis-à-vis best practices approaches (Bonanno, Chapter 2 in this volume). In this regard, resistance efforts may call for changes
        that do not necessarily require fundamental transformations of political and capitalist social relations
        (Henderson 2017; Holt-Giménez and Shattuck 2011).
      


      
        In order to understand how states and farmers confront neoliberalism in daily practices of food and farming,
        the ways the state supports subsistence capacity versus “a logic of production” (Henderson 2017: 41) needs
        greater focus (also see McKay et al. 2014). In Kenya, a new Constitution was promulgated in 2010, calling for a
        shift to decentralized government through county administration (Murunga, Okello, and Sjögren 2014). I drew
        selectively on the principles of institutional ethnography to examine how county-based government officers
        supported residents in food and farming practices (see Smith and Turner 2014). In 2010 and 2014, I performed
        participant observation in rural and urban areas across three different counties; semi-structured interviews
        with more than 70 farmers, nongovernmental organization (NGO) representatives and civil society organization
        (CSO) representatives, and government officials; attended eight meetings held by local or international NGOs,
        CSOs, and government representatives; and attended three farmer training workshops. My findings reveal tensions
        as the state strives to improve subsistence capacity by supporting communities’ meaningful work in food and
        farming, but also reproduces a logic of production as the state attempts to orient collectivities towards
        greater inclusion in neoliberal global trade.
      

    


    
      Rolling-out reforms in Kenya: food, farming, and the context of
      resistance


      
        The Kenyan state’s involvement in agriculture deviates from general narratives of how neoliberalism unfolds
        (Njeru 2013; Swamy 1994). Instead of conceding to foreign and corporate agendas, successive governments
        developed national self-sufficiency strategies (O’Neill 2015). For instance, even after entering a structural
        adjustment program in 1980, the Moi government (1978–2002) did not consistently implement reforms or withdraw
        from managing agricultural sectors (Ariga, Jayne, and Njukia 2010; Nyangito, Nzuma, Ommeh, and Mbithi 2006;
        Odame, Musyoka, and Kere 2009; Swamy 1994). Though government policies continue to change, state boards impact
        the actions of farmers and traders and the prices of foods (Andae 2016; Ariga et al. 2010; Bates 2005). The
        continued management of food supplies may illustrate “resistance to neoregulation” (Pechlaner and Otero 2010: 182), but boards are also implicated in “a policy-induced food cycle”
        that exacerbates food vulnerability (Bates 2005: 111).
      


      
        Despite Kenya’s history of contract farming, much of Kenya’s produce is oriented to domestic markets
        (Government of Kenya 2012; Neven and Rear-don 2008; Jaffee 1994). Limited access to storage and transportation
        present obstacles for farmers who want to share their produce or sell collectively to buyers (Freidberg and
        Goldstein 2011). For instance, t ransportation includes boda bodas (motorbikes),
        taxis, and matatus (public buses), and during rainy seasons vehicles may contend
        with washed-out roads. Similarly, the emphasis on the “supermarket revolution” misses the fact that local
        markets continue to be a key site of food shopping, and many supermarkets are Kenyan-owned or have Kenyan
        origins (Kimani 2012; Neven and Reardon 2008; see also Abrahams 2009). Consumer ideals and disposable income
        may lead to changes in Kenya’s food retailing, but how supermarkets will coexist with wet markets has yet to be
        determined (see Bhanjee 2014; Mwaniki 2016; Abrahams 2007, 2009).
      


      
        When it comes to questions of what foods are actually grown and sold to Kenyans, national research institutes
        and media reporting raise doubts about how easily corporations can supplant local supplies. Different
        multinational agribusinesses are featured on the signs of grain stores throughout counties, but Kenya’s
        National Biosafety Authority regulates genetic modification, and seeds are the subject of intense trials
        (Paarlberg 2013; Interview 1). Even with a national love of maize, and regular tests of “improved” maize,
        research officials are quick to tell farmers seeking maize seeds: “There is no drought tolerant maize. We mean
        drought escaping by tolerant, so my advice is simple: don’t plant it. We have
        sorghum, pigeon peas … millet” (Robert, National Research Officer, Interview 1). Criticism of genetic
        modification is common, and in one popular rural newspaper an article stated that if genetically modified seeds
        were permitted, “Agriculture will be destabilized and we will be forced to depend on multinational companies to
        meet our requirements for seed” (Ngare 2008: 10, translated in Lore, Imungi, and Mubuu 2013: 140, see also
        Kimenju and De Groote 2008; Paarlberg 2013).
      


      
        It is important to acknowledge that the combined efforts of state boards, consumers, research offices, and
        media are not enough to enable most Kenyan farmers to live comfortably. A critical vein of scholarship
        acknowledges the tensions involved in celebrating “peasant” life when the reality is that many farmers strive
        to exit farming (Agarwal 2014). Farming involves long hours, labor-intensive work, and a history of coercion
        (Cowen and Shenton 1996; Leys 1975; Ochieng’ and Maxon 1992; O’Neill 2015). As the state develops policies to
        support food and farming, it is charged with balancing farmers’ independence and economic needs, since policies
        that encourage on-farm work may be felt as oppressively as the trade arrangements that compel people to keep
        farming (Kinyanjui 2014; Njung’e 2016; see also Agarwal 2014).
      


      
        In summary, Kenya’s experiences of food and farming are more complex than implied in accounts that generalize
        marginalized countries’ experiences of the race to the bottom. This is not to say that
        market-focused structural reforms have not been enacted in Kenya or that their effects are not harshly felt
        (Mati 2014; Parsitau 2008). Instead, to better understand the “new constraints – but also … new opportunities”
        (Schneider and Niederle 2010: 379) that are emerging in Kenyan food systems and supported by states, it is
        important to examine the daily work done by farmers and locally situated government offices.
      

    


    
      How governments foster collectivities: working with groups towards positive
      goals


      
        One way locally situated governments prioritize collective social values involves working with communities in
        program implementation. For instance, when officers have funding for programs targeting food vulnerability,
        they hold barazas or public meetings. Officers inform communities of programs and
        ask attendees to identify possible beneficiaries. After the baraza, officers survey
        potential recipients and visit their homes. Officers then “call another community meeting and say ‘These are
        the people, do you think they need help? Me, I don’t know them.’ The community verifies and validates” (Linda,
        National Development Officer, Interview 2a). Though beneficiaries are vetted by communities, what community
        members want and what officers can deliver are in tension. Public meetings call on residents to identify who
        should benefit from programs, but officers readily acknowledge that funds are insufficient to support all
        potential beneficiaries (Interview 2a; Interview 3). One officer reported that she had to set an age-related
        eligibility requirement of 90-plus years in order to narrow down the pool of recipients while another stated
        that insufficient funds was why projects “go nowhere” (Carla, County Agricultural Officer, Interview 3;
        Interview 2a).
      


      
        A second way that governments work with community members in food and farming draws on a history of
        harambee. “Harambee, meaning ‘let’s all pull together,’
        would be used to mobilize local resources and would involve local participation … Harambee is the collective
        and cooperative participation of a community in an attempt to fill perceived needs through utilization of its
        own resources” (Ngau 1987: 523–524; see also Brownhill 2006; Cowen and Shenton 1996). Although harambee reflects grassroots efforts, in the late 1970s, the government started requiring
        publicly oriented harambees to register with the Ministry of Social Services to
        “reassert control over local development” (Waiguru 2006: 254).
      


      
        The state may require group registration in order to assert its control, but state support of local initiatives
        can also strengthen subsistence capacity. For instance, in order to form a non-government organization, a civil
        society organization, a self-help group, a social movement, or a cooperative, residents approach people with
        shared interests in their social circles, churches, and towns and ask them to join the group. The values that
        drive people to “pull together” can be in tension with instrumental demands of project-driven group formation,
        though. Sometimes government offices partner with universities, the World Bank, and
        foreign NGOs to hold assemblies, and attendees will be organized into groups. One farmer spoke of her work in a
        sponsored dairying scheme, and how she was paired with strangers (Lenore, Interview 4a). She described her own
        individual successes, and complained that the people she was paired with did not share the same vision or work
        ethic (Lenore, Interview 4a).
      


      
        While social connections may make work more meaningful, groups are not legitimate in their own right. To get
        certification, self-organized groups must create a constitution and take meeting minutes; they must bring these
        documents plus personal identification, proof of a bank account, and an annual fee of 500KSh (roughly $5 US) to
        nearby national offices. Groups’ status is also established through officers’ recognition and assessment of
        their capabilities. To identify which groups are current and suited to funded projects and partnerships,
        officers check their records and draw on information gleaned during in-person meetings. As one officer
        explained: “We have a list in our database, we check if the group is active, and then give the university or
        whoever a list of groups … [We ask] Have they registered every year since they started and go and work on the
        ground?” (Charles, National Development Officer, Interview 5a). In his database, there were more than 16,000
        registered groups dating back to 2005.
      


      
        The focus on formalizing groups raises questions about the degree to which farmers are voluntary, independent
        members working together towards improving their livelihoods or are forced to work with collectives so that
        they do not miss out on opportunities to “uplift” (Alice, County Farmer, Interview 6a). Patterns in conflict
        resolution point to these tensions. Whether self-organized or sponsored, groups are expected to handle their
        own problems. Sponsors encourage “self-sufficiency” via conflict resolution and management role-responsibility
        training, but even with training, groups can have difficulty collectively advancing their projects. For
        instance, one officer described how in a sponsored project on irrigated kale and tomatoes the vines dried up
        because members had difficulty working together (Michelle, County Development Officer, Interview 7a). The
        officer’s impression was that members did not want to upset the status quo by voting new people into positions
        of leadership. As one farmer stated, “It’s psychological, they lack self-esteem. [When we] see someone who
        fails [to fulfill the assigned role in the group] they will sweet talk and will get their same job back and if
        you complain about it you are seen as a spoiler” (Shirley, County Farmer, Interview 8a).
      


      
        These experiences raise questions about the power dynamics of groups, and affirm insights from critiques of
        social-capital based development strategies (Portes and Landolt 2000; Harriss 2002). Working collectively may
        ease shared struggles, but how group work presents opportunities for “uplifting” varies considerably. Some
        women spoke of forming women’s groups in order to avoid arguments about leadership or what to do with revenue
        (Alice, Interview 6b; Shirley, Interview 8a). One Rastafarian group with multiple chapters had members
        demonstrate their deeply held spiritual purpose by belonging only to that group. Yet the
        strategy of sole membership was uncommon, and most of the people I visited stated that they belonged to three
        or four groups in hopes of paying school fees or petrol, getting electricity or new planting techniques, and
        collectively selling their produce (Belinda and Cheryl, Interview 9a). While the structure of some groups may
        take gendered dynamics into account or align with meaningful social visions, the structure of other groups may
        not.
      


      
        In Kenya, “Groups are the African way” (James, Rastafarian County Farmer, Interview 10 2014). Accordingly,
        “[t]he government does not help individuals; it helps groups and projects in order to achieve a certain
        positive goal” (Linda, National Development Officer, Interview 2b). However, the drive to join groups seems to
        reflect an uneasy balance of instrumental logics and idealistic efforts. By sharing deep spiritual purposes
        with members or easing gender-role responsibilities, groups can be supportive, but they are part of a very real
        scramble farmers face. As one government officer explained:
      


      
        
          Why they join [multiple groups] … they feel insecure, so they join many groups, they have many groups to go
          to: you want to be everywhere so that you can be helped by everyone. [You] want to be everywhere so you can
          borrow from everyone. They feel incapacitated, they don’t have that competence to start something, they fear
          failing, if it doesn’t work they feel like they lose their money, they will lose everything.
        


        
          (Michelle, Interview 7b, 2014)
        

      


      
        Being in multiple groups is important to farmers’ chances of improved living conditions. The pressure to be in
        the “right” groups can involve sidelining concerns about how work is managed, whose voice is heard, and what
        the group should accomplish. The strain farmers face possibly explains why government databases have so many
        records of defunct groups.
      

    


    
      How collectivities are mobilized to implement projects: tensions in
      resistance


      
        Practices of group lending raise additional questions about the voluntary, collective dimensions of group work.
        Some government-issued interest-free loans explicitly target women and youth; to be eligible for these loans,
        groups must have a certain percentage of women and youth in their ranks (see Uwezo Fund 2016). Registered
        groups apply for loans by filling in application forms and if approved are charged a low administrative fee,
        such as 5%, with a three- to six-month grace period for repayment (Uwezo Fund 2016). While officers reported
        90% or higher repayment rates and groups spoke highly of revolving funds, one National Development Officer was
        less optimistic, stating, “Groups are registering because they hear that there is a fund, they share the money
        and the group disintegrates” (Charles, National Development Officer, Interview 5b). Although he was in the
        minority, the tensions involved in supporting meaningful, paid work are apparent.
      


      
        If farmers are engaged in projects that can be integrated into value chains, such as
        growing mangoes in “optimal growth” areas, Agriculture Business Development offices (ABDs) will reach out to
        farmers, and Savings and Credit Cooperative Organizations (SACCOs) will provide farmers with loans (Nicole,
        Micro-Enterprise Specialist, Interview 11; Samuel, Savings and Credit Specialist, Interview 12). ABDs and
        international NGOs will map out possibilities for on-farm improvements and help farmers integrate into value
        chains. In many cases, groups, not individuals, take out the actual interest-bearing loans, although
        individuals may guarantee the loan. As one ABD officer stated, “The loans target groups, but members can drop
        out. The group can fall apart, [and loans are] not always available to the individual” (Nicole,
        Micro-Enterprise Specialist, Interview 11). The effects of these loans can be individualizing, as the onus is
        on the original signatories to repay the money. The same ABD officer explained:
      


      
        
          There are issues of over-loaning the same farmer with different loans, a farmer can have four loans, very
          little money to pay, and the farmer ends up straining. The lack of collateral is another issue … and the
          repayment is fierce. For instance, a farmer will give the same share to different people, get a few people to
          guarantee the loan, and if they cannot repay the guarantors lose their assets.
        


        
          (Nicole, Micro-Enterprise Specialist, Interview 11)
        

      


      
        While farmers draw on their social circles to get support, potential signatories are held to task as they must
        decide who to work with, how so, and what to do if groups or projects fall apart.
      


      
        ABDs, government offices, international NGOs, and farming groups spoke of the need to establish produce
        collection centers throughout counties, to collectively broker prices above what individual farmers can get,
        and to sell produce more easily from home bases (Participant Observation 1; Interview 13a). This plan involved
        establishing a reputation for the high quality of Kenyan produce and “Made in Kenya” brand interest (Government
        of Kenya 2012; Participant Observation 1; Interview 13a). When figuring out how to engage farmers to improve
        the quality of their wares, one officer stated, “Farmers said the problem is marketing, that we need to help
        with this, but the farmers were not able to supply consistently…. We realize it’s not just marketing – it’s
        supply, consistency, disease control, feed, and housing” (County Livestock Officer, Participant Observation 1).
        Addressing marketing, supply, disease, consistency, and more takes place in the context of rain-fed farming,
        changing technical standards, and complex trade agreements. International organizations, international NGOs,
        and ABDs emphasize potential outcomes of farm projects, and not the wider conditions of global trade that shape
        farm life.
      


      
        Moreover, cooperative efforts can lead to higher prices for goods, but do not necessarily align with farmers’
        views of fairer prices. Members of one cooperative farming organization proudly (and repeatedly) discussed the
        contract it had with an Asian city for a large quantity of mangoes (Shirley, Interview 8b;
        Howard, Interview 14; Richard, Interview 15a). The contract seemed to be for a one-time purchase since it
        expired two years earlier and was not renewed. Those asked said they did not know why the contract was not
        renewed, but one farmer who was vital to getting the mangoes to port explained that many of the farmers decided
        to opt out at picking time, stating that the guaranteed price was not worth their time (Shirley, Interview 8b).
      


      
        Despite difficulty getting foreign contracts, the organization with the onetime mango contract appeared to be
        expanding and membership fees were out of reach for many at 15,000KSh (roughly US $150). One of the
        representatives stated that to keep up with sister organizations, the group wanted to accept only those new
        members who were trained or would train in Fair Trade and Global GAP practices (Richard, Interview 15b). Cost
        of training aside, the representative stated that smallholder farmers could join the group by buying shares
        instead of paying membership fees, but would have to purchase a minimum number of shares (Richard, Interview
        15b). How to pay or invest returns was to be decided after each contract, presumably raising additional
        difficulties for poorer farmers (Richard, Interview 15b).
      


      
        The history of pulling together cooperatively is drawn on in the context of loans and expectations that with
        seed money, groups can collectively overcome the food and farming challenges they face. Those who joined the
        faith-based Rastafarian chapters expressed a clear vision of social development that meaningfully involved
        coordinated, non-political, day to day “good work,” but most of the rural farming groups I met focused on daily
        financial insecurities. Members typically described joining groups to pay for school fees, health care,
        funerals, and described goals of improving their family’s nutrition, food storage, and sales of crops
        (Interview 4b, Interview 9b, Interview 13b, and Interview 6c). The focus on selling crops may sound like
        market-oriented solutions to insecurity, but from a standpoint of upholding social values, there is a certain
        fundamental disrespect in having one’s wares refused by “open markets” (see Burnett and Murphy 2014; Ferguson
        2006; Denning 2010). At this juncture, without a clear framework of how to trade fairly in ways that “take
        account of the diverse needs and interests of hundreds of millions of smallholder farmers and farm workers
        around the world … dependent on export markets” (Burnett and Murphy 2014: 1066), banding together draws on
        historical practices and potentially combats individualizing markets. At the same time, this banding together
        is largely taking place in the face of neoliberal market disinterest, raising additional questions about what
        coordination and scaling up could look like.
      

    


    
      Discussion: communities, cooperatives, and resistance to
      indifference


      
        In the three counties I visited, formal practices of collectivity buffer farmers from some of the
        individualizing effects of neoliberal markets. Individual rights are firmly situated in
        community contexts and economic improvement is organized with respect to community-oriented principles of
        fairness and equality. This was seen in the barazas, oriented around communities
        deciding who is the most in need, as well as state efforts to get collectivities brokering fairer prices for
        their produce. Yet at the same time, the community-group format structures farmers’ experiences, as they are
        expected to work together cohesively and are dependent on government officials to recognize their potential.
        This gives rise to a situation where group memberships become critical investments for farmers, but the
        questions of what groups will do, why, and how so receive less scrutiny.
      


      
        Governments, ABDs, NGOs, and international organizations expect that if producers can work together, they can
        create an in-demand brand and overcome the challenges of infrastructural constraints and corporate-state trade
        dynamics. But the projects that officers recognize as offering development potential can be at odds with the
        ideas farmers have about what they need to improve their living standards. Farmers overwhelmingly spoke of a
        need for storage, assistance with school fees, and electricity or petrol while government officers,
        international NGOs, and ABDs spoke of a need to coordinate and make technical improvements. Group members are
        obliged to work together to stabilize economic difficulties, but are unable to fundamentally repair the
        economic problems being addressed (Habermas 1975; see Cordero 2014; Wolf 2016). In this regard, localized
        questions of group membership displace questions about the politics of membership in global trade.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        An important theme in resistance-focused research concerns how majority world food systems are co-opted by
        corporations and powerful states, but my research draws attention to the complexities of marginalized states’
        support of local food systems. The ways that governments work with groups allow farmers to escape some of the
        individualizing effects of impersonal markets. The Kenyan state protects some local supplies, prevents
        co-optation by genetically modified seed companies, coordinates farmers and their produce, and provides farmers
        with access to credit. The state also supports social values in daily farm work by encouraging historical
        practices of working together.
      


      
        While these efforts improve subsistence capacity, as farmers decide what projects to work on and who to work
        with, expectations proliferate that groups can be accountable for success in a global landscape of competitive
        farming. This expectation reproduces logics of individualization and sidelines political questions about global
        arrangements of food and farming, including how Kenyan farmers are excluded from trade in the first place. The
        focus on group work may allow Kenyan farmers to uphold social values, but how to share these values and sell
        produce in ways that make collective work worthwhile, command living wages, and do not reproduce global
        inequalities has yet to be determined.
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      Introduction


      
        Since the early 1990s, the implementation of neoliberal policies in Mexico has made the deep socioeconomic and
        productive asymmetries that exist within this country and between local producers and those who operate in the
        other NAFTA countries more evident. Also signaling a difference with other countries of Central and South
        America, the adoption of a neoliberal posture has been continued and even extended in recent years (Reig 2004;
        Rubio 2012). This situation of the Mexican agri-food sector constitutes the general background against which
        episodes and movements of resistance have developed. Following arguments and instances illustrated in this
        volume, this resistance has emerged as a variegated opposition to the neoliberal agri-food regime that does not
        permit its simplistic reduction to a dichotomy that opposes dominant trans-national groups to local opposition
        (Sankey, Chapter 10 in this volume; Tilzey, Chapter 4 in this volume; Gledhill 2012). Simultaneously, however, variegated resistance
        should not be understood as a process characterized by an ambiguous “social complexity.” In this context,
        Mexican resistance to neoliberal agri-food is organized around established central concepts, such as food
        sovereignty, agroecology and preservation of biodiversity, and a return to forms of regulated capitalism that
        could control the unwanted consequences of capitalism (McMichael 2015; Lazos 2013). In this chapter, we add to
        the theme of the book by discussing the forms of resistance that have emerged in Mexico and, in particular, in
        a region of the Mexican Southeast.
      


      
        The Meseta Comiteca is part of the Mexican state of Chiapas. This region lacks a diversified economy, is
        characterized by a large peasant sector, and specializes in maize production. In the first section of the
        chapter, Neoliberalism is presented as an ideology and set of practices that are far from homogeneous. On the
        contrary, they are defined by the struggles of political and social actors that occur primarily at the national
        level (O’Neill, Chapter 8 this volume). The following
        section analyzes some of the consequences of Neoliberalism in Mexico in general and in Chiapas in particular,
        stressing the local evolution of the process of agri-food transnationalization and the contradictions that it
        entails. In the third and fourth sections, we explore the characteristics of local resistance and the different
        forms through which it manifests itself. We contend that there are a number of spaces where actors struggle.
        Accordingly, rather than adopting a totalizing position that simply opposes domination to resistance, we
        identify a variety of forms of resistance that include an array of events, concepts, meanings, and practices.
        In the concluding section, the limits of these forms of resistance along with their emancipatory dimensions are
        reviewed. We maintain that while corporate process of control and co-optation of resistance are likely to
        continue, local opposition offers a tangible alternative to the neoliberal agri-food regime.
      

    


    
      Neoliberalism and agriculture in Mexico


      
        As the ideological base of the most recent form of globalization, Neoliberalism occupies a central place in
        contemporary debates on development and growth. This is the case primarily because of the discrepancy that
        exists between the promises of the groups promoting neoliberal economic policies and the economic, social, and
        environmental consequences of their applications. In this context, the idea that enhancing global capital
        mobility would reduce social disparities and enhance socioeconomic growth has exhibited contradictory results
        and generated significant skepticism as social exclusion, economic inequality, and environmental degradation
        emerged as consequences of the implementation of these policies. In effect, there is clear evidence that
        indicates that such policies constitute part of a global project to restore capital accumulation and class
        power (Harvey 2008; Bonanno and Cavalcanti 2014; Mittelman 2002; McMichael 2000; Bonanno and Constance 2008).
      


      
        Neoliberalism in Mexico, as in other countries, has led to a dismantling of the welfare state and many of those
        measures designed to protect individuals and social groups from the unwanted consequences of the free working
        of market forces. The reduction of social programs to minimum levels, the creation of precarious and unstable
        jobs, and the deterioration of working conditions are some of the most visible consequences of this process. In
        the case of agriculture and food, the enhanced exploitation of natural resources, the expansion of industrial
        farming, and the under-remuneration of labor have been promoted as necessary tools to achieve greater
        productivity and production2 (Otero 2014;
        Fletes, Macías, and Madera 2014; Massieu 2010). Additionally, subsidies to producers were eliminated and
        shifted to consumption in order to promote wage contention and reduce labor costs in urban areas.
      


      
        In this context, paramount was the concept of competitive advantages that transformed agricultural economic
        policies from socially constructed and politically based entities into neutral technical measures. Accordingly,
        the development of a new international division of labor that assigned grain production to countries of the
        North and forced Mexico and other countries of the South to produce fruit, vegetables, and flowers for export
        was presented simply as a better way to allocate resources rather than as an act of power (Biel 2007; Robinson
        2015). Mexico, therefore, abandoned the production of highly popular crops that supported
        the local diet, such as maize, for the production of global commodities. Fruit, vegetables, and flowers are
        crops that occupy high-quality irrigated land, require significant levels of investment, and promote the
        concentration of productive resources (González 2013). In this scenario, small and peasant farms were deemed to
        be inefficient economic units that along with their operators would exit the sector in the medium and long run.
        Additionally, farmers and peasants were viewed as indigent people rather than producers and considered the
        subjects of social rather than economic policies (Rubio 2012: 34).
      


      
        With the ending of state programs that regulated prices and supported agri-food processing and marketing,
        policies that discriminated against small farmers, peasants, and rural areas (the so-called policies of
        de-peasantization) were implemented, resulting in the sharp decline of small and peasant farms, the increase in
        rural outmigration, the feminization of agriculture, increased dependence on food imports, and high food
        insecurity and vulnerability (González and Macías 2007; Nigh 2014). As Lazos (2013) and Fletes and Sánchez
        (2015) argue, a clear food security and food sovereignty policy is lacking as Mexico continues in its strategy
        to prioritize fruit and vegetable exports while ignoring the interests of small producers and the development
        of a national food system (Rubio 2012).
      


      
        Despite these trends, Neoliberalism as applied in Mexico (but also in other parts of the world) is not a
        unified system of policies that are homogenous and homogenously applied across time and space (Bonanno,
        Chapter 2 in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3
        in this volume; Otero 2014]). In Mexico, state-promoted maize subsidies on irrigated land occupied by corporate
        farms in the northern state of Sinaloa contradict pronouncements about directing Mexican agri-food toward the
        production of crops that are competitive at the global level and that do not require price support systems
        (Appendini and Quijada 2013). Operating through PROCAMPO, the primary subsidy program for grains, this strategy
        has strengthened inequalities among producers (Fox and Haight 2010). Considering these trends, it can be
        concluded that in the case of Mexico, the implementation of neoliberal policies has followed some general
        global patterns but it has also been shaped by domestic particularities that refer to local political
        struggles, the interests of powerful domestic actors, and the ways their interests have been promoted and
        legitimated (Greenberg, Weaver, Browning-Aiken, and Alexander 2012; Rodríguez-Gómez 2013; Mirowski 2014).
      

    


    
      Agriculture specialization and transnationalization


      
        In spite of the earlier discussed policies, in the Meseta Comiteca region, with nine municipalities and
        covering an area of 9,400 km2, maize is the primary crop. Since the turn of the
        century, however, a rapid process of restructuring has taken place through the adoption of advanced technology,
        insertion of local production in global commodity chains, the development of new agricultural firms, and above
        all, the introduction of new commercial crops promoted by state and private actors/investment. In the 10-year
        period between 2005 and 2015, this process of restructuring has been characterized by a reduction of the overall size of the cultivated land, which declined from 195,000 to 154,000 hectares; a decline
        in the quantity of land cultivated with maize, which went from 137,000 to 100,000 hectares; a smaller reduction
        of the acreage devoted to other traditional crops such as coffee and beans; and processes of productive
        diversification that involved a significant increase (46 percent) in the varieties of export crops present in
        the region. The production of export crops such as Hass avocados, peanuts, sugar cane, habanero chilis, Persian
        limes, litchi, peaches, pinion, mandarins, and tomatoes all increased. These commercial crops occupy most of
        the irrigated lands (17,500 hectares).
      


      
        While Chiapas – and especially the Comitan region – do not export a significant amount of the domestic
        production of fruit and vegetables, these crops remain affected by the neoliberal policy of inserting local
        production into trans-national food and non-food3 commodity chains (González 2013; Fletes, Rangel, Oliva, and Ocampo 2014; Herrera
        2016; Field Notes). Specifically, this policy known as “productive reconversion” was promoted through the new
        Rural Development Act of 2001, and it establishes federal and local programs designed to replace maize with
        other more profitable export crops. To be sure, the notion of “more profitable crops” acritically assumes the
        low profitability of maize. Yet it never considered, let alone analyzed, the food dependency issue associated
        with the availability of maize and the environmental degradation engendered by the production of export crops
        in Mexico. In Chiapas, a significant push for the implementation of productive reconversion occurred between
        2006 and 2012 under the administration of Governor Juan Sabines who, following the federal administration of
        Felipe Calderon, stimulated the introduction of these new and “profitable” crops (Fletes and Bonanno 2014).
      


      
        The local tomato industry is an example of this productive restructuring, its primary actors, and its problems
        and contradictions. In the Comitan region, 1,362 hectares are devoted to the production of tomatoes out of
        1,469 hectares that is the acreage used for tomato production in the entire state of Chiapas. The sector is
        controlled by a group of firms that includes Seminis (a subsidiary of Monsanto and now Bayer),
        Conagro,4 Agrocima (formerly Plantagro), and
        other minor firms that specialize in hybrid seed distribution, seedlings, agrochemicals, greenhouse equipment,
        irrigation systems, and more. Tomatoes have a relatively short economic history in the region, as they were
        introduced in the 1960s (Gómez 2013). As their production expanded in the 1990s and with the new century, it
        became associated with the introduction of genetically modified (GM) seeds. Accordingly, tomato production
        became the target of the struggle against the use of GM organisms (GMOs) and the concomitant battles to
        preserve biodiversity that have characterized Mexico in recent decades.
      


      
        The successful mobilization that these struggles entailed was responsible for the withdrawal of permits to
        plant GM tomatoes with the approval of the Biosecurity and GMO Act of 2005. This act did not allow the use of
        GMOs in Mexico. As resistance mounted in civil society and was supported by successful legal challenges, the
        use of GMOs continued to be forbidden. Recently, however, a growing number of peasants and
        small-farm holders have planted hybrid tomatoes and illegally used GM seeds as a strategy to address low maize
        profitability and the elimination of price support programs, and they have leased land to out-of-state firms
        that also use hybrid seeds. Accordingly, the local outcome of the transnationalization of agri-food features
        processes that include the threat of the presence of GMOs, the use of hybrid tomato seeds that can be reused
        for a number of planting seasons, and the proliferation of improved corn seeds. These conditions of production
        exist in a context in which local producers have established commercial relations with foreign distribution
        firms not only from the United States but also Latin America and, in particular, from neighboring Guatemala.
      

    


    
      Resistance in Chiapas


      
        As in the rest of the country, in Chiapas the restructuring of the agri-food sector discussed earlier
        engendered a movement of resistance. Since the turn of the century, some initiatives have defined this
        anti-neoliberal corporate resistance, such as the 2002 initiative of the Countryside Cannot Take It Anymore
        (El Campo No Aguanta Mas) movement5; the 2007 No Corn No Country (Sin Maiz No Hay Pais)
        mobilization, and the 2013 Authentic Front of the Countryside (Frente Auténtico del
        Campo) that saw the merging into a single unified organization of a great number of peasant outfits such
        as the Emiliano Zapata Peasant Organization (OCEZ), the Independent Agricultural Laborers and Peasants Central
        (CIOAC) and the local Chiapas Creole Maize Network (Nigh 2014; Gómez 2015).
      


      
        The claims put forward by these organizations of peasants and small farmers can be summarized into four points.
        The first calls for a return to forms of regulated capitalism that contemplate the reintroduction of
        Fordist-like mechanisms that would protect local peasants and small-farm holders against the unwanted
        consequences of the fluctuations of global agri-food market. Involving a renegotiation of NAFTA, these claims
        aim at combatting the profound asymmetries that exist between local producers and competitors from other
        countries, and protecting the income of peasants and small farmers’ in the entire country – in particular in
        less-developed regions such as Chiapas.
      


      
        Second, and transcending the goal of food security, this group proposes the adoption of the concept of
        food sovereignty in which food production, availability, and access are seen as
        human rights (Tetreault 2012: 130–131; Rodríguez-Gómez 2013). These claims entailed the introduction of the
        “food recovery model” or the reintroduction of traditional practices of production based on agroecology as
        opposed to the dominant biogenetic and agrochemical practices.
      


      
        The third point involves the restoration of the power that peasant and small-farm holder organizations had in
        agri-food–related decision making processes prior to the neoliberal restructuring of the 1990s. Before the
        1990s, peasants and small-farm holder organizations such as the National Vegetable Producers’ Confederation (or
        CNPH) exercised regulatory functions at the national level that included the monitoring of
        activities such as sowing, hygiene certification, training, finance, trade, export volume regulation, and the
        protection of Mexican producers’ interests in the United States. The neoliberal restructuring brought with it
        the elimination of this role played by entities such as CNPH. Giving peasant organizations a greater role in
        these matters is considered vital to counter the global agri-food regime.
      


      
        Finally, there is a call for an increase in public investment to promote the development of rural communities
        and family agriculture. Opposed are austerity measures that are justified by the existence of “macroeconomic”
        events – such as the decline in oil prices, the weakening of the peso, and reduced rate of growth – that have
        engendered budget cuts. These budgetary cuts primarily involve reductions in public spending for social
        services, such as public education, health, and scientific research, and resources devoted to the support of
        agriculture and rural communities. Claiming that economic downturns cannot be addressed by withholding
        investment, peasant and small-farm holder organizations ask for increased financial commitment for rural
        regions.
      


      
        These oppositional movements in Chiapas as well as in the rest of Mexico have not been able to reverse the
        application of the neoliberal model adopted for agriculture. However, they have stressed the inadequacies of
        some principles that characterize it. For example, they called attention to the socioeconomic inequality
        generated by Neoliberalism and by some programs in agriculture such as Procampo
        (now “Proagagro Productivo”). Also, they pointed out the contradictions associated
        with programs created to address small farmers’ low productivity, such as MASAGRO (Program for Sustainable
        Modernization of Traditional Agriculture) and PIMAF (Incentives Program for Producers of Corn and Beans)
        (Turrent, Wise, and Garvey 2012; Damián and Toledo 2016: 95).
      


      
        In some way, these struggles called the country’s attention to the relative underdevelopment in Mexico’s
        Southeast and its specificities. For example, the Valor al Campesino (Value to the
        Peasant) initiative has consistently made clear the different approaches to development employed in the
        Southeast and in the North. In the Southeast, the resources devoted to the development of rural areas are
        oriented toward social programs. In the North, development is understood in terms of the enhancement of
        productive capacity and competitiveness (Robles 2013).
      

    


    
      Forms of resistance


      
        Following this overview of resistance to neoliberal corporate agri-food in Mexico and in Chiapas, we turn to
        the analysis of specific forms of opposition. Discussed are actions taking place in the Meseta Comiteca region.
        As indicated earlier, these forms of resistance emerged in a context that is characterized by the economic and
        sociocultural heterogeneity of its participants and affected by these groups’ locations in production chains,
        economic conditions, productive experiences, social networks and historical origins. Even within the peasantry,
        differences are evident as production systems and land ownership differ. In essence, for
        all these actors, “global” processes do not hold the same meaning and engender the same consequences
        (Rodríguez-Gómez 2013).
      


      
        The first form of resistance is the widespread use of creole corn seeds.6 While it could be argued that this cannot be considered
        resistance but simply a practice related to the poor conditions of local peasant agriculture, our fieldwork
        indicates that it is, instead, a rational and deliberate action. In effect, in Chiapas and in its Meseta
        Comiteca, a great number of farmers have assimilated ideas and practices about food sovereignty and security
        associated with local radical resistance groups such as the Zapatistas and Via Campesina. Understanding of, and
        training on, how to produce food employing agroecological practices and promoting food sovereignty and security
        are available and practiced. In this particular instance, the use of this type of seed is understood as an act
        directed at the conservation of biodiversity. Simultaneously, its preservation allows peasants to eliminate or
        significantly reduce the need to buy new seeds. Therefore, it permits them to avoid exposure to commercially
        produced seeds. Additionally, the use of this seed is due to its known good agronomic performance in adverse
        climatic conditions. Finally, and importantly, the preservation of this seed is perceived as a struggle for the
        maintenance of the peasant way of life and the quality of life associated with it (Appendini and Quijada 2013).
        In this view, the idea of quality of life does not translate into the economic value or volume of production;
        rather, it rests on the availability and accessibility of traditional food items that in this case is
        represented by the availability of good tortillas, the most basic food item in the peasant tradition in Mexico.
        The defense of the seed and the defense of the tortilla are components of the struggle to generate food
        sovereignty and defend local culture and way of life.
      


      
        The second form of resistance consists of the exercise of agroecological productive
        diversification. Agroecological productive diversification retains its alternative dimension because it
        opposes monocrop production7 and supports traditional forms of cultivation (Roblero 2016). The primary
        reasons for this practice are food availability, the predominance of the associated rationality that stresses
        food availability over production for the market, and the advantages of agroecological practices. In regard to
        the latter, peasants and small farmers employ the Milpa system. Milpa is a
        traditional crop rotation system that originated under the Maya civilization and remains popular in Central
        America and in Mexico in particular. It refers to the cultivation of maize with other crops such as beans,
        squash, and, in the contemporary version of it, various fruit and vegetables. One of the advantages of Milpa
        rests on the recognized fact that it promotes relatively large yields without the use of chemicals. A local
        consultant group located in the state capital, San Cristobal de las Casas, has been active in the preservation
        and promotion of Milpa with the declared goals of increasing food production, promoting income generation, and
        preserving agrodiversity. Through one of its programs, it developed about 450 hectares employing this and other
        agroecological techniques as a deliberate way to counter industrial practices in agriculture. In addition,
        producer organizations operate to promote agroecological crop diversification, advocate change in the food
        model, and provide training in food sovereignty, agroecology, human and social rights, and the characteristics
        and history of the region. Among these organizations, we find the OCEZ and CIOAC and networks of organizations
        such as Tsomanotik (Manos unidas en solidaridad or United Hands in Solidarity) and
        IMDEC (Mexican Institute for Community Development).
      


      
        A third type of resistance refers to the presence of institutions that provide alternative
        systems of distribution. In the city of Comitan, there are at least two peasant-controlled farmers’
        markets that are quite popular among producers and consumers in the entire region. The first is Canasteras y Pequeños Productores Independientes Zapatistas or CAPIZ (Zapatistas Women and
        Independent Small Producers). With more than 800 members, this market specializes in the sale of locally and
        agroecologically produced maize, beans, peanuts, oranges, apples, Persian limes, tomatoes, and onions.
        Established in 2009, its creation was the direct result of a struggle against commercial traders that
        controlled food distribution in the region. The second is called Unión de Productores
        Independientes de la Región Fronteriza (Frontier Region Independent Producers Association). Founded in
        2009, it comprises more than 1,250 members, who through personal contributions, were able to acquire an urban
        lot for their market.
      


      
        A final form of opposition is represented by the ability of local producers and organizations of producers to
        exercise resilience and adapt to the conditions imposed by the neoliberal corporate agri-food regime. Exemplary
        of this situation is the organization Yalplash. Established in 2013 and comprising
        30, mostly young, members, this peasant organization specializes in the production of greenhouse tomatoes.
        Lacking access to Ejido land8 and following
        two years of activities, it was able to build two greenhouses. Based on a relatively limited use of new
        technology, but organized according to advanced conventional know-how in greenhouse production, the commercial
        activities of this organization generate adequate income for its members. Far exceeding the income that they
        previously obtained from the production of corn, it is evident that this initiative allows this group of young
        producers to avoid emigration to the United States and remain in the region.
      

    


    
      Discussion


      
        The evolution of agri-food in the southern border region of Mexico features the intensification of neoliberal
        globalization and a complex and variegated set of local responses to it. To be sure, this evolution is not
        simply the result of the implementation of neoliberal globalization and its policies. It is also the result of
        regional and national struggles and the great capacity of local actors to create and maintain everyday
        initiatives that allow them to make a living and deal with the contradictions of neoliberal capitalism (Otero
        2014; De Castro 2015; Andreé, Ayres, Bosia, and Massicotte 2014). This resistance is essentially local as
        global neoliberal forces are opposed through the peasants’ reaffirmation of their way of life, their
        rationality and way to perceive and live change. Struggles for the control of local seeds, the implementation
        of agroecological practices, the creation of local commercial initiatives and producer
        associations, and a new mode of food recovery are all instances in which the local is transformed into a
        collective agent of resistance. Certainly, and as indicated by pertinent literature (Goodman, DuPuis, and
        Goodman 2014; Wallerstein 1998: 123; 137), the support and practices of the local cannot be automatically
        assumed to be a form of resistance. However, in the case of the southern frontier of Mexico, the defense of
        local is transformed into a necessary battle to be fought in the name of ideals and objectives such as
        biodiversity, agroecology, and the peasant way of life. If these are not protected now, they are risk of
        disappearing forever.
      


      
        The limits of these forms of resistance are obvious and serious. One limitation is related to the replicability
        of these local initiatives in situations that are different. In effect, it is difficult to imagine the
        possibility of easily applying initiatives that are intrinsically linked to the history and culture of a
        territory to contexts that are culturally and historically dissimilar (Bonanno and Wolf, Chapter 14 in this volume). A second limitation rests on the difficulties associated with the
        execution of these local struggles. The peasant way of life is a hard life that is made harder by the
        neoliberal corporate agri-food regime that surrounds it. The extraordinary amount of work that is needed to
        carry out the daily activities required to preserve seeds, generate organic inputs, and maintain agroecological
        practices mandates the support of an equally great level of consciousness that allows these peasants to avoid
        the temptations represented by modern life and immigration to the North (Lazos 2013: 422).
      


      
        The most significant limitation, however, consists of the uncertainty associated with the viability of these
        forms of opposition. There are no clear answers to the question concerning how far these forms of local
        resistance can go in terms of opposing neoliberal corporate agri-food. As shown by the cases of a number of
        locally based initiatives such as farmers markets and organic production, corporate co-optation is a very
        plausible development. Similarly, market-oriented initiatives, such as fair trade, have resulted in limited
        positive results for local producers while legitimizing corporate actions. Simultaneously, however, the actions
        of peasants in this region of Chiapas and other parts of the South are not only intended to oppose the
        corporate neoliberal agri-food regime but they are also – at least to some extent – actions that defend and
        promote anti-corporate postures. Additionally, it is equally difficult to see how far sectorial initiatives
        such as those that pertain to the agri-food sector can overcome neoliberal capitalism in their entirety.
        Ultimately, however, this complex and contradictory situation constitutes the contested terrain in which the
        possibility of changing agri-food and neoliberalism capitalism will be decided.
      

    


    Notes


    
      1 This chapter is based on the research project entitled “Competitividad Agroindustrial y
      Desarrollo Territorial en el Pacífico Mexicano” (Agroindustry Competitiveness and Territorial Development in the
      Pacific region of Mexico) sponsored by the PRODEP-SEP Program 2015–2017, the State University of Chiapas
      (Regional Studies Group) and the Universities of Guadalajara and Nayarit.
    


    
      2 Competitiveness is one of the central terms of the neoliberal ideology
      and of the economic policy that has been adopted in Mexico since the mid-1980s (Mittelman 2002; Estefanía 2001).
      The central idea is that, in order to effectively compete in the open market, people and firms must enhance their
      productivity levels, scale of operations, and organizational performance (Bonanno, Chapter 2 this volume). This
      discourse has been promoted for farming as well, to the point that it is possible to hear poor Mexican peasants
      talk about competitiveness as something they need to achieve because “the market” requires it.
    


    
      3 A primary non-food crop is the African palm, which is cultivated for the production of palm
      oil that is employed for a variety of industrial uses. Along with Persian limes, pinion, and tomatoes, palm oil
      is the primary export crop in the region.
    


    
      4 This is a local company that should not be mistaken for the transnational company Conagra.
    


    
      5 “The countryside cannot take it anymore” movement is led by the Asociación Nacional de
      Empresas Comercializadoras (ANEC, National Association of Traders), the Asociación Nacional de Organizaciones
      Regionales Campesinas Autónomas (UNORCA)(The National Association of Peasants), and El Barzón (An association of
      producers affected by the 1994 devaluation).
    


    
      6 Based on a survey of 114 local farmers, we found that 71.9% of farmers used creole corn
      seeds, on an average corn surface of 1.9 ha. Other results are: total average surface by unit: 4.19 ha;
      agricultural units with partial corn self-consumption: 88.6%; number of established crops: 2.2; reduced corn
      surface in the last decade: 33.3%; belong to an organization: 38.6%; agricultural families suffering from food
      scarcity during the past year: 97.4%; units that signaled food insecurity situation:21.1%; herbicide use: 90.4%
      (among them glyphosates).
    


    
      7 Monocrop production is often promoted by neoliberal agri-food policies and associated
      export-oriented postures.
    


    
      8 This is collectively (community) owned land distributed to peasant communities as a result of
      the Mexican Revolution of the 20th century.
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    Communities against capital? The politics of palm oil expansion in Colombia’s Middle
    Magdalena


    
      Kyla Sankey
    


    
      Introduction


      
        Land grabbing for the expansion of large mono-crop farms is nothing new in the Colombian countryside. It has
        precursors in the violent processes of land appropriation and peasant dispossession that took place during the
        period of la violencia (1948–54), when lands seized from peasants were converted
        into commercial plantations, as well as the narco-driven land grab of the 1980s and 1990s. But since the turn
        of the century many have suggested that a new form of land grabbing has emerged, driven by the dramatic
        expansion of oil palm that accompanied the rise in the price of palm oil by 676% between 2001 and 2011 (Index
        Mundi 2016).
      


      
        Discussion of oil palm expansion has strongly emphasized the role of peasant resistance, even in the face of
        political violence and dispossession. Colombia, which is distinguished by its long history of peasant protest,
        is home to a vociferous movement against land grabbing, consisting in a broad coalition of regional peasant,
        indigenous and afro-descendant movements, urban-based research groups such as Colombian Network for Action
        Against Free Trade (Recalca) and the Grupo Semillas, international non-governmental organizations (NGOs) such
        as Oxfam, and transnational networks such as Via Campesina. Opponents have emphasized the destructive nature of
        oil palm expansion in rural territories, pointing to the violent expulsion of local communities from their
        lands, the appropriation of natural resources, environmental degradation and the devastation of their ways of
        life. Accordingly, rural communities in areas where palm oil development takes place are presumed to be opposed
        to these projects, or at least they would be if they knew the full implications of palm oil production
        (ABColombia 2011; Leech 2009; Oxfam 2014a; 2014b). Local inhabitants in areas of palm oil expansion are
        depicted as standing in opposition, or resistance to such projects – a sentiment reflected in the 2013 Assembly
        on Food Sovereignty in Bogota, which concluded with the declaration that: ‘we defend our territories, including
        land, oceans, water and woodland as part of the struggle against land-grabbing and large-scale extraction’ (Via
        Campesina 2013).
      


      
        Yet while this characterization may be accurate in some cases, it does not fully capture the range and
        complexity of responses ‘from below’ to oil palm expansion in Colombia. Beneath the common
        depiction of ‘local community resistance’ to oil palm, closer analysis suggests that these processes are
        characterized by a variety of political reactions from different social groups. The issue is not just that
        people react differently to these processes, but that ‘local communities’ in areas of palm expansion are
        socially differentiated, and their responses too have been conditioned by the range of economic, political,
        social and ideological factors that surround the arrival and development of palm oil. This has important
        implications for the efforts of oppositional movements to galvanize support against agro-industrial projects,
        which are threatened by divisions and tensions between groups of rural inhabitants. Rather than assume a
        homogeneous response by affected local communities, what is needed is closer analysis of the complexities of
        the political dynamics of oil palm expansion in concrete cases, and its role in transforming property and labor
        structures, in particular the way these dynamics have engaged with and reconfigured existing patterns of rural
        social differentiation and class formation.
      


      
        A region with a long history of palm oil development, peasant radicalism and paramilitary violence, the Middle
        Magdalena provides an example of the problems faced by resistance to agro-industrial expansion. The notable
        feature of recent oil palm expansion in the region is the difficulty for the oppositional movement to galvanize
        a broad support base among rural inhabitants. This chapter explores the limits of contemporary resistance in
        the region through closer examination into the historical trajectory of oil palm development; its role in
        processes of commodification, differentiation and class formation among rural inhabitants; as well as its
        interaction with various sociopolitical forces such as the state, paramilitary groups and local peasant
        organizations. My argument is that paramilitary repression and a restructuring of property and production
        relations in the palm oil industry based on the incorporation of peasants through contract arrangements have
        served to undermine oppositional peasant organizing in the region, generating cleavages between groups of
        peasants differentially impacted by palm expansion, and paving the way for new sets of values, strategies and
        forms of contention. I draw on fieldwork conducted in 2013 in the San Pablo municipality in Colombia’s Middle
        Magdalena region, which has recently been home to new contract farming schemes for palm oil. I analyze the
        various peasant responses to oil palm expansion on the basis of 21 interviews with local inhabitants and
        actors, including contract farmers and rural workers, representatives from rural development agencies and
        activists in a regional peasant movement. The interviews were analyzed in conjunction with examination of other
        evaluations and fieldwork conducted into palm oil in the region (Álvarez Aristizábal 2009; Castro Hernández
        2010; De Roux 2011; Guarín, Navarro, and Pellerano 2008; Loingsigh 2002).
      


      
        While I do not deny the urgent need for both a critique of the corporate neoliberal agri-food regime and a
        belief in the possibility of radical alternatives based on the principles of ecological and social
        sustainability, my contribution to this volume aims to highlight the limitations of some of the common
        narratives of resistance in agri-food. My analysis draws on concepts and analytical tools
        in critical agrarian studies, including the class dynamics of agrarian change (Akram-Lodhi and Kay 2009;
        Bernstein 2010; Borras and Franco 2010; Castellanos-Navarrete, and Kees Jansen 2015), as well as the politics
        of peasant resistance (Eckstein 1989; Hall et al. 2015). First, I argue that oil palm projects are implemented
        on the basis of an array of property and labor regimes in a way that evades simplified narratives pitting large
        palm corporations against dispossessed communities. Second, the political interventions in these processes
        adopt a variety of both coercive and legitimizing strategies with important implications for the political and
        ideological trajectories of local populations. Third, the expansion of oil palm is associated with new
        processes of socioeconomic differentiation and a variety of adaptive livelihood strategies among rural social
        groups. The result is that the political responses from below to new forms of palm expansion are characterized
        by new sets of interests and alliances, generating frictions and tensions between local groups. This framework
        seeks to provide a more comprehensive analysis of historical processes of oil palm expansion and its role in
        the transformation in the social relations governing access to and use of land and resources, as well as
        agrarian labor regimes and political reactions in the face of the changing dynamics of accumulation in the
        world food market.
      


      
        The chapter proceeds in four parts. The first part provides a critical examination the theoretical issues
        associated with peasants’ responses to land grabs. The second presents the case study of the Middle Magdalena
        region, tracing the arrival and expansion of palm oil and its relation to processes of capital accumulation and
        socio-political power struggles. The third examines the transformations in social property relations associated
        with palm oil expansion. The final part explores the politics of palm oil, its interaction with various social
        and political projects and the dynamics of contestation. The analysis presents a more complex picture of the
        various mechanisms of implementation and political reactions from below to palm oil expansion.
      

    


    
      The politics of resistance to palm oil in Colombia


      
        Critical scholarly literature on palm oil expansion in Colombia has tended to frame this as a contemporary
        process of enclosure, or ‘accumulation by dispossession’ (Harvey 2003). Based on Marx’s concept of ‘primitive
        accumulation’, the notion presumes that oil palm plantations appropriate lands and natural resources for their
        conversion into large, mono-crop agro-industrial plantations, devastating local communities and leading to
        their displacement (Vega Cantor 2012). Accordingly, rural inhabitants are portrayed as ‘victims’ of oil palm
        expansion inherently opposed to the process. The ‘post-development’ framework of Arturo Escobar has been
        particularly influential (2003; 2011). In Escobar’s conception, resistance to palm cultivation is part of a
        broader struggle against the dispossession inherent in the processes of development and ‘capitalist modernity’
        itself (2003: 158). Local community movements against palm oil expansion are depicted as ‘people’s struggles
        for the defense of place and culture, […] fostering people’s autonomy over their
        territory’ (2003: 158). There are three main assumptions underlying this perspective. First, rural communities
        are displaced by palm oil projects, frequently through the use of state and paramilitary violence; second, palm
        development is fundamentally incompatible with rural livelihoods, which stand outside of and in opposition to
        agro-industry; and third, rural inhabitants respond to palm oil projects with resistance. This research
        challenges these assumptions about rural resistance to oil palm expansion based on a closer examination of the
        historical trajectory of palm oil development in the Middle Magdalena and the varieties of peasant response.
      


      
        The first assumption concerns the role of palm oil in perpetuating state and paramilitary violence and
        dispossession, a phenomenon that has been widely recognized in Colombia. Indeed, as Grajales has argued, the
        processes of violence, land appropriation and agro-industrial expansion should not be understood as outside the
        sphere of state activities, but constitutive of the state formation process itself (Grajales 2013). The
        association of palm oil with state violence, large landowners, paramilitarism, land accumulation and
        dispossession has been a focal point for opponents of the expansion of palm oil in the Middle Magdalena region
        (FIAN 2009; Loingsigh 2005). But the case study presented in this chapter suggests that the types of political
        intervention surrounding palm expansion are more complex than narratives linking palm oil, paramilitarism and
        displacement often allow. Oil palm cultivation has not only been imposed coercively, but has also accompanied
        by a series of legitimizing strategies seeking to secure its acceptance and maintain political stability in the
        region. As Borras and his associates put it, ‘capital accumulation and political legitimization [are]
        inherently interlinked and contradictory, tension-filled, uneven, and contested, across space and time’ (Borras
        Jr, Franco, and Wang 2013). In particular, the background of the escalation of social tensions and a crisis of
        legitimacy surrounding the exclusionary and violent agrarian regime in the Middle Magdalena during the 1990s
        motivated the intervention of local development institutes helping to secure the consent of palm oil expansion
        among local inhabitants by introducing ‘bottom-up’ agro-industrial development projects in the form of ‘peasant
        palm’ contract schemes. In contrast to the model of displacement through the imposition of large-scale,
        mono-crop, industrial and mechanized farm enterprises through displacement, this new institutional arrangement
        meant that palm would be introduced on the basis of incorporation of local inhabitants (Hickey and Du Toit
        2007; Li 2011).
      


      
        The second assumption is based on a juxtaposition of a distinct ‘peasant’ way of life against commercial
        agriculture. This notion has been central to the campaign of peasant movements opposing oil palm expansion, who
        contest the meaning of land and agriculture for commercial purposes with the needs of subsistence, the
        protection of nature and a peasant way of life. However, the problem with this notion is that it tends to evoke
        an essentialized conception of a peasant ‘way of life’ with its own intrinsic ‘logic’ that persists
        undifferentiated, in harmony with nature and bound together by a culture of solidarity, standing outside of agro-industrial production and fundamentally incompatible with it (Escobar
        2003). In contrast, this chapter demonstrates the limitations of the notion that local communities stand
        outside of and in opposition to commercial agriculture by exploring how palm oil has a long history of
        structuring agrarian relations in the region, integrating rural inhabitants into global palm markets as
        laborers, semi-proletarianized workers or more recently as smallholders. In these cases, many local inhabitants
        do not stand outside agro-industry, but have engaged with its development and even helped drive its recent
        expansion, albeit as subordinate participants (see also Castellanos-Navarrete and Jansen 2015; Mamonova 2015;
        McCarthy 2010). In this sense, rather than presume the incompatibility of peasant livelihoods with commercial
        agriculture, this chapter examines ‘the terms upon which people are incorporated and integrated’ into palm oil
        production as well as the ‘processes of adverse incorporation and/or social exclusion’ involved (Hickey and du
        Toit 2007: 1). What is at stake in the disputes over oil palm expansion presented in this chapter is not so
        much an innate ‘peasant logic’ versus a ‘capitalist’ one but a contestation over meanings, political ideologies
        and visions surrounding land, agriculture and environmental sustainability between different actors and
        affected groups, which sometimes overlap but also generate tensions and frictions between groups.
      


      
        Finally, the variation in forms of political intervention and terms of inclusion surrounding oil palm expansion
        demonstrates why it is not useful to portray the politics of this process as one of ‘local communities’
        opposing palm corporations. Oil palm expansion has interacted in different ways with different rural social
        classes and groups, provoking various political reactions, and there is no direct or necessary link between oil
        palm expansion and broad rural resistance (Eckstein 1989). The forms, strategies and practices of two
        resistance processes in the Middle Magdalena examined here fall into two broad categories: oppositional
        movements mobilizing for territorial defense, and those that struggle over the terms of incorporation within
        contract-growing schemes. These groups are defined by the different impacts of palm oil expansion on their
        social base, but also different forms of contention which led to both inter-class conflicts between peasants
        and palm corporations, but also intra-class conflicts between differentiated groups of peasants.
      

    


    
      Palm oil in the Middle Magdalena


      
        Characterized by a long history of large agro-industrial plantations, exclusionary rural property structures,
        forced displacement, peasant revolts and a strong presence of Colombian military forces and paramilitary
        groups, the Middle Magdalena region provides an important illustration of the conflicts over agro-industry in
        Colombia. The history of palm oil cultivation in the Middle Magdalena region dates back to the 1950s, but in
        2000 a dramatic expansion of palm oil took place. Between 2000 and 2015, the area cultivated with palm grew
        almost twofold, from 80,000 to 140,000 hectares, with projects proposed in another 160,000 hectares (Fedepalma
        2016).
      


      
        Peasant settlers first populated the Middle Magdalena region at the beginning of the 20th
        century. Since then the region has represented ‘the last great settler frontier’ (Reyes 2009: 49), providing a
        refuge for landless peasant farmers expelled from other regions of the country by violent displacement,
        demographic pressures and lack of access to land (Cadavid 1996). The majority of settler peasants farmed small
        plots of roughly 3 hectares, with crops such as plantain, yucca and corn to meet their subsistence needs, while
        simultaneously working in local extractive industries such as logging or gold mining (Machado and Briceño
        1995). The conditions of the agrarian frontier were generally too precarious for frontier settlers to acquire a
        surplus and expand into commercial farming (Molano 1992). The encroachment of landlords posed a constant threat
        to this group, and the scenario of absent state authorities meant that land conflicts between peasants and
        landlords increasingly came to be decided ‘according to the coercive capacity of the groups in combat’ (Acosta
        and López 1984: 191). The region soon came to be defined by the fiercely ‘rebellious and combative’ nature of
        its inhabitants (Cadavid 1996), and the circumstances provided ideal conditions for the radicalization of
        peasant–settlers. By the 1960s the Middle Magdalena had become a nucleus for guerrilla insurgents, with the
        formation of the National Liberation Army (ELN) in 1964 and the expansion of the Revolutionary Armed Forces of
        Colombia (FARC) into the zone in 1966. By the mid-1970s the FARC had expanded to represent the de facto
        regional authority in regions such as Northeast Antioquia and South Bolívar in the Middle Magdalena,
        controlling regional councils and charging a land tax on landlords (Medina Gallego 1990).
      


      
        The rising rural tensions, together with the perceived threat of the Cuban revolution, soon made this region a
        focal point for US-sponsored counterinsurgency programs aimed at preventing guerrillas from establishing
        themselves among land-hungry peasants. The strategy for dampening rural tensions had two components: coercive
        and civic (Galli 1978). The civic dimension consisted in a series of strategic ‘development’ projects aimed at
        undermining the socioeconomic and ideological foundations of peasant revolts. Perceiving the ‘peasant problem’
        as a product of the ‘backwards’ latifundio-minifundio structure (characterized by
        large commercial estates known as latifundios, alongside small properties known as
        minifundios), the goal was the penetration of capitalist relations into the
        countryside. The method for this advocated by US President Kennedy’s ‘Alliance for Progress’ and Colombian
        President Lleras was through an agrarian reform project to redistribute land to peasants, thereby converting
        them into small, capitalist farmers. Such projects were minimal in the Middle Magdalena, but nonetheless gave
        rise to a stratum of mid-sized farmers growing rice, cotton, beans and grains. But the predominant form of
        agrarian change in the region was the ‘landlord road’: the modernization of agriculture via the conversion of
        latifundio estates into large-scale commercial farms, and the concurrent
        elimination of the peasantry through its absorption into the rural labor force (Brittain 2005; De Janvry 1981).
        A massive influx of credit and technology allowing landowners and investors to buy unused plots or convert
        their estates brought the first palm oil plantations in the South Cesar and Santander
        departments (Kalmanovitz and López 2006; Machado and Briceno 1995).
      


      
        The arrival of palm was a major catalyst for the commodification of social relations in the region,
        transforming the traditional latifundia into a new social structure based on
        agrarian capitalism. As Cadavid points out, palm oil production ‘was an initial step for dissolving the
        pre-capitalist modes of the region’, bringing ‘a new logic of “progress” and “modernity” to spheres that had
        formerly taken a traditional and stilted attitude to development’ (1996: 31). The transformations brought an
        influx of migrant laborers to the region. While some workers obtained permanent employment on the plantations,
        palm oil production mostly relied on temporary workers who could subsist on their own plots when their labor
        was not needed (García 2006). The arrival of palm workers increased the pressure for land and fueled rural
        tensions (Prada 2006). The palm workers were soon unionized, and rural and urban workers and peasants stood
        side by side in protests, as demonstrated in the 1963 civic strike that unified their demands in a single
        petition (García 2006).
      


      
        According to Galli, the rural development projects implemented during this period were in reality ‘the velvet
        glove to the iron fist of counterinsurgency’ (1978: 76). Increasingly fearful of the threat of communism
        fermenting in peasant enclaves, US counterinsurgency aid sought the establishment, by any means, of ‘pro-US,
        free enterprise democracy’ (Stokes 2006). In 1983 a counterinsur-gent military battalion was founded in the
        Puerto Boyacá zone of the Middle Magdalena, which proceeded to organize a self-defense force uniting local and
        foreign businessmen, landlords and residents against the guerrilla insurgents. The main backers of this new
        alliance were landlords seeking to resist the land tax and the threat of expropriation, but they were actively
        supported by local political bosses, representatives of transnational corporations and other local
        businesspeople threatened by the FARC’s kidnapping strategy. Known as the MAS (Muerte a
        Secuestradores or “Death to Kidnappers”), the group embarked on a project of ‘social cleansing’ that
        consisted of terror, mutilations and decapitations targeting anyone accused in subversive activity broadly
        defined, which later became the model for paramilitarism throughout the country (Medina Gallego 1990; Reyes
        Posada 2009).
      


      
        Although its origins lay in conflicts between landlords and peasant guerrillas, paramilitarism in Colombia was
        always more than simply a strategy for quelling the threat of insurgency. It should also be conceived as a
        ‘hegemonic project’ uniting various class forces behind the agenda of opening up territories to capitalist
        relations and mobilizing support behind an ideological program based on pro-business and individualistic
        values. Local activist Libardo Sarmiento described the ‘Middle Magdalena model of paramilitarism’ as an
        integral strategy consisting of three stages: first, ‘liberate’ territories from subversion; second, ‘bring
        wealth to the region’ through private investment and infrastructure, and third, the ‘consolidate and
        legitimate’ the model through the establishment of a pro-free market civil society consisting in NGOs and
        community organizations (Sarmiento 1996: 23). In this way, state and para-state violence may also be understood as a component in the process of ‘everyday state formation’ in this frontier region
        (Ballvé 2012).
      


      
        In the 1980s and 1990s, the background of heightened social conflict, the crisis of commercial agriculture and
        the implementation of neoliberal reforms made paramilitary violence all the more crucial for the capital
        accumulation process. An example of this is provided by the development of the palm oil sector in the Middle
        Magdalena during this period. The integration of Colombian agriculture into globalized commodity chains was
        creating new competitive pressures, intensified by the high value of the Colombian peso and an influx of cheap
        imports from Asia (Molano 2009). In response, the palm oil companies sought to produce for export markets, a
        challenge that could be achieved only by reducing production costs. Labor was the main target (Molano 2009:
        142). But the strong militancy of the palm oil worker unions, supported by the guerrillas in a strategy known
        as la combinación de todas las formas de lucha (‘combining all forms of struggle’)
        represented a major obstacle to meeting this challenge (Gill 2011; Molano 2009). The period 1990–95 saw 17
        major labor actions take place in the palm oil sector, including strikes, roadblocks and slowdowns (Delgado
        2006: 107–109). The scenario of labor militancy, together with the pressure from growing international
        competition, motivated local palm oil companies to forge tighter alliances with local paramilitaries.
      


      
        Oil palm is known in Colombia as the ‘paramilitary crop’ par excellence, and the
        Middle Magdalena is no exception. Molano points out that ‘this radical transformation in palm oil’s productive
        structures would require tight social control enforcement of law and order’ (2009: 142), and unions became the
        first target of a new paramilitary offensive. Paramilitary forces arrived in the oil palm regions in the late
        1980s. The pretext was counterinsurgent operations, but in reality the terror extended much further, to
        assassinations, tortures and persecutions of unarmed activists, including the assassination of 56 union leaders
        between 1988 and 1995 (Delgado 1996: 109). In the late 1990s, the paramilitaries embarked on a project for
        taking definitive control of the Middle Magdalena, invading peasant lands, sowing terror and fueling a massive
        wave of displacement. In the decade between 1995 and 2005, 88,000 people were displaced in the region,
        including 44,000 people in the years 2000 and 2001 alone (ACNUR 2005). An investigation into the relation
        between oil palm cultivation and violent displacement reported that prime areas for oil palm cultivation in the
        low-lying river basin such as Sabana de Torres, Puerto Wilches and San Alberto were among the chief military
        targets for displacements (FIAN 2009: 24). The mission was ‘unable to establish the precise extent of
        involvement of palm companies in land appropriations from local farmers’, partly because displaced peasants of
        the region ‘did not have the same juridical security over their lands in comparison with afrocolombian
        communities’ (FIAN 2009: 24). That is to say, farmers of the region to not have the same legal recognition of
        collective land rights recognized for Indigenous and Afro-Colombian communities. Nonetheless, interviews
        reported ‘intimidations and threats’ against farmers pressured to sell their lands in areas of palm oil
        development (FIAN 2009: 25).
      


      
        Paramilitary terror unleashed during this time had the effect of reshaping social and
        political identities of the region, paving the way for a new form of accumulation. Fear and threats undermined
        labor and peasant movements by creating ‘new divisions and tensions among the working class that broke down old
        forms of solidarity’ (Gill 2011: 52). Violent land appropriations and the ‘pacification’ of the Middle
        Magdalena helped create governable spaces for the emergence of a rejuvenated local economy incorporated into
        global commodity chains, fueled by increased private investment in agribusiness. One local palm oil company
        manager described the process as follows:
      


      
        
          [In Middle Magdalena] the political map was re-formed […] The guerrillas left and the army entered, and that
          gives guarantees, so that you could invest as a businessman. You know that in areas where there are
          guerrillas it is impossible to work. In areas where there is army or another force it is easier to work […]
          well, without saying we are paramilitary. But the fact that there is a military base helps a lot.
        


        
          (Castro Hernández 2010)
        

      


      
        Most studies of violent oil palm enclosures in Colombia have examined cases where companies sought rural
        inhabitants’ land and not their labor, resulting in expulsion of occupants from their land (Grajales 2011; Li
        2011). But the present case of palm oil expansion in the Middle Magdalena presents a contrast with this model
        since the corporations sought cheap labor as well as land in this sparsely populated frontier zone. The result
        is that local communities have not only been displaced, but also incorporated into the palm oil industry via
        the adoption of new property and labor structures.
      

    


    
      Oil palm expansion, enclosure and differentiation


      
        The surge in violent land appropriations at the turn of the century was accompanied by a significant expansion
        of oil palm plantations in the Middle Magdalena, with the area cultivated increasing from 40,000 to 155,000
        hectares between 2000 and 2013 (Fedepalma 2016). The expansion was driven by the arrival of new, mainly
        national investors in the region attracted by the high price for palm oil, reduced land prices, low, flat land
        surfaces, and good transport links (Álvarez 2009; FIAN 2009). Another crucial condition for the arrival of palm
        oil production was intervention from the state and non-governmental development institutes in the form of
        government incentive schemes such as the Rural Capitalization Incentive (ICR), the formation of tax free zones,
        tax benefits for late-yield crops, tax exemptions for biodiesel and the introduction of new contract
        arrangements (Álvarez 2009; Castro Hernández 2010; Grajales 2011).
      


      
        The expansion of palm oil during this period was associated with changes in relations between property and
        production. The majority of the new oil palm cultivation took place on large plantations, with farms of more
        than 200 hect-ares accounting for 68% of the total land cultivated and receiving about 82% of the government credit schemes (Fedepalma 2016). But a another new mechanism for the advancement
        of oil palm in the region was the use of contract schemes, known as ‘Productive Alliances’, in which the palm
        oil company does not take direct control of production, but instead purchases the oil palm fruit from growers.
        The basic premise of these schemes is to link corporations, which have access to credit, processing facilities,
        inputs and markets, to smallholders under the promise of secure land possession and a boost in household
        incomes (FAO 2002). Between 1998 and 2011 the participation of Productive Alliances rose from 3% to 25% of the
        total oil palm cultivated in the region accounting for 4,586 farmers producing around 52,427 hectares of oil
        palm (Fedepalma 2013; FIAN 2009).
      


      
        The expansion of oil palm on the basis of Productive Alliances schemes took place against the background of a
        series of debates and interventions into the problems of social conflict, illicit crop cultivation, rural
        underdevelopment and environmental degradation facing the region. A focal point of the debate was the Program
        for Development and Peace in Middle Magdalena (PDPMM), a regional development institute founded in 1994 through
        the initiatives of local civil society organizations, with USD $178 million in funding provided by the World
        Bank, the European Union and the Colombian government (Molano 2009; Guarín et al. 2008). As a protocol
        peacebuilding project for agrarian frontier regions at the epicenter of armed conflict, a prime motivation for
        the intervention of the PDPMM was to offset the surge in armed conflict that had taken place in the 1990s, as
        well as the environmental damage caused by deforestation and illicit crop cultivation (Álvarez 2009; Castro
        Hernández 2010; Guarín et al. 2008; Loingsigh 2005).
      


      
        The approach of the PDPMM emphasized the need for participatory, bottom-up development for peasant economies to
        tackle the problems of rural poverty and social conflict in the region. One of its main initiatives was a
        version of the productive alliances scheme known as the ‘peasant palm’ project. The basic aim of the scheme was
        to reduce in the social conflicts between peasants, landlords and agribusiness by strengthening local civil
        society and community-oriented rural development (De Roux 2011). It would achieve this by ‘modernizing’ peasant
        agriculture, ‘adapting it to more profitable options’ and thereby raising peasant living standards through the
        incorporation of palm cultivations onto peasant subsistence farms. For the palm oil corporations, these schemes
        would provide a stable workforce and a means of minimizing political instability, while for farmers they
        provided the opportunity for secure land access and crop production (Barreto-Henriques 2009; Castro Hernández
        2010). Furthermore, proponents claimed that such projects would help combat deforestation and defend
        environmental resources in the region by promoting a rational use of resources in harmony with the environment.
      


      
        The peasant palm project was implemented in eight municipalities of the South Bolívar region, benefitting
        around 50 families in each municipality (Castro Hernández 2010). The scheme linked poor and landless peasants
        to participating local agri-business firms such as INDUPALMA, FUNDEWILCHES, Palmas
        Monterrey, Palmas Yarima, Promotora Hacienda Las Flores and Grupo Daabon. The role of the PDPMM was to
        facilitate peasant access to loans and land titles on the basis of a 10-year commercial agreement (Castro
        Hernández 2010). The program saw a significant expansion of oil palm in South Bolívar region on small farms of
        8–10 hectares, where oil palm is cultivated alongside peasant subsistence crops. The effect of the program
        would then be to deepen small farmer integration into market relations, linking credits to land and
        capitalizing farming techniques.
      


      
        The approach of the PDPMM’s peasant palm project was premised on a critique of the exclusionary nature of
        globalized corporate agriculture in the region, which had favored large farmers and corporations with the
        resources to adapt to changing market conditions (Barreto-Henriques 2009; Castro Hernández 2010). According to
        the PDPMM, government policy, commercial networks, access to new technologies, and land and credit markets all
        favored capitalist farmers, which meant that palm oil production had been expanded through what it called the
        ‘capitalist’ model. Meanwhile, peasants producing traditional peasant crops like yucca and corn were unable to
        adapt and had been further marginalized, incorporated as laborers in large estates – which amounts to a model
        of ‘farming without farmers’ (Castro Hernández, 2010: 160). Alternatively, the PDPMM proposed a bottom-up model
        of peasant-based territorial development known as the Fincas Campesinas (peasant
        farms) project, with peasants participating as active agents in the development process (Barreto-Henriques
        2009; Castro Hernández 2010; de Roux 2011). As the PDPMM describes it:
      


      
        
          The Finca Campesina project is based on a participatory and bottom-up concept of
          development. […] Previous thinking considered that agroindustrial commodities could only be made by large
          landowners and with large amounts of resources. In contrast, the notion of the Finca
          Campesina is conceived as a process that links the conception of modern agroindustrial economy with
          the traditional view of the farm for the well-being of the family. In accordance with this, some products
          which are already cultivated in the region, have been identified with an eye to applying a model that allows
          for a reconciliation between the visions of latifundistas and those of
          minifundistas. The philosophy consisted in moving the traditional producer
          towards a modern view of agriculture without endangering the stability and traditional conditions of his
          plot. The notions of agroecology and habitat conservation are central to this project.
        


        
          (PDPMM 2001: 262)
        

      


      
        This ‘bottom up’ development of oil palm through its adoption by small farmers differs from the enclosure model
        that characterizes the arrival of oil palm to other regions of Colombia. Field interviews and local documents
        provide some important indicators regarding processes of peasant differentiation that have unfolded. The
        program’s own evaluation suggests that a small strata of farmers (18%) have been able to fully benefit from the
        program, making a surplus from palm oil production that had been used to make improvements
        to their homes and further investments into oil palm crops, including taking out loans to buy land and
        investing in equipment such as tractors (Guarín et al. 2008; Personal Interview, PDPMM employee 2014). However,
        the majority reported many difficulties in palm oil production, questioning its suitability for small farmers.
        For example, the palm fruit must reach the processing plant between 6 and 12 hours after being harvested. But
        poor infrastructure and excessively high costs of transport made this requirement nearly impossible to meet for
        poorer farmers participating in the scheme, who were sometimes delayed for up to two days in delivering the
        fruit to the processing plant. It was only larger producers with tractors that were able to deliver the fruit
        within the deadline on a regular basis. What Mann and Dickenson (1978:470) call ‘the gap between production
        time and labor time’ represented another major barrier for poorer producers. There is a six-to-eight-year delay
        between the planting and harvesting of palm oil trees, during which time farmers are expected to apply
        fertilizers and make loan repayments. Poorer farmers without other resources reported that they were unable to
        keep up these costs before the cultivations were ready for harvest. They had fallen behind with loans and many
        were uncertain as to how much they owed and whether their land would be re-appropriated. Yet despite the fact
        that the farmers’ insertion into market relations was imbued with uncertainties, it was nonetheless clear that
        oil palm cultivation was replacing peasant crops, with 40% of participants reporting that they had given up on
        subsistence agriculture (Guarín et al. 2008; Personal Interview, PDPMM participant 2013). The situation
        illustrates how local communities were subject to various forms of ‘adverse incorporation’ rather than
        straightforward top-down dispossession.
      


      
        The incorporation of small farmers into global palm oil commodity chains has also had a significant impact on
        the political landscape of the region. The nature of the productive alliances ties peasants to companies and
        potentially brings them into a new multi-class bloc alongside landlords, agri-business, NGO officials and the
        state, restructuring their interests, attitudes and values. Many local inhabitants have not opposed commercial
        agricultural expansion, but rather have seen it as an economic opportunity. As one beneficiary described it:
        ‘before, we used to associate palm with the big landowners. Now palm is something we peasants can produce’
        (Personal Interview, PDPMM participant 2013). The peasant palm project might be a bottom up scheme in contrast
        to the top down variety adopted by landlords and agri-business, but the integration of peasants into market
        relations nonetheless relies on their adoption of a certain set of principles associated with the small
        capitalist farmer: productivity, technical knowledge, credit and landownership (PDPMM 2001). Such capacities
        also require embracing a way of life that emphasizes technical knowledge, productivity, individual
        responsibility, entrepreneurship and ownership as the solution to social problems.
      


      
        The changing worldviews and ideologies associated with contract farming can be inferred from examination of the
        forms, strategies and practices of resistance as well as the political allegiances of this group. It has
        already been noted that the peasants of the Middle Magdalena are known for their strong
        tradition of resistance. But a notable feature of the contract farmers was the absence of open contestation,
        despite having numerous grievances regarding the terms of contract. During the interviews, farmers reported a
        number of grievances: companies not paying the agreed price for the fruit or delaying the payments, withdrawal
        of pensions and medical benefits, and failure to provide the correct chemical inputs for the cultivations
        (Interview 2013). But of the five participants interviewed, only one expressed having entered into open
        conflict with the corporation. The farmer described how the palm oil company had neglected the palm trees on
        the project before the fruit could be harvested. Facilitated by the PDPMM, the farmer had hired a lawyer to
        demand compensation. In this case, the conflict amounted to a legal dispute between the company and the grower
        concerning the terms of contract. The farmers go to NGOs or development institutes to bring up disputes or
        solve their problems; they see no need to join organized or long-sighted resistance processes such as unions or
        independent movements. In this case, the relationship between rural inhabitants and palm projects is best
        conceived as one in which different actors negotiate over terms of the agreement rather than overt opposition
        and resistance.
      

    


    
      The politics of resistance


      
        The incorporation of farmers into palm production through contract schemes has generated cleavages, tensions
        and political divides among groups of peasants, undermining attempts to galvanize a broad support base against
        oil palm expansion in the region. The Peasant Farmers’ Association of the Cimitarra River Valley (ACVC) is an
        organization representing small subsistence and landless peasant farmers of the South Bolívar and North-East
        Antioquia regions. Its political stance emphasizes territorial defense, land reform, food sovereignty and
        agro-ecology, informed by the historical land reform movement as well as contemporary global movements such as
        Via Campesina. ‘ We have opposed the peasant palm scheme of the PDPMM’ one ACVC
        activist commented, because it ‘destroys the peasant economy and reinforces Colombia’s position in the global
        division of labor’ (Interview, ACVC leader 2014). For the ACVC, the notion of a bottom up process of palm oil
        expansion is a contradiction because globalized commercial agriculture is inherently exclusionary of peasants. The activist described the productive alliances scheme as
        an updated version of the latifundio model dominated by landlords and
        paramilitaries that they had historically opposed: ‘the productive alliances proposed by these new feudal lords
        are the same as the tenant farming arrangements of feudal times. The alliances are a legal means for the
        company to renounce its obligations to dispossessed agricultural workers’ (Interview, 2014). Since the palm oil
        corporations will always hold the advantage in the productive alliances, the activist claimed that peasants
        will always be in a subordinated position.
      


      
        The ACVC opposes the agro-industrial model of palm oil development as incompatible with its peasant-based
        vision, which is based on redistributive land reform, food sovereignty and the principles
        of solidarity and reciprocity among peasants. In one interview, an ACVC leader emphasized why the organization
        opposed the project:
      


      
        
          Our struggle is for the land […], to produce food for our families, to maintain a life of dignity and
          justice, to enjoy the land we live and work on, to protect our natural resources, our knowledge and our
          culture for future generations.
        


        
          (Interview, ACVC leader 2014)
        

      


      
        The incorporation of peasants into palm oil commodity chains, in contrast, perpetuates the subordination of the
        peasantry to global capital and prevents the construction of a collective vision of peasant-based development
        (Interview, ACVC leader 2014).
      


      
        What is at stake in the dispute between the PDPMM and the ACVC is a contestation over the meaning of land, food
        production and environmental sustainability. The problem with palm is not just that it is top down rather than
        bottom-up, but rather that it values land, food and natural resources in terms of economic production and
        profit rather than subsistence needs. The ACVC’s narrative evokes a vision of peasant identity and a sense of
        community associated with a certain set of peasant-based agricultural practices and use of land and resources
        that are set to be destroyed by agro-industrial projects such as the production of palm oil. The peasant palm
        scheme is perceived as a threat because it perpetuates differences between different groups of peasants, and it
        is also based on ‘a lack of organization of the workers and competition between them’ (Loingsigh 2002: 91).
        This distorts ‘the potential for class-based solidarities’ and prevents more collective and oppositional
        organizational forms among peasants (Loingsigh 2002: 91). It puts the identity of this movement at risk since
        it presents an ideological and cultural leadership centered on a middle peasantry and market-oriented
        production, as opposed to grassroots strategies of solidarity and radical opposition neoliberalism.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        To sum up, paramilitary violence and the restructuring of palm oil production on the basis of contract schemes
        have reshaped the socio-economic and political landscape of the Middle Magdalena. Oil palm expansion has not
        only generated new processes of class differentiation as various groups are incorporated into commodity markets
        in different ways, but it has also shaped the attitudes, world-views and political affiliations of peasants.
        The political interventions based on a model of bottom-up development have favored the emergence of a strata of
        small, capitalist farmers that has helped to undermined the solidarities and political affiliations between
        groups of peasants, which acted as an obstacle to the ability of the peasant movement to galvanize a broad
        support base against oil palm expansion in the region. These considerations pose an important challenge to the common notion that local communities stand outside of, and are inherently
        opposed to agro-industrial projects. By exploring the issues of class differentiation, terms of inclusion and
        the various forms of contention, this chapter hopes to provide a significant contribution to understandings of
        the complexity of resistance, and the contested meanings of land, agriculture and environmental sustainability
        surrounding contemporary processes of agro-industrial expansion.
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    Resisting Monsanto


    
      Monarch butterflies and cyber-actors
    


    
      Columba Gonzalez-Duarte
    


    
      Introduction


      
        
          Wouldn’t it be incredible if she could talk and tell us where she was born, what her flight to Mexico was
          like, whether she flew across the heartland or down the east coast, the threats and ravages that she had to
          endure along her journey, what her winter was like, where she stayed for the winter … The stories this lady
          would tell!
        


        
          (Bill S., posted on March 15, 2015, Dplex-L)
        

      


      
        Bill, from New Jersey, hosts a virtual classroom to enable learning about monarch butterflies. In his post he
        is responding to a photograph a fellow enthusiast, took and shared through Dplex-L, an online forum to connect
        people interested in monarch butterflies (see Figure
        11.1. In order to protect the confidentiality of participant identities, all user names in this chapter
        have been changed).
      


      
        Part of Bill’s enthusiasm stems from the fact that most annual generations of monarchs lead ephemeral lives of
        under a month, but the fall generation may survive up to nine months and thus these monarchs are able to
        perform the famed Eastern migration from the northern prairies to the central mountains of Mexico. Dplex-L
        serves as a means of sharing information about the migration with users located all over North America. The
        argument of this chapter is that non-humans can mobilize and be mobilized to resist power configurations. I
        expose this claim through the contrasting discourses and practices regarding Monsanto shared among a monarch
        butterfly amateur group that is part of the network society. My analysis is an invitation to consider these
        actions as a ramified form of contesting agribusiness practices that relies on the amalgamation of monarchs,
        communication infrastructures, and humans. By using the term “rhizomatic” (Deleuze and Guattari 1987: 9–12), I
        aim to demonstrate how this form of resistance is unruly and articulated through the sum of more than just
        human agencies. Rhizomes are subterranean stems that grow horizontally and that have nodes (bulbs) that mark
        the ‘end’ and ‘beginning’ of other plants. It is a totality formed by the sum of nodes and stems. It lacks a
        ‘central’ system. Deleuze and Guattari use the rhizome’s structure as a proposition to overcome what they call
        “arborescent systems” (1987: 16). They believe that rhizomatic formations are suited for resisting structures
        of domination. In this chapter, I use rhizomatic resistance to describe a contestation movement that is an
        outcome of human practices enabled by and embedded in cyberspace and the landscape itself.
        The chapter argues that what makes this movement successful is the possibility of matching ideas shared in
        cyberspace with on-the-ground practices, and that these are rhizomatic associations precisely because they
        emanate from different actors (human and non-human) working together. The article discusses the recent
        incorporation of Monsanto as a partner in monarch butterfly conservation. I elaborate on this partnership,
        showing that unregulated amalgamations such as this one give rise to contradictions that may constrain or
        change the movement’s current interests.
      


      
        [image: Image]

        
          Figure 11.1
          Photograph of a re-migrant Butterfly in a Texas field
          

        


        
          Photo by Carol Clark “Torn monarch in Texas photo from April 19th, 2014.”
        

      


      
        The complexity of the butterflies’ long migration prompts devotional interest and study on
        the part of scientists and butterfly amateurs, such as Bill. Though there are small populations of monarch
        butterflies in Australia, New Zealand, Hawaii, and Spain (Agrawal 2017), these populations do not migrate very
        far nor do they display the remarkable lifespan extension of the East Coast monarch, which lives in Canada and
        the United States and migrates to Mexico. The West Coast monarch migrates to California for the winter. Both
        populations begin their journeys when the temperatures begin to drop on the northern prairies (Commission for
        Environmental Cooperation [CEC] 2008). While both the East and West Coast populations have experienced a
        decline, the East Coast population is larger and as such is the subject of prominent and tri-national
        conservation efforts. Some monarch experts claim that the cause of this decay in the northern habitat can be
        attributed to the decline of milkweed, which is the butterfly’s host plant. These conservation scientists argue
        that massive use of glyphosate (the active ingredient of Monsanto’s herbicide Roundup®) in the Corn Belt region
        led to milkweed, decline and the lack of the host plant led to the decline of monarchs (Pleasants and
        Oberhauser 2013). Although there is skepticism among scientists of the causal correlation between the loss of
        milkweed and monarch decline (Agrawal 2017; Zaya, Pearse, and Spyreas 2017), since these findings reached the
        public, the loss-of-host-plant hypothesis has dominated amateur, media, and partnership efforts to halt the
        insect’s decline. Schools, cities, and Dplex-L’s cyber-activists participate in what is known as the
        ‘plant-milkweed-solution’ and this is also the theme that became the main focus of cyber-lobbying against
        Monsanto in this Dplex-L community. The recent call to citizen–scientists and monarch enthusiasts to plant
        milkweed is enabled by communication infrastructures such as Dplex-L. Monarch butterfly experts rely on this
        network of informed butterfly amateurs to accomplish conservation programs targeting the butterfly, such as the
        plant-milkweed-solution. Butterfly amateurs who use Dplex-L are ideal for this task as they already have an
        affective relationship with the butterfly. Many Dplex-L users plant and care for milkweed areas near their
        homes so they can rear monarch butterflies themselves. The practice of caring for milkweed and monarchs in the
        intimacy of the home promotes an affective bond with the insect, making users of this communication
        infrastructure prone to taking actions to protect the butterfly. This care is reinforced by a broader sense of
        the butterfly as “iconic,” as described by Gustafsson, Agrawal, Lewenstein, and Wolf (2015). In this view, the
        monarch is a charismatic insect, a “vehicle connecting broader concerns about genetic modification, the
        ecological effects of herbicides, land-use change, and climate change” (2015: 6).
      


      
        The practices of Dplexers involving monarchs and Monsanto demonstrate that the monarch connects actors that
        otherwise would be disconnected. I argue that, in adding complexity to the network that Gustafsson and
        colleagues (2015) describe, the channel that allows this connection-making – cyberspace – is also central to
        understanding these emergent practices in relation to Monsanto. Moved by the direct correlation they see
        between herbicide use and the insect’s decline, Dplexers participate in cyber and grounded activities against
        agribusiness that can be summarized as: 1) questioning agribusiness’ practices and
        cyber-lobbying against them, 2) questioning conservation science’s practices that incorporate Monsanto as a
        partner in conservation, 3) changing their local ecologies through milkweed planting, and 4) moving from
        anonymous forms of protest in cyberspace to lobbying for environmental regulation to protect monarch habitat.
        All together, these actions are effective in consolidating a network of experts and amateurs who share a
        concern about the effects of Monsanto’s Roundup® (glyphosate) on monarchs, and who as a result of this concern
        push for policies, partnerships, and habitat restoration to counteract habitat loss. I argue that the
        effectiveness and limits of this outcome can be seen in the recent incorporation of Monsanto as a partner in
        butterfly conservation, in particular with Monarch Watch which is the organization that regulates the online
        forum. As I will develop further, Monsanto’s inclusion in monarch conservation efforts reveals the complexity
        of rhizomatic resistance. It is a twofold process in which the expert–amateur cyber-resistance becomes solid
        enough to attract Monsanto’s attention, an attempt to decode structures of power (in Deleuze and Guattari’s
        terms), and then the corporation attempts to recode the network by becoming part of it. This incorporation
        reflects the unruly aspect of this resistance, as the rhizome’s open and horizontal structure allows the
        featuring of diverse actors, even controversial ones. Along the same lines, it is this unruliness that becomes
        the movement’s vulnerability. In this sense, the movement is open to the co-optation of agencies and actors
        that at one time were taking a critical stand and promoting contestation. These co-optation mechanisms seek to
        halt the creative potential of the rhizome, and signal the possible re-emergence of hierarchies. For example,
        by allowing the corporation to have indirect ‘ruling’ in the monarch conservation policies at large.
        Co-optation can also increase frictions that may disconnect amateurs from the unified goal of saving the monarch, which is also the biggest strength of this cyber-community. Although these
        effects are not necessarily totalizing, they reveal the possible pitfalls of unstructured contestation
        movements such as this one.
      

    


    
      The contingencies of agribusinesses’ practices and monarch
      decline


      
        Dplex-L political activity regarding monarchs and milkweeds is related to a broader recognition of insect
        pollinator decline in North America and its association with the neoliberal agricultural regime (Fletes and
        Ocampo, this volume). In 2014, President Obama created the Pollinator Health Task Force. Among its goals, the
        organization seeks to “Increase Eastern monarch butterfly populations to 225 million butterflies by year 2020”
        (The White House President Barack Obama Archives 2014). The White House public acknowledgement of pollinator
        decay directed attention to a scientific community that for years has been searching for the cause of the
        decline of monarchs and other insects such as bees. Monarch Lab, located in and studying the Midwest Corn
        Belt, has correlated the decline of the insect to agribusiness practices (Pleasants and
        Oberhauser 2013) that arose and intensified under the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Milkweed is
        a rhizomatic plant that propagates easily, so it poses a challenge to corn monoculture. Killing the weed while
        preserving the corn was not possible until 1996 when Monsanto genetically modified (GM) crops were developed.
        These crops were specifically designed to resist Roundup®. The loss-of-host-plant hypothesis suggests that the
        Corn Belt is the largest breeding habitat for the East Coast population (Pleasants and Oberhauser 2013: 2) and
        as such, the switch to GM crops has had a significant and negative effect on this population. Monarch amateurs
        who have monitored the migration in the adjacent ecologies for decades noticed this shift as well, and some of
        them brought the topic of the dramatic population decline to the online forum and quickly keyed in to
        Monsanto’s possible role in it.
      

    


    
      Theorizing networks, rhizomes, and resistance


      
        The contingent association between agribusinesses’ effect on milkweed, conservation science, and butterfly
        amateurs’ employment of communication infrastructures to mitigate the claimed effects of Roundup® arose in the
        midst of what Castells (2010b) calls the “Network Society,” meaning a society “whose social structure is made
        of networks powered by microelectronics-based information and communication technologies” (3). Dplex-L
        practices and ideas about Monsanto occur in a cyber-specialty, a site that is in a state of constant change
        between the efforts of codifying and decodifying (Deleuze and Guattari 1987), forming rhizomatic networks
        through that tension. Parr’s elaboration of Deleuze and Guatari’s rizhome concept is that it “can serve to
        overcome, overturn, and transform structures of rigid, fixed, binary thought and judgment” (Parr 2010: 233). As
        mentioned, the rhizome metaphor is an invitation to shed the genealogical tree metaphor that conceptualizes
        human presence on earth in linear and “well branched,” deep-structured terms (Har-away 2008). For Deleuze and
        Guattari, humanity enmeshes with non-human earth beings through different ‘becomings’ that are always in a
        state of change. A rhizomatic network therefore embodies the forces that at a certain moment can move or
        immobilize diverse bodies. It is a notion of amalgamated agencies of vital and self-organized matter (Bennett
        2010; Braidotti 2013; Haraway 2008) that exceeds the human. The rhizome is unruly because the ability of these
        self-organized forces to enter into networks; meshing together is not constrained to human agency and, more
        importantly, occurs in relations with other matter and beings. The current milkweed presence in North America –
        often in urban territories – attests to this form of agency. The butterfly’s complex life cycle and migration,
        which both inspire the planting of milkweed, also demonstrate rhizomatic agency. Through these lenses one can
        consider the contestation of agribusiness practices via an amalgamation of Dplex-L users, butterflies in
        migration, and milkweed growth in urban, interstate, or ‘buffered’ agricultural land.
      


      
        On agency, bodies, and
        resisting


        
          The action of resistance and the questions it poses have inspired prolific debate in the social sciences. In
          anthropology, resistance figured prominently in the 1970s, this is a first wave of resistance studies that
          inquiries into the conditions that prompt social change focused on land dispossession and concentration of
          ownership, embedding within the tradition of a Marxist lens (Bonnano and Constance 2007; and for a Latin
          American perspective see Palerm 2008). Emphasizing how capitalism tied resistance to domination through time,
          this tradition is attentive to the collective capacity to act against the social
          structure that reproduces domination. A second wave of resistance studies is characterized by efforts to
          capture emergent forms of social construction through resistance in individual and (less often) collective
          arenas (it finds roots on James Scott’s (1985) propositions on everyday forms of resistance). Rather than
          attending to macro-structural change and investigating collective forms of resistance, anthropologists
          focused on subjective and subtle forms of resisting. Human agency became the analytical category with which
          to understand everyday forms of formative and transformative-emergent-structures. Although these analyses are
          critical to revealing how social protest worked or still works in different settings, to authors interested
          in networked movements the approach of agency-structure leaves unattended the possibility of seeing agency in
          more distributed, contingent, and unpredictable forms (Courpasson and Vallas 2016; Kurik 2016). For these
          scholars there is an urgency to enlighten resistance studies through a more open understanding of
          contestation. It’s a view that calls for appreciating the forms in which resistance may be less massive
          and/or coordinated, and in which opposition may be non-human and entrenched with entities such as technology
          and software – and for the purposes of this chapter, with technology, plants, and butterflies. In this
          context, the rhizome metaphor is an invitation to see these power configurations as the result of distributed
          agencies that as such are undirected and in a constant process of transformation by being in the encountering
          (becoming state) of human and non-human agencies (Bennett 2010; De la Cadena 2010; Latour 2004).
        

      


      
        Utopian and dystopian
        cyber-politics


        
          Researchers of cyberspace (Kitchin and Dodge 2011; Malecki 2017)) argue that the virtual is directly tied
          with a “real world spatiality fixity” (Kitchin and Dodge 2011: 1–2). This is to say that cyberspace is
          enabled by material infrastructures that follow capital accommodation. It is an extension of capitalist
          relations that – as Castells (2010a) suggests – has changed the form in which we do and make research about
          political organization. Cyberspace connects humans around the world through an effective time-space
          compression. To some, this capacity to bypass spatial and social divisions is what mainly endows it with
          political significance (Graham and Khosravi 2002: 219). From political parties that connect members in
          cyberspace (Lusoli and Ward 2004), to electronic forms of e-governing (Henman 2010), to
          reimagined communities in previous diaspora (Graham and Khosravi 2002), the consensus seems to be that
          political organization may not be in crisis due to cyberpolitics; rather, it is in a fluid and ramified
          state. These authors argue that such fluidity does not equal being un-situated. On the contrary, although
          scholars of resistance suggest that “the center, put simply, no longer holds, or at least not to the extent
          that it once did” (Courpasson and Vallas 2016: 1), to resist remains a situated
          activity. This complexity between tangible and intangible forms of ‘de-territorializing’ spaces signals that
          the often ungrounded nature of networked movements works in favor of the movement but also, occasionally,
          against them. The lack of earthly connections, or, as Deleuze and Guattari would term it, “arborscent
          territorialization” (1987: 295), has been highlighted as an obstacle to correlating the “tweet and the
          street” (Gerbaudo 2012), the cyber to the official petition or the cyber-adepts to the registered and
          political active party members (Lusoli and Ward 2004). This chapter supports the premise that environmental
          activism is effective as far as it is grounded. In this case, this effective feature occurs through the
          practice of planting and caring for milkweed in local ecologies and the possibility of sharing those
          observations and experiences through the cyberspace.
        


        
          However, it also calls attention to the cyber and on-the-ground practices through which corporations target
          dissident consumers and co-opt buyers’ choices once aimed at contesting those same corporations (Bonnano and
          Constance 2007). In a parallel move to co-opt ethical consumer practices, we repeatedly see how big
          corporations grant money to citizens as a form of ‘greening’ the industry, turning it into a “green
          capitalism” (Bellamy Foster, Clark, and York 2010) as an attempt to secure once-dissident consumers. This is
          a topic that touches on the authenticity of resistance movements (Courpasson and Vallas 2016: 13). The
          question of authenticity has been particularly poignant in environmental resistance movements where
          participant profiles have been transformed from cutting-edge activists into insiders in governments and
          corporate circles adopting “a different, less fatal and more positive” approach to solving environmental
          crises (Castells 2010a: 234). Food activism – the topic that we are focusing on in this volume – faces
          similar tensions: on one hand it gains its power from being a shared concern for humans across the globe that
          mobilizes people to take online and onthe-ground action (Wright and Middendorf 2007). But, on the other hand,
          being a matter of public and private health also poses challenges to its cohesiveness as a movement with a
          unified agenda and a clear target (Counihan and Siniscalchi 2014). Finally, the addition of actors to the
          ‘net’ and expansion of its reach can tame or halt the duration and effectiveness of these forms of
          resistance. In this case, being a heterogenic collective moved by the butterfly is the source of the
          movement’s strength, yet it is also what opens the movement to co-optation practices.
        

      

    


    
      Methods: a listserv as a field site


      
        In 2012, I registered for the Dplex-L email listserv as a means of contacting future research participants for
        a multi-sited ethnography on the social networks and knowledge politics that characterize
        the tri-national monarch butterfly conservation program. Danaus plexippus, the
        scientific term for the monarch butterfly, inspired the list’s name. Monarch Watch is the host institution of
        Dplex-L, and its director is the promotor of the ‘Bring Back the Monarch’ campaign. Monarch Watch promotes
        milkweed restoration and at-home monarch rearing, tagging, and tracking. The online forum was created as a tool
        to enable communication among monarch amateurs and experts to facilitate rearing and tagging.
      


      
        Through the listserv, I met people whom I later interviewed face-to-face in Minneapolis, Minnesota; Toronto,
        Ontario; Point Pelee, Ontario; Chicago, Illinois; and Estado de Mexico and Michoacán in Central Mexico. After a
        year of following users’ activities around butterfly migration at these sites, I documented how my
        interlocutors often referred to Dplex-L as the site where they ‘go0’” ideas not only on rearing but also on the
        monarch decay problem at large. As such, I turned to Dplex-L not only for forging research networks but also to
        document the discourses people were sharing about monarch butterflies in cyberspace. I particularly followed
        user posts that stated political positions regarding strategies to conserve the butterfly from 2014 onward. My
        documentation revealed a transformation in the content and intent of the messages shared in the forum that
        occurred when users correlated Monsanto’s use of Roundup® and its harmful effects on milkweed with the decline
        of monarchs. Two elements propelled this shift: on the one hand, a sector of conservation science recognition
        of the damaging role of GM crops and herbicide use for milkweed and, allegedly, monarch survival, and on the
        other, the empirical observations of the decline of the monarchs in the sites where Dplexers live.
      

    


    
      Resisting through grids of knowledge and milkweed roots


      
        To make a case about what Dplex-L enables in the saving of monarchs requires a perspective that considers the
        materialities that make the resistance possible. I ask the reader to regard the physical things through which
        Dplexers gain access to the cyberspace as palpable infrastructures. The cables, electricity, and satellites
        that make the World Wide Web accessible are all things that are granted to Dplex-L users. The easy access of
        Dplexers to what in other geographies is still privileged infrastructure gives us a hint of the contradictions
        of the everyday more popular environmental cyber-resistance. This contradiction is something Dplexers
        themselves sometimes reference as well. The existence of Dplex-L is enabled by the same infrastructures that
        have also depleted monarch habitat: cities, cables, electrified houses, and chemical pollutants. Yet, the forum
        enables users to gain and share knowledge and empirical evidence of the impacts of food production and prompts
        them to take action through micro-milkweed restoration and other public arena actions aiming at restoring
        habitat. As the excerpts of some users’ trajectories show, their care for the butterfly acquires political
        relevance through the forum and their actions. Anonymity, as well as temporal and spatial compression, gives
        Dplexers a platform that reshapes their views towards monarch decline and propels them to
        take action. I trace the emergence of this shift from caring to action through communications that followed the
        Monarch Watch director’s reply to a thread in Dplex-L, where he commented on the role that Monsanto has had in
        the decline of milkweed.
      


      
        I followed a transformation in the online activity of users who, for years, had only started conversations
        directly pertaining to raising monarchs at home but over time became interested in the role of agribusiness in
        monarch population decline. Users posted information with the aim of raising awareness on how food arrives at
        their houses. As a consequence, some expressed their surprise at discovering that their own family members
        managed their land with Roundup®, or that the land adjacent to their ‘milkweed patch’ was sprayed with the
        herbicide by the city, or that their life savings were invested in Monsanto’s stocks. In other words, the
        exchange of posts reflected how users acknowledged a new understanding of a problem they were witnessing in
        their own localities. This new understanding led to an awareness enabled by the flow of knowledge that Dplex-L
        offers in addition to the empirical knowledge of not seeing monarchs around. Through this knowledge exchange,
        many Dplexers learned that they themselves contributed to the same agribusiness model that is destroying
        monarch habitat but simultaneously were encouraged to counter this by participating in the
        “plant-milkweed-solution”.
      


      
        This shift acquired consistency through broad discussion in Dplex-L. To elucidate this point we will follow the
        trajectory of Janice on Dplex-L. Janice is a 77-year-old woman living in Minneapolis who rears and releases
        monarchs with the goal of increasing their numbers in the wild. During 2013, Janice’s online activity was
        limited to the sighting of monarchs, eggs, and milkweed in her yard and neighborhood: “I saw my first monarch
        this afternoon. It landed briefly on a milkweed, but I did not find any eggs.” In 2014 her posts were about the
        lack of monarchs in Minneapolis. Janice claimed that even though milkweed was widely available for the insect
        to feed and lay eggs on, she wasn’t able to see them around: “In Minneapolis, I have only seen two monarchs and
        have not found an egg. Last year at this time with milkweed blooming there were several in my yard much of the
        time.” Many of her posts from that year and the following summer were about how to take care of her monarchs at
        home and querying how other Dplexers experienced bonding with monarchs. For example, she relayed her everyday
        experience of watching the insects growing at home through stories of caterpillars fighting, or inquiries on
        how to fix the damaged wing of a newly enclosed male. In sum, Janice’s posts were centered on details about
        bonding with butterflies and on acquiring advice on how to cure them, feed them, and provide them a habitat.
      


      
        In late 2015 the tone and content of Janice’s posts changed. Her online activity the day she shared a video on
        the damages of Monsanto to the American prairies, and later shared a petition to make politicians accountable
        for their efforts in regulating the corporation’s practices over land use, marked a significant shift in her
        participation. Dplex-L conversation threads offered Janice a venue to explore the linkages
        between ‘White House’ politics protecting agri-business in the Corn Belt and the lack of monarchs in her yard.
        She and other users exercised this form of cyber-resistance by signing online petitions and sharing information
        with other monarch enthusiasts.
      


      
        During those agitated months, at least eight petitions regarding monarchs and Monsanto were circulated. One of
        them requested that users sign a petition to join a group of Monsanto’s shareholders to demand accountability
        from the corporation’s CEO. The reply of another user showcases how online petitions mobilize users to other
        forms of lobbying: “I signed the petition and since we hold stock, I also wrote a letter to them.” Some users
        expressed surprise that a member of the group could also have stock in the
        corporation, and this incited awareness among users who owned mutual funds. Those interested in the post
        reached the conclusion they should supervise where their money is being directed, since one could easily own
        stock in Monsanto unwittingly. This awareness mobilized other forms of resistance through the client–business
        partnership accountability model targeting the corporation from the inside. The impact of other petitions can
        be seen in the creation of herbicide-free milkweed areas at different scales. The circulated petitions boosted
        the creation of butterfly-friendly parks and entire cities that adopted a full monarch-friendly policy such as
        St. Louis, Missouri, or the private adoption of medium-sized land plots that re-create prairies. All of these
        cases, with the exception of the petition to list the monarch in the Endangered Species Act (ESA), were
        actively lobbied for in Dplex-L during their initial stages and all revolved around lack of habitat or/and
        glyphosate’s effects on monarchs. The ESA petition was probably the most controversial for Dplexers since it
        was also understood as a means of restricting butterfly farm rearing and at-home rearing. It was not endorsed
        by Chip Taylor, the creator of the online forum, but more than once long-term recognized monarch scientists
        such as Lincoln Brower used the online forum to advocate for support on this petition.
      


      
        Let us turn to other cases. Last year, a user named C.S. started a post with the sentence “Obama is in bed with
        Monsanto/toxic chemical companies. Unless that changes, the chemicals will continue to be conveniently
        ignored.” She added a long description of the problems of such an alliance, and described how she is observing
        the results of not banning pesticides in her yard:
      


      
        
          I just found a bumblebee in my garage today. It was belly up in the floor. It was active a couple of days
          ago, building a nest. I took it inside and fed it with organic honey. I don’t know if it did good or not, as
          I couldn’t tell if it fed…. Time will tell, but I suspect neonics [the pesticide type used by Monsanto] were
          the cause of this.
        


        
          (C.S., May 20, 2015)
        

      


      
        What I see in C.S.’s post is a critical moment in the interface of the online and the on-the-ground world in
        which C.S. interacts. The on-the-ground observations of the dying bee have meaning and relevance in the forum
        because monarch caterpillar growth is also affected by this pesticide (Pecenka and
        Lundgren 2015). C.S.’s observations of her surroundings are transformed in Dplex-L as a description connecting
        Obama, Monsanto, and the dying bee. This is a good example of how cyber-awareness is effective when it acquires
        sense through empirical connection with the monarch and its habitat (it is nonarborescent), and I argue that
        the lack of this earthly connection is a limiting feature on the transformative capacities of this network. An
        absence of monarchs in the local ecology becomes, for members of the Dplex-L forum, an indication of a larger
        problem. These empirical observations, which reinforced the recognition of dwindling monarch habitat, prompted
        users as C.S. to plant milkweed and participate in cyber-lobbying. For instance, C.S. was active in promoting
        the ESA petition. In a sense, this micro land restoration is reshaping the landscape. It is a form of ‘fixing’
        the land through milkweed cultivation and caring for monarchs, activities that shifted from an act of amateur
        gardening to stand as the outcome of an online political mobilization. Monarch Watch plays a central, often
        ambiguous role in this practice. Its milkweed seed provision and networking makes this micro land restoration
        possible, but those same actions bestow monarch amateurs with the tools and knowledge to contest and question
        agribusiness practices and Monarch Watch’s conservation agenda.
      


      
        Partnering brings fractures: on the controversies of
        agribusiness and conservation alliances


        
          The posts regarding Monsanto became more pointed when in January 2015 Chip Taylor announced that Dplexers
          could expect a new ‘partnership’ with the agribusiness sector, and that Monarch Watch was open to collaborate
          with this sector to boost conservation efforts for the butterfly. The announcement came as part of the
          ‘heated’ discussion on Dplex-L regarding the petition to list monarchs on the ESA. Chip didn’t favor this
          petition and was vocal in Dplex-L and beyond, arguing that it promotes a “top-down approach to conservation
          and gives the impression that ‘protection’ will be achieved by government actions alone” (Taylor 2015). He
          opined that listing the insect would negate its iconic status. As an alternative to the listing, Chip argued
          for a collaborative approach. Some of the users were very critical of Chip’s ‘openness’ to bringing Monsanto
          on as a partner in the conservation efforts instead of supporting the ESA petition. On March 2015, the
          partnership was announced by Monsanto and it involved a “1.2 million” dollars matching fund commitment with
          the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) and collaboration with Monarch Watch in the form of a grant
          to increase Monarch Watch’s existent milkweed market. On several occasions a myriad of Dplexers recognized
          that the monetary contribution of Monsanto was undesirable but crucial. Some saw this partnership as the
          minimum ethical thing the corporation could do, while others saw it as an irremediable ‘evil,’ even if it did
          save some monarchs. These opposing reactions to Monsanto’s inclusion in the alliance signal the diversity of
          the people involved, some of whom may agree with the goal of helping monarchs, but are disinterested in protesting the activities of or even supporting the success of neoliberal
          agribusiness in general.
        


        
          Although users were confronted by these contradictions, it did not disrupt the transformative actions of
          planting milkweed at different scales. It is these affective relationships between amateurs and butterflies
          plus the viability of recreating monarch habitat with relative ease (after all, this is a ‘weed’ that
          propagates easily) that help conservation scientists to realize the plant-milkweed-campaign. In true rhizome
          fashion, the tensions between co-optation and liberation are constantly at play. If we assess the success of
          this networked movement as the ability to bring back milkweed, and we assume that this will bring back
          monarchs, one can see that micro landscape reshaping and Monsanto’s funds to expand these efforts are a
          positive and palpable effective outcome of this resistance. However, Monsanto’s possible co-optation and the
          related frictions among the monarch butterfly community signal the limits of the creative aspect of the
          rhizome.
        

      

    


    
      Conclusion: grids of resistance


      
        The chapter describes a resistance that takes place through an assembly of humans and butterflies connected
        through cyberspace and that propagates a milkweed root system for butterfly survival. For some amateurs, this
        engagement implies lobbying for changes to agribusiness’ damaging environmental practices both in the forum and
        off-line. For the great majority, the concern about monarch decline engages them in the efforts to make
        milkweed available in an effort to revert habitat loss. This form of enabling the survival of the butterfly
        through the plant-milkweed-solution speaks to a phenomenon of rhizomatic resistance to agribusiness
        corporations that in the public arena is exemplified through petitions that lobbied for government regulation
        over herbicides use, and for public herbicide-free spaces such as school yards, tollways, and parks. In the
        private arena, it takes shape through micro habitat restoration and awareness of the links between agribusiness
        and habitat loss. I suggest that this is a signal of the way in which the rhizome takes shape through everyday
        becomings between humans and non-humans. These alliances, however, may allow Monsanto to take a leading role in
        an amalgamation that gained momentum to contest its own practices.
      


      
        This assembly of beings at work provokes the question “Who changes whom?” and opens the possibility of
        exploring social protest through the presence and actions of more-than-human entities. The users of Dplex-L
        have wide access to the extensive infrastructure characteristic of North America that depletes habitat, but
        that same channel provides resources such as the knowledge that travels through it, and facilitates political
        mobilization that enables users to embark on their own milkweed planting campaigns. The political position of
        Dplexers is therefore entangled in the infrastructure that enables its existence.
      


      
        Environmental cyber-resistance movements have gained traction to the point of being substantially present in
        politics (Castells 2010a). But cases also suggest that though it may not have grounded connections or local
        networks, “the Net” can encourage “passive practices” (Ward and Gibson 2008: 30). Having
        the capacity to act locally (Elyachar 2014; Lusoli and Ward 2004; Ward and Gibson 2008) may enable the
        possibility of mobilization promoted in cyberspace. In such a sense, the argument leads us to ponder how
        virtual reality is not necessarily dislocated, but how environmental cyber-resistance needs a grounded setting
        through which to take action to gain traction. Dplex-L and Danaus plexippus merge
        the virtual and the physical indistinctly, and we see here how this merging acquires meaning on the ground only
        through that indiscernibility. In that sense the cyber-grounded characteristic of this movement is crucial to
        keeping the transformative potential of the network.
      


      
        Finally, I want to reflect on the question of how far cyber-resistance can go in consideration of the co-opting
        mechanism described. It has been widely argued that cyber-activism is now crucial in revealing agribusiness
        practices that damage the environment, and that cyberspace is the most successful communicative channel to
        raise awareness of local and global environmental crises and organize resistance against their root causes. The
        analysis of these co-optation practices indicates that by funnelling money and counteracting Dplexers’
        cyber-activism with cyber-greening industry campaigns, Monsanto is now part of the same network movement. It
        simultaneously ‘destroys’ and ‘creates’ monarch habitat. However, instead of seeing this ‘uncomfortable’
        presence as a total co-optation, it is precisely the rhizomatic nature of this networked conservation effort
        that enables unpredictable outcomes. In this view, corporate power presence may indeed be a sign of how
        effective the counteracting movement to Monsanto may be. It is possibly the source of its own contradiction.
        But the acephalic character of this cyber-movement halts totalizing projects. Cyberspace is a decodified space,
        and in that sense, it provides the means to enable new or ‘dissident’ networks.
      


      
        In the reality of an environment that itself calls for more than human beings, cyber-activity is
        territorialized when the ground, the cyber, the human, and other biological organisms can enter into becoming
        states that permit change. The case presented in this chapter demonstrates that this is a form of resistance
        that exists through ramifications expressed in milkweed roots and butterflies and can shed light on how
        environmental cyber-resistance movements occur through the distribution of agencies in which non-humans
        mobilize and are mobilized to resist power configurations.
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      Introduction


      
        This chapter examines how five Community Based Organizations (CBOs) in the Commune of Limonade, Haiti, remake
        economic relations with Haitian peasants to facilitate decolonized placemaking, representing organized
        resistance to four decades of neoliberal policy. In Haiti, identity, status, and well-being are enmeshed with
        CBOs. CBOs became popular during the 1990s, encouraged by: a) the impact of the structural adjustment period of
        the 1980s that retracted services such as education, healthcare, and agricultural infrastructure; b) freedom to
        assemble after the 1986 departure of dictator Jean Claude Duvalier; c) substantial funding set aside in the
        national budget for CBOs by President Jean-Bertrand Aristide (Adrien 2011); and d) the presence of
        international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and charitable organizations such as Caritas that influence
        small organizational structures. According to Adrien (2011), approximately 16,135 CBOs are registered across
        Haiti. Membership in a CBO is seen as one of the few ways to access development benefits or to improve one’s
        life. This chapter considers the importance of CBOs by demonstrating how recent communal land conversions
        thwart more complex local goals of decolonization, placemaking, and identity formation.
      

    


    
      Background


      
        In the last eight years Haiti has experienced five devastating hurricanes, an earthquake, and cholera that have
        destroyed homes, crops, and lives. International and national actors have forged ahead with large-scale efforts
        to boost the economy and revitalize livelihoods. This revitalization structures economic relations along race,
        class, and gender lines. Since the 1970s, westernizing Haiti’s food system has been the preferred strategy and
        promoted as a way to address food security. However, the integration of Haiti’s internal food economy within a
        global structure has limited and in some cases eliminated opportunities for peasants to supply local markets.
        Peasants have abandoned subsistence farming in large numbers, leaving Haiti dependent on world markets for 60
        percent of its food (FAO/IFAD 2010). Inequality for women has increased, since they are excluded from production and remain responsible for household food procurement. The outcome has
        furthered hardship, as demonstrated during the 2008 and 2010 spikes in world food prices, when poor Haitians
        were unable to afford their daily food needs, creating greater hunger and food riots.
      


      
        Proponents of liberalized food trade have used this convergence of events combined with narratives of an
        unproductive peasantry to promote large-scale development as the way forward. These narratives are contested
        here and by scholars who argue Haitian peasants have shown themselves capable of food self-sufficiency (Dupuy
        2012; Schwartz 2008; McGuigan 2006; Mintz 1989), including national industrial food production (Stratton 2013;
        Vansteenkiste 2017). As Mintz (1989) claimed, prior to the full impact of liberalized trade and structural
        adjustment, peasants in Haiti had succeeded in building an independent internal food economy despite protracted
        political-economic marginalization. Marginalization occurred, in part, because post-independence, elite
        Haitians adopted the colonizer discourse and practice, thereby positioning themselves as the universal
        political subject and alienating the individual peasant from their own subjectivity (Lee-Keller 2009). The
        narrative against the peasants is powerful and justifies neoliberal development by those who benefit, namely
        Haiti’s oligarchy and international actors within development agencies and the world food economy.
      


      
        In recent years, farmers were dispossessed of land for a tourist development on Île-à-Vache in the South
        Department (Schuller and Hsu 2014) and assembly manufacturing at Caracol Industrial Park in the Northeast
        Department (Steckley and Shamsie 2015). Further, peasants have been displaced by large export-oriented
        plantations, including mango exports by AgroTechnique in the West Department (Steckley and Weis 2017), an
        orange extract expansion by Grand Marnier in the Northeast Department, and banana exports by Agritrans in the
        North Department (Vansteenkiste 2017), to name a few. Haitian activities to decolonize local food systems
        through placemaking were not accounted for during these development initiatives. Yet, peasants consistently
        resist the neo-colonial structure, organizing into CBOs and embarking on value-added processing projects to
        recreate economic relations. They achieve this by calling on the peasant way of being, which I theorize as
        decolonized identity formation through placemaking. According to Pierce, Martin, and Murphy (2010: 54),
        “placemaking is an inherently networked process, constituted by the socio-spatial relationships that link
        individuals together through a common place-frame.” It is the creation of identity and belonging rooted in
        space and place and influenced by the physical environment and everyday social and cultural practices (Feagan
        2007; Main and Sandoval 2015). Placemaking reshapes traditions to meet current challenges and self-identified
        ways of being. As such, placemaking is decolonization as people establish and maintain control over
        sociological processes – imagining, practicing, and performing various peasant roles – that generate
        individual, community, and regional identity. The findings are substantiated by comparing and contrasting
        outcomes from CBOs and Agritrans’ activities regarding land access, funding mechanisms, and economic benefits, and then to food production, distribution, and consumption. Two angles are explored:
      


      
        	CBO economic projects are rooted in a sense of self-determination that builds identity and personhood
        through feelings of ownership and autonomy via locally built economies, national pride, heritage, caring
        communities, and a spiritual connection with the land – all tied together as decolonization and
        placemaking.


        	Agritrans’ plantation thwarts agrarian placemaking and heightens livelihood vulnerability and food
        insecurity.

      


      
        This coming together of two systems – large-scale export-oriented projects premised on dispossession of land,
        known as “land grabs,” contrasted with place-making of community-based agriculture that stems from history,
        tradition, and ecology – makes Haiti an interesting case study. This chapter examines small-scale peasant
        community agriculture as a process of decolonization and place-making, and contrasts the benefits of these
        efforts to those created by Agritrans, a large-scale corporate export-oriented plantation. I reflect on crucial
        questions: How do Haitians successfully create decolonized placemaking in the midst of neoliberal and
        neocolonial development? What hampers, detracts, and limits these efforts? This chapter argues that recent
        state land grabs for large-scale export-oriented production in Haiti are capable of meeting only short-term,
        temporary development goals, and fail in the complex goals of placemaking, decolonization, and community
        development better facilitated by CBOs.
      

    


    
      Identity formation – key terms


      
        Haiti’s national identity is both accepting of development assistance and resistant to acculturation. As the
        Haitian proverb (translated) says, “The fish trusts in the water; the water will boil the fish tomorrow.” The
        creation of individual and collective identity and belonging is grounded in everyday practices, influenced by
        imbalanced power relations. The spatialization of social relations follows Marxist structuralist thinking of
        class relations and economic roles, but also that space is located historically, so it is actively repurposed
        and colonized through social activity (Lefebvre 1991; Hubbard, Kitchin, and Valentine 2004). Therefore, space
        is foundational to the functioning of capitalism (Smith 2010). Place has subjective meaning as perceived by the
        individual through experience and instilled in memories (hooks 2015). Geographers emphasize the power of place
        in constructing a person’s identity, whether through race, class, gender, or other social differences, a
        meaning that remains fluid and dynamic (McDowell 1997; Massey 2005; Henderson and Sheppard 2006). While
        transnational Haitian feminists argue that subjectivity and individual identity is grounded in collective
        consciousness (Mohanty 2006; Nagar and Swarr 2010), decolonized placemaking by local peasant CBOs offers a
        space and place for a new collective consciousness to emerge.
      


      
        
          Table
          12.1 CBOs Interviewed (May 2013 to June 2014)
        


        
          
            
              	Name/Type

              	Value-Added Project

              	Number of Members/Number Interviewed

              	Member Location
            


            
              	
                

              
            

          

          
            
              	CBO-a All women

              	Peanut

              	400/32

              	Rural, peri-urban
            


            
              	CBO-b Mixed gender

              	Cassava bread

              	150/23

              	Rural
            


            
              	CBO-c Mixed gender

              	Cornmeal

              	115/24

              	Rural
            


            
              	CBO-d All women

              	Cocoa

              	300/36

              	Rural, peri-urban, urban
            


            
              	CBO-e Mixed gender

              	Milk and meat

              	>1,000/7

              	Rural
            


            
              	Total interviewed

              	

              	122

              	
            

          
        


        
          Source: Author’s field work
        

      

    


    
      Methods


      
        Five CBOs, represented by pseudonyms (see Table
        12.1), located in the Commune of Limonade, North Department, were chosen for this case study since their
        interlinkages enabled an assessment of how local economies and societies were being built in one concentrated
        area. CBO-a through CBO-d represent the four primary organizations in this study and were interviewed in depth.
        CBO-e was interviewed after the land grab at the executive level only, since its membership overlapped with
        CBO-a through CBO-c.
      


      
        Research data were collected in Creole by the researcher and research assistants using focus groups and
        semi-structured and structured interviews. Interviews took place before and after the land grab occurred in
        2013 and 2014, and then follow-up interviewers were held in 2017 when earlier findings were presented to the
        community. In all, 122 people were interviewed between May 2013 and June 2014. The interviewees were selected
        based on whether they participated in the value-added project listed in Table 12.1. Information on Agritrans was gathered through government documents,
        specifically from the Center for Facilitation of Investments (CFI 2013); field observations; interviews with
        expert interlocutors, including mayors and expats from nearby international projects; and interviews published
        by journalists and other researchers. The mixed-methods approach allowed for triangulation of data and
        confidence in the rigor and accuracy of the results.
      

    


    
      Local context


      
        The Commune of Limonade, North Department, is 131.9 km2 with a population of 33,340
        rural and 29,538 urban inhabitants in Limonade (DSDS 2015). The North and Northeast
        Departments contain state-owned fertile plains. From 1927 to 1966, the land comprised plantations of sisal and
        sugar cane operated by the Dauphin family, Haitian American Sugar Company (HASCO), and the Welch Family (Paul
        2011: 27). Changes in global markets and national restructuring during structural adjustment1 led to their closures – demonstrating the
        vulnerability of large-scale activities to global forces. Since then, local peasants have utilized the land,
        first unofficially and then through a contractual agreement negotiated in 2009 with Ministère de l’Economic et
        des Finances (MEF) to use almost 1,100 ha for farming activities until 2016. The peasants interviewed had
        utilized this state land for agricultural activities for an average of 16 years, with some reporting
        multi-generational use for up to 35 years.
      


      
        The CBOs in this study embarked on value-added production of agricultural products, listed in Table 12.1. The products are either grown locally by the members themselves or
        purchased locally and processed by members. Profits from these activities strengthen the CBOs, allowing them to
        offer programs and training and to extend assistance to new members.
      

    


    
      Comparison of legal access to land


      
        Four (CBO-a through -d) of the five CBOs are smaller in geographic area and project size. CBO-e, a larger
        peasant farmer organization with more than 1,000 members, was responsible for negotiating access to 993 ha of
        state land in 2009. CBO-b had negotiated use of 103 ha for its organization alone, while CBO-a had negotiated
        use of 1 ha for a community garden. CBO-c had used the land negotiated by CBO-e, while CBO-d did not use state
        land directly. A delegation representing CBO-a,-b and -e signed contracts with the MEF2 to pay US $1.16/ha each year for rent.
      


      
        The CBOs’ contracts, negotiated one year prior to the disastrous 2010 earthquake, were valid until 2016.
        Post-earthquake, reconstruction efforts ramped up as donations flooded in, and in a neoliberal effort to
        colonize space, government officials and former US President Clinton promoted “Haiti: Open for Business.” Early
        in 2014, Agritrans converted the state land into a large-scale export-oriented banana plantation, ignoring
        existing CBO-a and CBO-e legal agreements. The transition of the lands to an export-oriented plantation was
        abrupt.
      


      
        Interviews revealed that in 2013, local mayoral administrations, Boards of Communal Sections (CASECs),
        Assemblies of Communal Sections (ASECs), NGOs, and CBOs of the Communes of Limonde, Limbe, and Bas Limbe had
        worked together on a food-security plan to pursue pluriculture. Local mayors, recognized by the central
        government, and locally elected CASEC and ASEC members, recognized by the Haitian Constitution, are responsible
        for the development of state lands in their departments. Unfortunately, as the mayors reported, the central
        state circumvents the participatory nature of this legal framework. In the aftermath of the earthquake and in
        frantic efforts to create reconstruction projects, the Government of Haiti (GOH) used the ideology of
        decentralization, which was intended to mean decentralization of power, to instead spatially decentralize
        economic development without consensus (Oxfam 2011). When interviewed the mayors noted
        that “people lost housing and access to farming without sufficient compensation” and that “no institution was
        put in place to address food security.” The majors also reported the central government “agitated local people
        against the local administration by saying we have been denying them development” and “created friction between
        local administrations.” The central state articulated land use in the interests of global capital, defining
        state relations with the peasantry as oppositional by privileging export-oriented production to benefit
        shareholders. Dispossession from land for pluriculture reduced peasants’ ability to recreate their
        socio-economic system.
      

    


    
      Comparison of funding partners


      
        Interviews found that linkages among farmers in the rural, peri-urban, and urban landscapes are necessary to
        increase production and support value-added transformation centers. Investment in the CBO is also part of the
        role of members, who pay modest weekly dues and share harvests grown from shared seed supplies. Interviewees
        explained that sharing was a necessary practice of being granmoun (adult), a
        concept that resonates with the idea of acquiring person-hood. Economic development based on agricultural
        production is one way Haitians build socio-economic and political institutions; these are permeated with the
        peasant worldview of community caring. Traditional agrarian morality preserves community priorities through
        distribution of project benefits, including food and money, stronger social networks, and improved livelihood
        needs, in a context mostly lacking government support. Social capital is important to Haitian peasants to
        reduce risk and vulnerability (Steckley 2015), and development of personhood and placemaking facilitates these
        ends.
      


      
        The CBO work is still dependent on external funding, though four of the five organizations have grown in
        strength and organization. In 2017, interviewees remarked that funding partners are more interested in the
        technical aspects of projects, “they are not Haitian projects because they forget to study our traditions,” and
        “it is difficult to include cultural needs because it takes more time and projects have requirements.” However,
        the experience and strength of CBOs means they can place projects within a larger program framework to
        reproduce and adapt peasant epistemology and ontology to fit the current political-economic context. CBO-c is
        smaller and less well-organized than the other four CBOs, and follows the business framework of the
        government-funded Federation Chamber of National Agriculture (FECHAN) cornmeal project. Within this particular
        project, members reported social division and exclusion. In comparison, CBO-a and CBO-d are remarkable in
        creating space for women to challenge socio-economic barriers, in part because funders Oxfam GB and Sonja Ayiti
        (a Haitian NGO) are sensitive to sociological demands; the sociological framework enabled stronger CBOs. All
        five CBOs reported privileging traditional agriculture and community norms of participation and sharing, and
        credited their agricultural work for providing the means to strengthen their identity as Haitian farmers and to
        live in relationship to the land and ancestors. In a recent trend to revitalize smallholder initiatives, the
        USAID-funded Feed the Future program and other donors have increased investments. However,
        USAID still follows the ideology that agriculture is a business, not a social activity (Cohen 2013). In 2017,
        interviewees expressed concern that powerful development actors do not support emancipatory visions of
        placemaking and community building called viv ansanm (living together) and instead
        propagate “mental slavery to bad projects.” However, it is difficult for CBOs to reject these projects when
        their members need food and money.
      


      
        In contrast, the Agritrans plantation was envisioned and executed by businessman – and now Haiti’s president –
        Jovenel Moïse. As the first agricultural free-trade zone established in Haiti, the plantation benefits from
        tax-free status, special customs treatment, and exemption from communal taxes for 15 years (USDS 2015). During
        the 2015–2016 election campaign, presidential hopeful Moïse portrayed the project as a successful model for
        Haiti’s future economic development. According to CFI (2013), a branch of the GOH, the plains in the Northern
        Corridor are empty, fertile, and “Open for Business” for future development. The presence of peasant activities
        noted in this study contradicts this claim. Interviewees stated that the Northern Corridor is regularly visited
        by government officials with potential investors. Agritrans itself plans to expand its plantation from 1,000 to
        3,000 ha in size.
      

    


    
      Comparison of economic contribution to Haiti


      
        Peasants used the state land to grow crops, harvest wild foods, process wood into charcoal, and graze
        free-range animals to sell in the local markets or for household consumption. Crops from state and private
        lands were also used for value-added processing. CBO-a, in cooperation with Oxfam GB and French-based Agrisud,
        has established a peanut mill and sells traditional Haitian peanut butter locally and plain peanut butter to
        Meds for Foods and Kids (MFK), an international NGO that makes medical peanut butter for malnourished children.
        CBO-b, in cooperation with Oxfam GB and Agrisud, grows and processes manioc into cassava bread for sale to the
        local market and visiting diaspora. CBO-c, in cooperation with the FECHAN, the French Embassy, the
        Aquitune/Dordogne region of France, and Oxfam GB, mills cornmeal for sale locally and to the World Food
        Programme (WFP) for distribution to school meal programs. CBO-d buys and processes cocoa from local farmers for
        local markets and tourists, and hopes to provide chocolate to schoolchildren through WFP. CBO-e assists cattle
        ranchers with milk production for processing at Veterimed into milk and yogurt, and meat production for local
        markets. The interviewees from all CBOs reported pride in creating products that help their fellow Haitians and
        enable the development of an identity of full personhood, placemaking as successful producers and offering
        resistance to foreign imports.
      


      
        Each of the four primary organizations embark on value-added transformation of traditional Haitian fare,
        finding niches in the local market not saturated by cheap imports and, in the case of MFK and WFP, given
        preferential sales. Veterimed’s first factory was located in Limonade; the Haitian NGO now has 35 factories
        across Haiti. The product is of the highest quality, winning international recognition at
        l’Agriculture familiale que la Commission économique pour l’Amérique latine et la
        Caraïbe (first place out of 1,600 submissions from 35 countries) in Santiago, Chile, in 2013. Through
        these projects, members of the CBOs improve food production, distribution, and consumption and simultaneously
        reproduce community caring, producing a genre of capitalism that reflects peasant concerns. Interviewees
        commented: “Haitian products are fresh and better than imports for our health” and “we are proud to draw upon
        the ancestors’ knowledge when we produce.” Further, interviewees stated the importance of “feeding the
        lwa [ancestral spirits] local food” with “no Miami rice.” The connection to past
        generations is important to the identity and sense of belonging and place. Performing vodou rituals with local
        food is a further act of sharing food to establish connection with one another and ancestors. Vodou is also
        used to protect cultivated crops and ensure good production. These are material acts of placemaking, of
        creating a space and place that is embedded with the worldview and identity of the Haitian peasant reaching
        full person-hood and of creating social security.
      


      
        Agritrans’ economic priorities are focused less on local development and more on extracting natural resources
        to create money for its anonymous shareholder group, a typical expression of neoliberalism. It is unclear
        whether Agritrans will repay the Industrial Development Fund for the US $6 million startup funding. As with
        many large-scale projects, employment is dangled as the economic fix-all for Haitian food shortages and other
        expenses. Caracol, a nearby industrial park, advertised 65,000 jobs, but employs only 2,000 (USDS 2014).
        Similarly, Agritrans promoted 3,000 jobs, yet as of March 2015 had produced only 600 – many of which are
        offered on 15-day shifts and inflate employment figures (Steckley and Bell 2016). Many of these workers –
        agronomists, engineers, and farm laborers – migrated to this workspace and are not contributors to efforts of
        placemaking. Agricultural workers are paid 200 gourdes for a day of work (US $3.53), a wage that covers only
        19–37 percent of the daily cost of living (Steckley and Bell 2016), and stunts the ability to share and
        strengthen social networks. Meanwhile, profits and dividends, and the rent from the land, are funneled away
        from the community and upward to shareholders and government coffers.
      

    


    
      Comparison of production models


      
        Since the 1980s, the peasants have used a combination of state land and privately owned lands to cultivate
        agricultural products. Pluriculture tradition includes cassava, yams, cocoa, plantains, bananas, peanuts,
        beans, maize, sweet potatoes, taro, oranges, limes, cashews, goats, chickens, pigs, and cattle (Agrisud 2013).
        CBO members make distinct use of CBO projects to continue producing traditional Haitian fare such as cocoa,
        peanuts, cassava, and cornmeal. They also collect wild foods and produce charcoal for household consumption and
        to sell in the local market. The state lands are preferred over mountain plots because they are vast plains
        with 1 m–deep, semi-arid fertile loam soil with close proximity to markets. Irrigation infrastructure is the
        barrier to improved agricultural efforts in this area, along with seasonal
        flooding.3 According to a Veterimed
        executive, there was no investment in irrigation by the GOH, so Veterimed installed water points for cattle.
        Interviewees in 2017 reported Agritrans had lowered the water table and production was decreasing, even for
        CBO-b’s cassavarie project.
      


      
        Through these activities, peasants build their local economic, political, social, and spiritual systems. When
        asked about producing traditional foods, respondents report: “I feel connected to my ancestors and community.”
        Production evokes a traditional social mechanism of sharing labor, called a konbit,
        utilized to share the work and the benefits of the harvest and to strengthen trust in social capital within the
        community, building a sense of belonging and greater social stability. Members’ relationship to the land
        remains the basis of identity as self-sufficient, self-caring, and autonomous communities in the context of a
        state that is largely absent in their lives. It is relational (space being folded into social relations).
        Materializing the space of community care, where identity and autonomy are imagined, produced, and performed,
        is an act of place-making. The interviewees reported “the organization helps us with everything we need,
        training, human rights knowledge, conflict training, knowledge from our ancestors, and a garden to practice”
        and “this organization is where people improve as autonomous producers.” This approach creates a strong social
        network to reduce vulnerability in times of need. In 2017 the weakest CBO, CBO-c, reported it was challenging
        to get young people to participate because they worked at Caracol, a nearby industrial park, and the CBO had
        little to offer them as an alternative.
      


      
        The Commune of Limonade, known for milk and yogurt production, has vast cattle-grazing lands with an estimated
        150,000 cattle, including 55,000 cows, located in the northern departments (Paul 2011). Veterimed, in
        cooperation with CBO-e, strengthens the visibility and territorial identity of the commune as a place of
        successful milk producers. From a view of productivity or efficiency, the factory and land were underutilized,
        but peasant farmers and Veterimed executives spoke more about displacing importation with better-quality
        products, improving livelihoods, and building social support and community for local peasant farmers. A
        respondent said, “We need to all put our heads together and improve production and show the world what great
        products Haiti can have.” The Veterimed executive stated: “It doesn’t make sense. First the government tries to
        put in place a system to stop people from migrating to the Dominican Republic, and then they crush the farmers’
        way of making a living, and finally they talk about national production.” Haitians spoke often about their
        sense of personhood as deeply linked to their country. The interviews collected resonate with the idea that
        cultural continuity through placemaking would ensure the Haitian way of being – and this is enabled by economic
        projects that attend to decolonization rather than profit margins.
      


      
        The neoliberal export-oriented project Agritrans is not structured on the intent to build a collective
        consciousness of community, personhood, and place-making described in the previous section. Agritrans is based
        on a typical capitalist for-profit model benefiting shareholders and GOH by monetizing benefits from the
        environment and people’s quality of life through dispossessing the ability to reproduce their agrarian
        community. The land conversion was a surprise. Families lost their homes (Steckley and Bell 2016) and cattle
        ran from equipment that removed the semi-arid vegetation to build a 330-ha plantation and a large water lagoon
        (Saint Pre 2015). In the Northeast Department, land conversion includes thus far 150 ha converted for Grand
        Marnier orange production, 25 ha for Université Roi Henry Christophe, 246 ha for Caracol Industrial Park, and
        50 ha for Villaj la Différence.
      


      
        
          Table
          12.2 Reported State Land Access4
        


        
          
            
              	CBO

              	% of respondents who farmed on state land

              	% of farming respondents whoreported losing access to state
              land
            


            
              	
                

              
            

          

          
            
              	CBO-a

              	59%

              	40%
            


            
              	CBO-b

              	73%

              	43%
            


            
              	CBO-c

              	142%

              	60%
            

          
        


        
          Source: Author’s field work
        

      


      
        State land, when utilized by the peasants, materializes the concept of an agrarian community with support
        mechanisms. Removing the land from peasant production weakens the CBO, the community, and the territory,
        turning many peasants into landless laborers and diminishing their quality of life, in what Harvey (2004: 71)
        calls “accumulation by dispossession.” In this scenario, peasants to some degree had food security, autonomy,
        identity, collective consciousness, and identity extracted from their portfolio of well-being and monetized for
        others. Table 12.2 denotes the reliance on
        state land and the subsequent percentage of participants who lost access. Two CBOs were not included in this
        table: CBO-d predominately purchases from farmers as opposed to producing, and CBO-e was interviewed at the
        executive level only.
      


      
        If state land conversions continue as indicated, then these numbers will continue to rise. When communities are
        dispossessed of the land they use for sociological functions of creating a decolonized collective community
        consciousness, a sense of placelessness and social instability will grow.
      

    


    
      Comparison of benefits from production


      
        The benefits of the projects are distributed among members in terms of leadership, conflict, social, human
        rights and gender training, as well as economic projects, providing work, school, improved nutrition, and
        credit loans. The projects create a social safety net of autonomous producers to reduce community and
        individual vulnerability.
      


      
        Loans are dispersed through an internal credit institution called a mutual or
        gwoup solidarite. Local credit structures offer an alternative to informal lenders
        charging high interest, and fill the void left by formal institutions that avoid loans to rural peasants and
        poor urban dwellers. These actions make salient the concept of community care as it
        creates a root of resistance, a space that challenges classism and creates an alternative social safety net.
      


      
        The CBOs also offer a space of material resistance against dependence on international aid and food imports.
        CBO-a’s harvested peanuts were processed into medical Plumpy Nut paste for malnourished children via MFK, and
        CBO-c’s cornmeal fed school children through WFP. The projects established a sense of self-sufficiency and
        cooperative care of the most vulnerable of Haitian society. An interviewee reported, “These projects mean we
        may take care of our families and our community.” These actions reinforce symbolic spaces of Haitian identity
        with backward linkages to traditional community caring and strengthening self-determined identity. The CBOs
        also create a space for peasants to negotiate with international agencies’ support for their conception of
        agrarian economic development, proving the forwardness of peasant decolonization. Unfortunately, CBO-a and
        CBO-c’s projects ran into difficulty with the lack of technical assistance to address aflatoxin contamination,
        demonstrating the continued need for outside assistance.
      


      
        Once disposed of state land, peasants reported slaughtering cattle due to a lack of feed, losing food crops,
        and ceasing charcoal production and the collection of wild foods, drastically changing the household economy.
        Data collected reveal an average loss of income of more than US $1,400 per year in market sales, as well as
        loss of charcoal, wild and cropped foods, and cattle milk and meat consumed directly by households. Household
        expenditures increased, while household income decreased. Individual Dietary Diversity Surveys indicated a
        decline in day-to-day nutrition, in particular a loss of fresh fruit, vegetables, and milk. Diets increased in
        imported rice, red meat, and cooking oil as consumers took advantage of the abundance of cheap market meat
        caused by the reduction of cattle prices from 15,000 to 10,000 gourdes. As one interlocutor summed up, “People
        either have to sell their cows or kill them. This is not good for the household economy.” Cattle are a source
        of income and savings that can be liquidated in emergencies. The selling of cattle creates long-term
        vulnerability.
      


      
        Beside this tangible loss there have been intangible losses: exchange of agricultural knowledge in CBO-a’s
        community garden; space and place to practice spirituality; and social networks through shared labor and
        production. The garden allowed a space and place to exchange knowledge, test crops in the face of changing
        climatic conditions, and strengthen community networks of reliance. A CBO leader explained, “They took our
        community garden where we share our ancestors’ knowledge and practice new ways of gardening.” CBO members’
        opportunity to build a strong civil society through identity making and place-making had been diminished. When
        the GOH repurposed state land for Agritrans, it ignored the local context, heightening food and livelihood
        insecurity.
      

    


    
      Comparison of benefits from consumption


      
        Community care is accomplished by providing nutritious food for CBO members and the local community. CBOs take
        seriously the need to valorize Haitian traditions and agriculture in a time of globalization. Respondents
        complained that many food production and consumption traditions have declined since the
        intensification of globalization and importation. They noted that imported food caused poor health while
        ancestral foods made them healthier and stronger. The loss of traditional products impacted the feeding of the
        Lwa spirits too: “The Lwa eat only local foods, not
        imports.” Changing production, distribution, and consumption patterns weave their effects deep into one’s
        identity, including into spiritual rituals. Regaining consumption knowledge is an act of resistance to
        materializing identity and autonomy by valorizing linkages to ancestors and to what Haitian land may provide.
        Revalorizing vodou and its practices of food sharing and crop protection are part of that resistance and part
        of building social stability. All four of the primary CBOs (CBO-a through –d) produce traditional products –
        cassava bread, peppered peanut butter, chocolate, and cornmeal – and a proud member testified: “These products
        enhance our relationship with our ancestors.” The moral economy of care and consumption patterns extends deep
        into past generations, strengthening one’s sense of place and identity.
      


      
        In early 2016, Agritrans reportedly exported 40 containers of bananas per week to Germany, shy of the 150
        shipping containers agreed upon in negotiations, and suggesting the expansion of the land grab to 3,000 ha will
        become a reality (Steckley and Bell 2016). Meanwhile, while the product of land, water, and labor resources –
        mixed with state support in the form of loans and tax breaks – is being exported to Europe, Haitians remain
        short of food. Haitians lack sufficient land and water resources and state support – investment and technical
        support to address irrigation, transportation, and market protections – to produce food for their own
        consumption, leaving them reliant on imports.
      

    


    
      Discussion


      
        Relativizing space to an agrarian political economy is a necessary step toward decolonization. It is the space
        where the symbolic expression of community materializes into improved production, distribution, and consumption
        activities, and more importantly it is where identity and autonomy are locally imagined, produced, and
        performed. This space-shaping links back to ancestral traditions and forward to international organizations. It
        is resistance by decolonizing through placemaking.
      


      
        The limit to this way forward is the vision of the role of agriculture at the central state level. Policymakers
        designated agriculture as an economic growth engine rather than allowing it to fulfill its various
        socio-ecological functions. In this model peasants are only a resource, their way of being is inconsequential,
        and everything is subject to discipline: “The conviction that market forces will generate the conditions for
        economic development and social progress informs all of Haiti’s recent policy documents” (Shamsie 2012: 140).
        Yet, the reality in Haiti is that “[n]eoliberalism ignores the potential of smaller geographical scales”
        (Merilus 2015: 37) as an economic engine and a space and place to strengthen social stability. Therefore,
        peasant strategic and critical contributions to food security and social stability are starkly absent in the
        neoliberal worldview.
      


      
        Small-scale agriculture has huge potential in Haiti. When investment is made in a manner
        allowing CBOs to be the drivers of projects, they are able to call upon important sociological functions to
        shape project frameworks. As Tuck and Yang (2012) remind us, decolonization is not a metaphor; it takes real
        action. By taking back space in the internal food economy and relativizing material place to Haitian
        epistemology and ontology, peasants are able to decolonize food production. The concern is how power imbalances
        accompanying land conversions and interest in small-farmer production by US Feed the Future will impact CBOs’
        abilities to retain their Haitian placemaking and identity formation efforts. As warned, “inclusion is central
        to hierarchical power” as it serves to control and absorb rather than allow radical transformation by differing
        perspectives and goals (Arvin, Tuck, and Morrill 2013: 17).
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        Haitian society, like all societies, is a communally imagined project – and a unique expression of what it
        means to be Haitian in the current world system. CBO agriculture projects are upheaved, threatened, and
        unbalanced by ongoing efforts of colonializing, resource extraction, and labor exploitation. Plantations for
        export are spaces and places for agricultural production and not human reproduction, hence unchecked global
        processes create placelessness – and ultimately physical suffering and social instability – through a loss of
        ability to create subjective identity, autonomy, and a meaningful community. Through an agrarian political
        economy analysis, coupled with theories of identity formation and the concept of space and place, it becomes
        apparent how power and knowledge play out spatially to include or exclude peasant desires. Understanding the
        world through one paradigm of market-based neoliberalism misses and excludes the rich complexities of cultures
        that make up the totality of human existence. Likewise, we need to recognize that there is no one model of
        reality, no hierarchy of modern or backward in civilizations; there are just different ways of being.
      

    


    Notes


    
      1 The Structural Adjustment Program occurred post Duvalier under the direction of the United
      States–created National Governing Council. The conditionalities, designed by the International Monetary Fund and
      the World Bank, impacted agricultural by liberalizing domestic markets in pursuit of export-led growth (see
      Bernstein 2001; Steckley and Sham-sie 2015).
    


    
      2 The MEF is tasked to develop and implement economic and financial policy of the state. The
      actual land negotiation occurs with Institut National de la Reforme Agraine (INARAH),
      whose mandate is to “organize the revision of real property structures and to implement an agrarian reform to
      benefit those who actually work the land” (Haitian Constitution 1987 Article 248).
    


    
      3 Rainy seasons: November to January, mid-August to October. Subterranean water sources are
      located at 100’ to 150’ (Agrisud 2013).
    


    
      4 Urban CBO-d and e did not participate in this survey.
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    Imperfect, partial, and interstitial


    
      Gradations of resistance in a failed food hub
    


    
      Lilian Brislen
    


    
      Introduction


      
        The rapid proliferation of federal, philanthropic, and investor funding of food hubs reflects the popularity of
        the values-based enterprise model among food systems practitioners. The USDA’s “Food Hub Resource Guide”
        provides the most commonly cited definition for food hubs: “A regional food hub is a business or organization
        that actively manages the aggregation, distribution, and marketing of source-identified food products primarily
        from local and regional producers to strengthen their ability to satisfy wholesale, retail, and institutional
        demand” (Barham, Tropp, Enterline, Farbman, Fisk, and Kiraly 2012: 4).
      


      
        According to the USDA, food hubs are “defined less by a particular business or legal structure, and more by how
        their functions and outcomes affect producers and the wider communities they serve” (Barham et al. 2012: 4).
        Because of their key position as an intermediary and their specific focus on affecting positive social change,
        food hubs can potentially play a transformative role in agri-food value chains yet they remain understudied
        with little empirical data about their broader impacts (Stevenson, Clancy, King, Lev, Ostrom, and Smith 2011).
      


      
        Outlining future research needs for food hub studies, Matson and Thayer (2013: 44) pose the question; “What
        primary drivers are fueling the local food movement and the establishment of food hubs? Are these drivers based
        more on a social mission or monetary incentives?” This question assumes and promotes the explicit division of
        social and financial motivations, a binary framework indicative of the large body of professional and policy
        discourse regarding food hubs and other values-based enterprises (LeBlanc, Conner, McRae, and Darby 2014;
        Matson and Thayer 2013). However, as Mark Tilzey deftly argues earlier in this volume, evoking “simple
        binaries” in the analysis of contemporary movements in agri-food systems both dulls our ability to trace the
        complexities of the operations of capital, and “subverts our capacity to specify definitions of, and pathways
        to, anti-capitalistic futures” (Tilzey, p. 00, Chapter 4 in this volume). To
        that end, I seek to problematize the binary separation of social goals and monetary incentives with the aim of
        identifying a politics of the possible in and through a seemingly all-encompassing neoliberal food regime
        (Gibson-Graham 1996; Harris 2009; Holloway, Kneafsey, Venn, Cox, Dowler, and Tuomainen 2007; McCarthy 2006;
        Guthman 2008).
      


      
        Through the story of Grasshoppers Distribution LLC, a food hub that operated from 2007 to
        2013 in Louisville, Kentucky, I seek to show that food hubs are not driven primarily by social mission
        or monetary incentives, but rather those two dimensions of food hub activities are
        inseparable and co-productive of each other. By tracing the imperfect and partial attempts by Grasshoppers’
        stakeholders to create a hybrid social-and-monetary enterprise, I ask how agri-food scholars might pursue a
        mode of inquiry that opens to the emergent properties born of a food hub’s unique assemblage of actors,
        actions, resources, and context (DeLanda 2006; Callon 2007). Through focusing on these emergent (if ephemeral)
        attributes of new experimentations in agri-food enterprise we might better attend to what Tilzey describes as
        the “various gradations” of resistance to capitalism. By following the diverse economies practice of reading
        for difference in the economic practices of food hubs (Gibson-Graham 2006; 2014; Harris 2009), this chapter
        explores both the opportunities and constraints for resistance that emerge from the economic and ethical praxis
        of food hubs.
      

    


    
      Food hubs and the hybridity of Alternative Food Networks


      
        The work of Alternative Food Networks (AFNs) in the United States is focused on three primary concerns:
        creating new market outlets that promote the fair distribution of economic value throughout the food supply
        chain, providing equal access to ‘good food’ by all community members, and encouraging transparent and
        democratic management of food production and distribution within the community (Whatmore, Stassart, and Renting
        2003: 389). By aggregating products from multiple farms for sale to wholesale and retail markets, food hubs,
        therefore, expand AFNs by extending both the scale of market sales available to small and mid-sized farmers and
        expanding the accessibility of alternative food products for community members (Diamond and Barham 2012).
      


      
        Similar to other mission-driven (i.e. values-based) enterprises (Feenstra, Allen, Hardesty, Ohmart, and Perez
        2011; Pullman and Dillard 2010), food hubs are identified as placing an explicit emphasis on fostering the
        growth of small and mid-sized farms, and goals of “positive economic, social, and environmental impacts within
        their communities” (Barham et al. 2012: 4). The volume of sales possible through a food hub, coupled with the
        price premium afforded by alternative markets promoting ‘quality’ food products (local, sustainable, healthy,
        etc.) provide possible, though partial, solutions to the vertically integrated, large-economy-of-scale markets
        that are squeezing family farms out of the food system.
      


      
        As evidenced by the theme of the 2016 National Good Food Network biannual food hub conference – “Maintaining
        values while building value” – an elusive yet critical component of the work of food hubs is the realization
        and integration of non-financial values into the operations of a market-based enterprise (2016). Researchers in
        public policy identify the ‘transformative’ potential of food hubs, but note the inherent tension between
        working for social change and the perceived necessities of economic development programs,
        observing that “social justice does not fit well with business plans or development pro formas” (Connelly,
        Markey, and Roseland 2011: 318).
      


      
        However, despite the pervasive struggle to effectively integrate community concerns and market-based
        activities, researchers and practitioners consistently fall back on notions of viability and success founded in
        traditional business-school analyses (Blay-Palmer, Landman and Knezevic 2013: 526). Scholarly literature offers
        up definitions and typologies of food hubs, inventories of food hub services, and analysis of stages of
        organizational development (Campbell and MacRae 2013; Horst, Ringstrom, Tyman, Ward, Werner, and Born 2011;
        LeBlanc et al. 2014). On a practical note, there are consultants available to guide food hubs in financial
        analyses that point to appropriate debt-to-asset ratios and strategies that emphasize revenue generation,
        consumer demand, and profitability (Lindsey and Slama 2012; NGFN 2013; Fischer, Hamm, Pirog, Fisk, Farbman, and
        Kiraly 2013).
      


      
        The focus on market functions is echoed by a persistent concern in agri-food scholarship over the dominance of
        capitalist frameworks and the ‘conventionalization’ of AFNs (Guthman 2004, Renting, Marsden, and Banks 2003;
        Jaffee and Howard 2010). As AFNs have grown in scope and influence, scholars have expressed concern that social
        and environmental concerns are sidelined by efforts to prove the economic viability of alternative production
        regimes within the capitalist marketplace (Guthman 2004; Carolan 2005; DuPuis and Goodman 2005). The
        perpetuation of ‘quality’ modes of production – which are assumed to be dependent on market premiums – reflects
        what some scholars identify as a problematic capitulation within AFNs to conventional market logics (Goodman
        2003; Guthman 2004). According to David Goodman, this phenomenon “suggests a certain readiness to accept a
        terrain of negotiation defined in technocentric terms, and to substitute governance by market forces for other
        worlds of governance, which give weight to nonmarket relationships based on trust” (2000: 217). Thus we come to
        a confounding paradox whereby the alternative agricultural markets developed as a means to resist capitalist
        rationalization and industrialization of agriculture are also regarded as a form of conventionalization of
        alternative food production.
      


      
        This analytic paradox is indicative of broader debates within contemporary agri-food studies arguing first over
        the extent of neoliberal roll out in the food sector, and second on the viability of “alternatives” (Harris
        2009; Hill 2014). Ann Hill (2014) argues that these debates take an all-encompassing capitalist marketplace as
        a “matter of fact” (Latour 2004), and assess all agri-food initiatives by their relative adherence or
        subversion of the capitalist economy. Gibson-Graham label this phenomenon “capitalocentrism,” which they define
        as “the positioning of all economic identities as fundamentally the same as (or modeled upon) capitalism, or as
        being deficient or substandard imitations” (1996: 6). Hill (2014) and others argue that the capitalocentrism of
        AFN scholarship, coupled with our narrow-minded preoccupation with an assumed dominance of neoliberalism,
        limits and constrains our ability as researchers and communities to think of and enact new
        and diverse economic worlds (Gibson-Graham 2008; Healy 2015; Snyder and St. Martin 2015). Similarly, DeLind
        calls for more attention to the ways in which local food consumption and production integrate into “place-based
        practice” and the meaningful and relational parts of daily life (2011: 280).
      


      
        Answering this call, in the following section I present a re-reading of a case study of Grasshoppers
        Distribution (Brislen, Woods, Meyer, and Routt 2015). In this re-reading I identify gradations of resistance
        within the guiding ethos and material/economic praxis of the food hub: the founding impetus and mission of the
        enterprise, the sources, and forms of resources mobilized, the negotiation of need among actors, and types of
        transactions facilitated. I suggest that the essential challenge of food hubs is not to defend the purity of
        Goodman’s “other worlds” of AFN governance against the onslaught of the capitalist marketplace (2000), but
        rather to grapple with the complexity of how to simultaneously engage in market and non-market economic
        activities in meaningful and transformative ways. The perpetuation of simple binaries, of artificially rigid
        separation of market and non-market goals, undermines the emergent potential of diverse economic experiments in
        the community agri-food economy (Harris 2009). To capture the full complexity of forces at play in collective
        efforts to resist and counteract capitalist domination and the agri-food system, we need a way to move past the
        sharp division between alternative and conventional food networks (Lockie and Halpin 2005; Tregear 2011).
      


      
        Through the discussion of this case study, I seek to show that Grasshoppers was not driven primarily by either
        social or financial motives, but rather a complex assemblage of social and financial components enrolled in an experiment in community agri-food economy (Callon 2007;
        Roelvink 2015). I assert that we cannot divorce the values-based (non-financial) aspirations of AFNs from the
        day-to-day, lived reality of communities involved in economic exchange and the agri-food marketplace, and
        conclude that we need a way to think with the multiple, diverse realms of economic activity of food hubs and
        other innovative projects in the community agri-food economy.
      

    


    
      Grasshoppers Distribution


      
        Grasshoppers Distribution LLC was a food hub established in 2007 in Louisville, Kentucky by four Kentucky
        farmers seeking to connect regional products with local markets. Grasshoppers underwent many transitions within
        its lifetime, including changes in ownership, leadership, and organizational structure, and major overhauls of
        the business model. This food hub grew to nearly 1 million dollars in annual sales of local farm products from
        more than 70 different producers, and directed more than 2.25 million dollars into the hands of local farmers
        and food entrepreneurs before closing its doors in December of 2013. As a values-based food enterprise, its
        leadership, staff, and stakeholders experimented with a number of approaches to balancing social and monetary
        goals within the operations of the enterprise. While these experiments were imperfect, and
        constrained by competition with conventional economic precepts (Callon 2007), they also generated interstitial
        openings in the agri-food imaginaries and had lasting impacts beyond the life of the enterprise.
      


      
        An unconventional enterprise


        
          Grasshoppers Distribution emerged during a significant period of change for Kentucky agriculture, and its
          story is tied closely to what is referred to in Kentucky as the “tobacco transition.” The tobacco transition
          began in the wake of the 1998 Tobacco Master Settlement Agreement (Cross 2006). At the time of the Master
          Settlement Agreement, and for many generations of Kentucky farmers, tobacco was Kentucky’s number-one cash
          crop. The task of re-imagining Kentucky’s farm economy without tobacco was a daunting task for farmers and
          agricultural leaders, though it was recognized that innovative steps must be taken to secure the future of
          Kentucky’s family farms. Rather than turning to the global agro-industrial market, the leaders who came
          together to form Grasshoppers turned inward to the Kentucky regional food economy as a way to forge a new
          model of community agri-food economy.
        


        
          Grasshoppers was envisioned as a way to connect producers in the rural areas of Kentucky with urban consumers
          in the state’s largest population center. However, rather than simply pursuing the highest financial returns
          by targeting affluent ‘locavores,’ the animating vision for the food hub sought to simultaneously support
          transitioning farmers while improving fresh food security for marginalized community members in Louisville.
          As stated in the first formal business plan:
        


        
          
            This business will provide sales and marketing opportunities for Kentucky farmers, local food entrepreneurs
            and area residents while offering citizens of West Louisville wholesome and affordable fresh food…. The
            primary effort of this business is to expand service to the low-income individuals of West Louisville
            through the current sales relationships already established with the higher income customer base that
            farmers now serve.
          


          
            (Brislen et al. 2015: 10)
          

        


        
          The focus on food access informed the site selection in West Louisville, and there were explicit plans to
          partner with urban entrepreneurship efforts on development of a mobile market, as well as a partnership with
          a non-profit organization that would assist with community outreach and engagement. From its inception,
          Grasshoppers leaders recognized that key elements of the mission and values of the enterprise would require
          support and exchange of resources, expertise, and coordination of activities with partners outside the
          marketplace.
        


        
          The first business plan also stated that Grasshoppers was to “provide an income to family farmers and micro
          enterprise owners while experimenting with the pricing of products so that we can feed a food access deprived
          community.” (Brislen et al. 2015: 17). The community leaders who participated in the
          visioning of Grasshoppers sought to connect care for farmer livelihoods with the observed injustices
          experienced by West Louisville residents. The reference to experimentation with pricing demonstrates an
          explicit desire to discover new models of economic exchange as a means to realize non-financial outcomes that
          would benefit the urban and rural communities linked by a shared agri-food system.
        


        
          Due in no small part to the onset of the US economic recession in 2008, the non-profit partners that were to
          focus on food justice and food access initiatives foundered and partnerships dissolved, thus fatally
          undermining Grasshopper’s ability to engage in those efforts. Without partners to support the work of food
          access, and facing significant challenges in the essential business activities of supply and sales (discussed
          later), Grasshopper’s leadership refined its ambitious mission to focus principally on helping Kentucky
          farmers. Accordingly, the second iteration of the Grasshoppers business plan focused wholly on small-farm and
          regional food-system development, stating: “It is the vision of the business not only to become the premier
          local food distribution business in the state, but to become a model for local food distribution nationwide.”
          (Brislen et al. 2015: 11). The change in the scope of its social mission was concurrent with an overhaul of
          the business model, and Grasshoppers pivoted into a primary focus on a subscription program marketed as a
          Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) program and online marketplace.
        

      


      
        Diverse sources of capital


        
          Precisely because of the mission of the enterprise, and despite its for-profit status, Grasshoppers
          Distribution was able to mobilize a variety of resources in the establishment and operations of the
          enterprise: federal grants, personal savings of the original farmer owners, philanthropic funds, state
          government grants and loans, private financing from investors, volunteer labor hours and pro-bono
          professional services. By engaging consumers directly via CSA subscription, Grasshoppers further mobilized
          financial capital to stabilize the enterprise’s cash flow and support its continued growth, while
          simultaneously leveraging consumers’ ideological commitment to provide stability for the mission of
          transitioning the Kentucky agri-food economy.
        


        
          However, there was an ongoing struggle between owners, public and private investors, and management regarding
          the balance of social mission vs. monetary incentive functions of the food hub. Specifically, the for-profit
          status and mission of Grasshoppers was a constant topic of debate. Reflecting the capitalist rationalization
          foreseen by Goodman (2000), some owner/investors believed it was important to develop Grasshoppers as a
          profitable enterprise as a way to demonstrate the broader ‘viability’ of regional food systems. An opposing
          camp argued that grant funds and other non-profit contributions supported the critical role that Grasshoppers
          played in providing technical assistance and hand-holding of producers new to horticultural production and/or
          wholesale and high-end markets, which provided a competing focus for the staff’s time.
          An owner summarized this tension in the following quote:
        


        
          
            I held, and the company held, the notion of business profitability or, more specifically, for profit, too
            rigidly. The company’s most significant product to date, as it turned out, wasn’t return on investment, but
            was instead the building and facilitating of community, including businesses, around food and around the
            development of the local food system.
          


          
            (Brislen et al. 2015: 16)
          

        


        


        
          There was a belief that because of the hybrid role of service provider and business partner, Grasshoppers was
          uniquely positioned to serve the public good by recruiting and incentivizing continued participation by
          producers in the development of the regional agri-food economy.
        


        
          In the most practical terms, the short-term financial needs of running a food distributor – payroll, rent,
          truck fuel, facilities upgrades – outstripped the revenue generated by Grasshoppers’ sales. Three years in to
          the six years of its operation, facing a cash flow crisis, and without readily available or conceivable
          alternatives, Grasshoppers’ leadership turned to state government and university experts for advice. These
          experts recommended conventional (capitalist) finance strategies in the form of further debt financing and
          re-capitalization. Through the Series A investor offering, local philanthropists and self-identified
          ‘socially conscious’ investors provided financial capital in exchange for ownership in the enterprise. The
          original operating agreement, which required owner consensus for major decisions, was exchanged for a
          shareholder-led board of directors, resulting in a drastic reconfiguration of the governance and culture of
          the enterprise. While all accounts indicate that the ideological commitment to the social mission of the
          enterprise did not lessen, the opportunity for more innovative (e.g. diverse and non-capitalist) economic
          experimentation was curtailed by the dominance of conventional business and economic sensibilities.
        

      


      
        Diverse transactions – negotiation of need and
        distribution of surplus


        
          A consistent challenge across the life of Grasshoppers Distribution was how to translate the overarching goal
          of ‘helping small farmers’ into the specific, dayto-day reality of running a food distribution company. The
          ideal of integrating social values into a mission-driven food enterprise is easy to grasp, but the
          practicalities seem to be challenging, or at least nebulous. What does it look like, in practice, to ‘help
          small family farmers’? Does this mean offering them the highest prices possible? Does it mean having a large
          impact on a few producers, or a small impact on a large number of farmers? This issue was never fully
          resolved for Grasshoppers.
        


        
          For the company’s leadership, the price paid to farmers was a key mechanism for realizing the goal of helping
          farmers. Prices were set on an annual basis by using the previous season’s average reported farmer’s market
          prices for the state as a benchmark. Direct marketing prices for produce are typically
          significantly higher than wholesale prices, and thus the decision to use farmer’s market prices as a
          benchmark is counter to any profit-driven logic. Producers themselves recognized this conundrum, and in
          interviews cited that the prices Grasshoppers paid, while generous, were ‘too high’ for the wholesale market.
          Transparent price negotiations were coupled with production planning, whereby farmers and food hub staff
          agreed on a plan for production/sales for the coming season. A former employee stated, “I never wanted to go
          to the farmers and say ‘let’s bargain down the price.’ That was never our intention” (Brislen et al. 2015:
          17). These practices combined market and non-market sensibilities by reformulating the negotiation of flows
          of money and information, thereby allowing Grasshoppers’ producers to avoid the uncertainty of the
          conventional wholesale marketplace.
        


        
          The challenges faced by any produce distribution enterprise (e.g. market development, quality control,
          consistent and sufficient supply, and distribution logistics) were further complicated by the values-driven
          mission. In contrast to conventional wholesalers that rely on terminal produce markets or contracts with
          existing wholesale producers for consistent, ‘competitively’ priced product, Grasshoppers’ mission drove it
          to work with farmers who were new to wholesale and/or specialty crop production. This in turn meant those
          producers required significant technical assistance. Though addressing and accounting for these
          farmer-centered challenges was central to Grasshoppers’ mission, the material and financial consequences
          undermined the wholesale sales of the enterprise. While Grasshoppers’ wholesale customers were enthusiastic
          about purchasing Kentucky-raised products, there were limits to what they felt their own business could
          accept; they were willing and able to be flexible on price, or forgiving of quality and supply challenges,
          but could not accommodate both. As such, wholesale sales in the first year fell well short of expectations.
        


        
          Grasshoppers’ business strategy departed drastically from the valorization of competitive business logics,
          and explicitly pursued strategies that would minimize the impact of Grasshoppers’ market activities on
          existing local food initiatives and direct marketing programs. Marketing and sales efforts specifically
          avoided targeting a typical ‘locavore’ consumer, choosing instead to cultivate and recruit new consumers to
          participate in the local food system. Dedicated or ‘hardcore’ customers were encouraged to leave Grasshoppers
          to join a farm-based CSA program for the regular growing season, and return to Grasshoppers during the winter
          months.
        

      


      
        Enduring impact


        
          The activities and labor time of Grasshoppers Distribution’s staff and leadership encompassed many activities
          outside of the realm of market exchange. Training and services offered by Grasshoppers were highly valued by
          farmers, who cited greater knowledge in areas including: production planning, post-harvest handling, packing
          and grading standards, invoicing, and both production and financial record-keeping.
          Beyond simply selling the products, staff worked with producers to apply for federal cost-share programs for
          hoop house construction and other on-farm infrastructure funding.
        


        
          While conventional food distributors may have an interest in ‘natural,’ ‘sustainable,’ or ‘local’ product,
          the interest is fickle, and they are unwilling to take on the extra work (and thus expense) of aggregating
          from multiple local producers. The availability of a buyer dedicated to working with family farms coupled
          with a consistent demand for wholesale volumes provided key support and incentives for small and mid-sized
          producers. As stated by a farmer who supplied Grasshoppers “I think they were a kind of ladder for us to
          develop our skills. They could allow us to move a lot of product at a better price while we still needed that
          better price” (Brislen et al. 2015: 19).
        


        
          The development of producer knowledge and production capacity set the stage for the next level of food-system
          development in the state. Grasshoppers’ staff and leadership also advocated for changes in procurement
          procedures and policies changes by public institutions. Most notably, the lead-time for public school
          procurement bids was changed from a couple of weeks to six months, which, according to one informant, “was
          the real game changer for access to [that] institution’s buying power. Farmers could plan and plant with this
          sort of lead time.” (Brislen et al. 2015: 19).
        


        
          Key changes and adaptations also occurred among customers who reported greater awareness of the seasonally
          available foods in Kentucky and a greater commitment to local and seasonally based eating or procurement. As
          stated by a wholesale customer:
        


        
          
            In the beginning I used to be upset because they couldn’t deliver what I wanted them to. Later on, I
            realized I had to adapt. That is exactly what we did. So my business became more sustainable. My food costs
            go lower because I don’t have to buy produce that is out of season.
          


          
            (Brislen et al. 2015: 19)
          

        


        
          Consumers (both wholesale and private households) expressed a strong belief that state government and
          community-based organizations should continue to support the development of the regional agri-food economy.
        


        
          Ultimately, the laudable efforts of Grasshoppers’ leadership and staff were thwarted by a combination of
          logistic and infrastructure challenges, a rapidly changing market environment, inadequate financial
          resources, and the complexity of spearheading simultaneous efforts to develop regional producer capacity and
          build an innovative business model from scratch. Unable to reach levels of revenue generation that would
          support cash flow and debt service needs, the decision was made by the investors to close the enterprise.
        


        
          The legacy of Grasshoppers lies in the impacts that extended beyond the boundaries (both temporal and
          material) of the enterprise. Public sector stake-holders acknowledged the key role of Grasshoppers
          Distribution played in mobilizing support for local food and highlighting the importance of investment in
          and support of regional food system. Despite, or perhaps because of, the closing of
          Grasshoppers, new public–private collaborative efforts continue to work to foster the growth of the regional
          agri-food system.
        

      

    


    
      Discussion


      
        Grasshoppers Distribution was a collective experiment in possible paths for (re) development of Kentucky’s
        agri-food economy. The leadership and stakeholders of Grasshoppers sought to build a mission-driven agri-food
        enterprise that would help ensure a future for family farms in Kentucky while improving the overall vitality of
        the region’s agri-food system. This vision informed the animation and elaboration of Grasshoppers as a hybrid
        social- and market-based enterprise, and mobilized an array of financial, human, biophysical, social, and
        emotional resources – only some of which are legible from a capitalocentric analysis. This complexity mirrors
        arguments by Carolan (2006: 327) that the “thoroughly socio-organizational nature” of agri-food systems
        prohibits their reduction to autonomous rational actors. The strategies, policies, and processes deployed by
        Grasshoppers were neither wholly complicit with capitalist ideology, nor did they stand stark opposition to a
        neoliberal economy.
      


      
        At the heart of the vision of Grasshoppers was the desire to reconfigure the way that food was produced,
        distributed, and consumed so as to improve the well-being of all the stakeholders involved. Thus it was a
        political project all the way down. However, the exigencies of surviving in a capitalist market economy were a
        significant factor in the organization and evolution of the food hub. The operation of a food distribution
        business was integral to the realization of the non-financial goals for the enterprise; serving as a dedicated
        and reliable buyer for farmers transitioning into produce production from tobacco was a key means of support
        for those farmers. The hybrid model of for-profit and non-profit service provision spanning across multiple
        organizations – coupled with the mission-driven choices of location, customer base, and business model –
        complicates the classification of the food hub within conventional frameworks.
      


      
        Scholars attentive to neoliberalization within agri-food initiatives have argued that the creation of
        alternative or proxy markets (e.g. local food, fair trade, organic) serves to responsibilize citizens, thereby
        reducing the potential for collective political struggle to individual consumer choice (Guthman 2008; Watts,
        Ilbery, and Maye 2005). Counter to that assertion, I suggest that the long-term effect of Grasshoppers’ hybrid
        enterprise model was the articulation of the agri-food system as a space for moral and political action as well
        as economic development. By engaging and mobilizing state and community-based organizations, university
        experts, and private citizens in the development of the food hub, care for the region’s agri-food systems was
        produced and articulated as a collective concern and obligation (Roelvink 2015).
      


      
        The ambitious goals of Grasshoppers were constrained by the predominance of conventional capitalist frameworks
        as funders from both the public and private sector encouraged actions/policies that undermined some of the more
        ambitious and non-market oriented components of the mission. What’s more, there was no
        notion or framework for ‘viability’ outside of conventional financial success within a for-profit framework and
        all its trappings, especially profit generation, and capitalization via debt financing (Callon 2007;
        Gibson-Graham 2006; 2011). The resulting dissonance between perceived monetary imperatives and deeply and
        collectively held social mission is reflected in the words of this former owner: “For me, the company was about
        testing models around scalability and viability in local food system development…. If the goal was about
        profitability, it was about profitability for the sake of the movement” (Brislen et al. 2015: 22). Without
        effective means to think past or through the conventional market framework, leadership became increasingly
        beholden to conventional modes of capital investment and thus control (loans and investors), opportunities, and
        will for creative reformulation and negotiation of relationships and exchange dissipated.
      

    


    
      Conclusion


      
        Without capitalocentric framing, how can agri-food scholars advance our understanding and support for food hubs
        and other emergent, hybrid forms of enterprise? Gibson-Graham and other diverse-economies scholars offer a
        post-capitalist framework of community economy wherein reciprocal and interdependent relationships are forged
        between new economic subjects through a deliberate and ongoing negotiation of the process, aims, and outcomes
        of economic activity (Dixon 2011; Gibson-Graham 2006; Snyder and St. Martin 2015). Working from a
        diverse-economies framework, Trauger and Passidomo illustrate how AFNs
      


      
        
          provide spaces of deliberation about the production and consumption of food … [that] reorients the subjects
          of farming (producers, distributors, and consumers) toward a more integrated, interdependent and cooperative
          economy of agriculture, even while it is still embedded in a medium of market exchange.
        


        
          (2012: 283)
        

      


      
        Though it was not always successful in its efforts, Grasshoppers Distribution demonstrated this kind of
        deliberate negotiation enterprise as it worked to reconfigure relationships among agri-food system
        collaborators in order to achieve desired social outcomes that were, in part, dependent on financial dynamics
        (Holloway et al., 2007). By allowing for the ‘radical heterogeneity’ of economic practice, diverse-economies
        theory opens a path forward for thinking with the struggle and experimentation of food hubs (Gibson-Graham
        2006; 2011).
      


      
        Without a new language to think with and through new possibilities for what a community agri-food economy could
        look like, the leaders of Grasshoppers were left to work with economic imaginaries dominated by capitalocentric
        thought (Harris 2009; Callon 2007). For the leaders of Grasshoppers, ‘viability’ and
        success were conceivable only in relation to the capitalist marketplace, thus confounding their ability to
        conceive of a model of enterprise that could successfully integrate financial and non-financial activities and
        goals (Hill 2014). The diverse-economies method of reading for difference allows us to identify and take
        seriously the more-than-financial concerns, motives, and activities of actors engaged in living experiments in
        community agri-food economy (Gibson-Graham 2014). By taking the hybrid social-and-financial nature of the
        enterprise’s development seriously (Mount 2012), we can open space for the creation of new understandings,
        practices, and language of economy that can account for rational outside of capitalist systems (Gibson-Graham
        2006, 2008). As the business adage goes – metrics get managed. The challenge of resistance for AFNs and other
        experiments in the community agri-food economy is in codifying, adapting, and transforming economic discourse
        to include non-financial means and metrics. (Callon 2007; Gibson-Graham 2008). By taking seriously and naming
        the diverse economic activities that arose from the food hub’s experiment in community agri-food economy, we as
        social scientists can open new spaces for diverse economic concepts that can be mobilized to support the
        formation of new and hereto un-thought modes of community economy.
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      Introduction


      
        Since the late 1970s, neoliberalism has characterized production, forms of governance, ideology, and culture
        worldwide. Technocrats who advance policy analysis are heavily invested in neoliberal discourse – i.e.,
        technical and normative assumptions that undergird causal claims about socioeconomic dynamics – and the
        internalization of these ways of thinking and talking about socioeconomic dynamics by large numbers of
        citizens, voters, and investors occupying widely varying structural positions lends substantial power to these
        ideas. While not homogenous and quite often contradictory, neoliberalism is endowed with key characteristics
        that are consistently visible across social formations, production systems, and consumption processes. These
        characteristics find some of their most significant roots in the justifications and practices of reducing, and
        often eliminating, barriers to the free circulation of capital, commodities, labor, and ecosystem services that
        have resulted in the contemporary spatial and political reorganization of capitalist social relations. The
        current neoliberal global regime has forever altered the system of regulated capitalism that dominated the
        thirty years following the end of World War Two. Defined by the social economist Thomas Piketty (2014) as the
        Trente Glorieuses, the thirty post-war Fordist years proposed a system of
        regulation of capitalism based on the shifting of the control of the economy from the market to the state. The
        state – and specifically the nation-state – was endowed with the tasks of steering the economy and organizing
        society in ways that could control the unwanted consequences of the free functioning of the market. In this
        system of accumulation of capital, and the accompanying ideological worldview and political structure, the
        evolution of the economy and development were defined through state planning supported by a tacit yet effective
        pact between relevant social forces (Schmitter 1974). In this context, agri-food became one of the symbols of
        regulated capitalism with state intervention defining virtually all aspects of
        processes of production and consumption (Bonanno, Busch, Friedland, Gouveia, and Mingione 1994; McMichael
        1994).
      


      
        The crisis of Fordism that became acute in the 1980s provided support to the now dominant view that state
        regulation is one of the major obstacles to socioeconomic growth and that freeing capital
        to be as mobile as possible is the primary recipe for global development. At the production level, the ensuing
        hypermobility of capital has resulted in the development of global networks that, transcending national
        sociopolitical spaces, labor pools, and ecological limits, have engendered unprecedented levels of
        transnational production of agri-food commodities and services (Bonanno and Constance 2008; Howard 2016).
        Neoliberalism is fundamental for the existence of global networks of production, for they thrive on the free
        circulation of capital and the constant neoliberal efforts to enhance its hypermobility. Supported by the
        deregulation of markets and financial systems, agri-food consumption also functions through trans-national
        networks. Largely centered on global supermarket chains and global advertising, these networks have created a
        highly sophisticated system of food mass consumption that, however, is presented as based on freedom of choice
        and diversity of content (Lawrence and Dixon 2015; Wolf and Bonanno 2014).
      


      
        The often unchallenged ideological and cultural dimensions of neoliberalism are instrumental for the
        development of networks of production and consumption (Wolf and Bonanno 2014). Stressing the importance of
        individual action and individual social and political responsibility, neoliberal ideology has stigmatized the
        public sphere and the concept of social interdependence. Social policies designed to support disadvantaged
        communities are now popularly characterized as inefficient, ineffective, and misguided. The ideology of the
        individualization of politics has not only promoted the privatization of public processes and domains, but has
        also endorsed the desirability of individual solutions to socioeconomic problems. The many crises of agri-food
        are largely defined in terms of individual choices, and solutions are framed in relation to actions of
        “responsible” individuals (e.g., make healthy eating choices, buy local, choose organic, seek out certified
        products, avoid excessive packaging, do not waste food….). The result is a thorough depoliticization of
        socioecological problems and the revival of the concept of individual meritocracy,
        the view that individuals make their own history and that inequality is the result of individuals’ unequal
        efforts and the just outcome of competition (Swyngedouw 2015). Popularized by mid-twentieth century
        Functionalism and supporting the legitimacy of the rule of elites, this posture has been reaffirmed despite
        strong empirically based critiques.
      


      
        Free market competition is offered as the instrument that not only produces the best possible allocation of all
        resources, but also effectively replaces discredited expert- and public-based decision-making processes.
        Competition is proposed as the antidote to the claimed institutional crisis that is
        described as the primary factor for the lack of growth of economies and societies around the world. Public
        institutions, and in particular the state, are depicted as inadequate to address current problems. Deregulation
        and freedom in markets are prescribed for all spheres of society. The idea of governance is transformed from a
        concept that refers to public debate linked to actions of public agencies into a fully distributed, thoroughly
        heterogeneous, and very weakly integrated set of practices of private handling of decision-making over public
        affairs. For neoliberals, individuals are to be equated with capital; they need to invest
        in themselves and prepare for competition. Stressing the classic proposal of Gary Becker (1994[1963]),
        individual action is the key variable in the explanation of socioeconomic phenomena and the instrument to be
        used to develop alternatives. Communities are also individualized, reduced to capital, and asked to compete in
        order to exist and grow. Social capital is heralded as the condition that boosts
        groups’ ability to compete and that when deployed leads to development. Concepts such as interdependence,
        reciprocity, solidarity, and collective action are either set aside or, at best, translated into strategic
        competitive resources. At the same time, land and natural capital more broadly are redefined as fungible,
        mobile assets (Robertson 2012). At the core of newly created accounting conventions and transactional
        approaches to governance lies an assertion that increased fluidity opens up new potential to allocate resources
        and realize new heights in “best and highest use.”
      


      
        As often pointed out, neoliberalism is not a homogenous ideological construct, and its economic and social
        applications feature discontinuities and contradictions (Mirowski 2014; Wolf and Bonanno 2014). Classic calls
        for the maintenance of a fair system of competition are countered by theorizations of the desirability of a
        different type of competition in which the concentration of capital, its efficiency, and the existence of
        monopolies and their power are viewed as legitimate and desirable qualities (Friedman 1982[1962]; Brown 2015)
        Similarly, identification of the state as promoter of the well-being of all citizens is countered by arguments
        that stress the aggregate value of the deregulation of corporate actions. Additionally, arguments in support of
        the free functioning of the market are silenced when, in periods of crisis, state intervention is advocated to
        shore up failing private corporations and modes of regulation/accumulation. The US government bailout of
        imperiled financial institutions during the economic crisis of 2008 can be interpreted as a pragmatic response
        to extreme circumstances, and it can be understood as an instance of advocates of neoliberalism changing their
        tune when it suits their interests. Both explanations raise questions about the nature of neoliberalism, its
        reach, and the analytical weight the reference can support.
      


      
        Through its existence as an ideology and a general framework for governance, neoliberalism has created a host
        of problems that have engendered resistance. The rising socioeconomic inequality and the accompanying
        concentration of capital, the subordination of the state and polity to corporate hypermobility, the suspension
        of democracy and transparent processes of decision-making, the commodification of life, and the accelerated
        degradation of the environment are among the often-cited consequences of the implementation of neoliberal
        policies. These and other problems are reflected in the evolution and current organization of the agri-food
        system. As argued in the introduction to this volume, the erosion of the standard mode of
        democracy that characterizes the neoliberal era invited novel forms of opposition. These new modes of
        resistance have emerged as central because they do not rely on established forms of struggle made ineffective
        by the transnationalization of socioeconomic relations, growing ambiguity attached to
        science and professional expertise within decision making contexts, and the neutralization of class and
        labor-based opposition. This book specifies the logics of these new modes of resistance and advances a critique
        based on theoretical and empirical arguments. Attention to the dialectical relationship between neoliberalism
        and resistance positions us to investigate the foundations of the new frontier of resistance and the limits and
        contradictions to which it is subject.
      

    


    
      The critique of resistance to the neoliberal regime of agri-food


      
        Beginning in the late 1970s, the challenge of proposing and practicing new forms of resistance has been
        answered by the appearance of a number of oppositional movements and forms of struggle that have characterized
        the evolution of agri-food. In this context, the central question that this volume addresses refers to the
        extent to which these modes of resistance are effectively contesting the nature and characteristics of
        neoliberalism and the groups that support it. As indicated in the introduction, this task is developed with
        reference to the classic sociological notion of critique that explores the
        ontological boundaries of historical processes. Stressing the limits of current resistance but also its impact
        and potential, we propose a trifold analytical organization of the forms of resistance discussed in this
        volume. These ways to theorize resistance are to be understood as ideal types or
        heuristic abstractions that stress key constituting aspects of resistance but that do not necessarily reflect
        all of its many, complex and often contradictory empirical manifestations.
      


      
        Variegated resistance


        
          The first ideal type refers to a theorization that stresses the variety of ways in which resistance is
          understood and practiced. It underscores the multi-dimensional character of
          resistance through which neoliberal agri-food is ideologically and practically opposed. It emphasizes
          that there are numerous ways in which resistance is conceptualized, organized, and implemented. This
          perspective rejects a simple, oppositional dichotomy involving a clearly delimited oppressive system of
          production and exchange on one side and a specified alternative on the other. Rather, resistance is
          understood as taking a variety of pragmatic forms of implementation, responding to a complex set of
          understandings and visions, and involving a variety of groups that only mistakenly can be conceived as
          endowed with a sufficiently relevant degree of homogeneity (Brislen, Chapter 13 in this volume; Sankey, Chapter 10 in this
          volume; Gonzales-Duarte, Chapter 11 in this volume; Tilzey, Chapter 4 in this volume; Vansteenkiste, Chapter 12
          in this volume). These spatially and problem-based actions fuse historical, economic, cultural, ideological,
          and biophysical traits that not only define different strategies of opposition and goals, but also display
          discontinuities in the specification and contestation of domination. Some actors are not even aware of – and
          their actions are not understood as countering – neoliberalism, as coherence and specificity are often
          lacking. Within these sites of resistance, sociocultural manifestations of local/personal identity are
          transformed into conscious but also ambiguous processes of collective opposition to transnational
          neoliberalism that find their strength in their novel ways of proposing resistance. Simultaneously, they
          include large deliberately planned, professionally staffed projects and instances that spontaneously unfold
          in the varied spheres of everyday life (Vansteenkiste, Chapter 12 in this
          volume; Brislen, Chapter 13 in this volume; Sekine and Bonanno, Chapter 7 in this volume). This variety, and the diverse bases from which resistance
          efforts access resources and erect barriers to the current status quo, are a core source of strength, and an
          essential focus for theorizing and engaging resistance.
        


        
          While we are faced with resistance that is conceived, interpreted, and executed in a multiplicity of forms,
          we also see that it is directed to adversaries that are not necessarily understood consistently. The
          complexity of neoliberal forms of development and, more importantly, the flexibility with which
          trans-national agri-food corporate actors search for profitable forms of investment and production, engender
          conditions in which the actors involved in struggles are also different. This structural diversity is
          augmented by the different interpretations that animate opposition at the local level. Accordingly, we learn
          about the diversity of the peasantry in Latin America and the complexity of their understanding of
          situations, opponents, and ensuing struggles (Sankey this volume; Pahnke, Tarlau, and Wolford 2015). But we
          also know of the different objectives, languages and forms of struggle of community-based rural and urban
          activist organizations (Brislen, Chapter 10 this volume; Vansteenkiste,
          Chapter 12 in this volume). While there is a tendency to ascribe coherence
          and unity to resistance efforts, in many cases there is marked diversity. Applied to the specific issue of
          what is contested, dispossession, inequality, imperialism, loss of personal autonomy or community
          sovereignty, lack of transparency, poor health, cruelty to animals, various dimensions of ecological
          degradation, and more are relevantly linked to individual motivations and collective visions. This diversity
          within and across sites of resistance is a source of strength, but also a potential liability. Lack of shared
          commitments can limit individuals’ engagement and result in fragmentation of strategies and resolve.
        


        
          These complexities and discontinuities, however, do not diminish but stress the essential rejection of
          neoliberal agri-food proposed by these forms of opposition. This is the case for at least two reasons. First,
          these initiatives and movements of resistance refuse neoliberal ideology.1 They reject key neoliberal messages such as
          those that stress the superiority of free market relations, the desirability of industrial agri-food, and the
          effectiveness of the corporate economy and capital concentration. They dismiss the rampant exploitation of
          the environment, communities, and labor. In various ways, a high level of consciousness motivates the actions
          of these groups that find their raison d’être in attempts to reverse the logic of
          “marginal utility” and the practices of “industrial agri-food” and “food from nowhere.” Second, this level of
          consciousness is translated into the deliberate search for alternative ways of producing, distributing, and
          consuming food. It is praxis that defines the existence of these initiatives that not only offer new language
          to express the way agri-food “ought to be,” but also propose the active construction of alternative forms of
          agri-food. For some of their participants, these are initiatives that rest on frequently difficult,
          laborious, and personally costly ways to practice opposition (Som Castellano, Chapter 5 in this volume).
        


        
          These initiatives represent the rebirth of resistance that emerged from the crisis of the Fordist democracy
          and its labor-based forms of opposition (see the introduction in this volume). The post–World War Two Western
          democracy evolved through patterns that were based on the domestic strength of unions, their identification
          with parties and ideologies of the left, and the availability of established avenues of contestation. The
          latter frequently consisted of strikes, street demonstrations, and company/product boycotts, and they were
          also shaped by negotiations framed by the existing management-labor pact. In parallel, the resistance
          engendered by the environmental movement of the 1960s and 1970s and expanded scientific understanding of
          ecological and human health implications of industrial agriculture rested on scientific information about
          risks and established avenues of opposition. Lawsuits, demonstrations, and professionally produced critiques
          grounded in data were directed toward patterns of subsidy, trade policy, orientation of R&D, and other
          dimensions of state-supported “modernization” of agriculture. When globalization and neoliberalism eclipsed
          Fordism, resistance had to be reorganized and made plausibly effective again. These actions and movements of
          resistance embody that historical effort and the aspirations of those who wish to fight domination.
        


        
          Despite these people’s genuine desire to oppose aspects of neoliberal agri-food, many of the forms of
          resistance that they carry out do not to transcend the sphere of market relations. More importantly, they do
          not go beyond individually and consumption-based actions and processes of individual responsibilization that
          constitute parts of the neoliberal ideology and political message (Brislen, Chapter 13 in this volume; Sankey, Chapter 10 in
          this volume; Gonzalez-Duarte, Chapter 11 in this volume; Vansteenkiste,
          Chapter 12 in this volume). Often, they refer to local processes that
          generate spatially, politically, economically, and ecologically limited alternatives to the current
          structural conditions and the power of transnational corporate agri-food. As discussed earlier (Bonanno,
          Chapter 2 in this volume; Busch, Chapter
          1 in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume), individually and
          consumption-based forms of resistance can, at best, offer the establishment of more humane and egalitarian
          forms of capitalism. They do relatively little to alter the systemic exploitation of human and natural
          resources and diminish the power of corporations. Ultimately, these forms of resistance rely on the very
          market mechanisms that generated the problems they attempt to solve. The ensuing vicious circle of employing
          capitalism to transcend it denies the structural contradictions embedded in the market system and accepts
          conditions that make the de-commodification of food impossible. In a market system, food is always a
          commodity that requires the existence of private entities that produce and administer it for sale. The
          problematic nature of market-based resistance rests on the attempt to democratize a system without altering
          its privately held control and addressing the issue of power relations. To be sure – and despite these limits
          – projects aimed at the democratization of market relations remain pragmatic alternatives to the current,
          corporate controlled, market capitalism. As such, these market-based solutions do offer progressive forms of
          reorganization of agri-food. Importantly, because mechanisms of appropriation and concentration remain
          fundamentally unchecked, these reformist programs should be understood as part of a “treadmill” of
          resistance. Awareness of the contradictions and limitations and acknowledgement of what they can and cannot
          accomplish position analysts and practitioners to resist with their eyes open.
        


        
          In this context, the co-optation of alternative market-based initiatives remains the single most effective
          way through which corporate power has been able to address challenges coming from activist groups (Bonanno,
          Chapter 2 in this volume; Busch, Chapter
          1 in this volume; Tilzey, Chapter 4 in this volume). Co-optation not
          only allows corporations to claim membership in alternative movements, but also de-facto neuters these
          movements by blurring the distinction between dominant and oppositional groups (Bonanno, Chapter 2 in this volume; Busch, Chapter 1 in this
          volume). Simultaneously, market-based resistance fails to engage state power because the individualization of
          resistance shifts contestation from the public domain into the private sphere. While the state has
          historically been an institution that not only depends on the expansion of market relations, but also
          supports the interests of dominant groups, its contradictory historical evolution has allowed the concomitant
          existence of emancipa-tory forms of state action. As the capitalist state developed into a contested and
          contradictory terrain, it has been employed to advance struggles against neoliberal agri-food (Carneiro dos
          Reis, Chapter 6 in this volume; Sankey, Chapter 10 in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this
          volume). Yet, the individualization and privatization of resistance embedded in market-based and technocratic
          opposition obfuscates a critical and public evaluation of state action. The resulting social protections
          serve to simultaneously contain denunciations of the state as an agent of repression and the potential for
          mobilization of the state in the role of emancipatory actor.
        


        
          The downplaying of the structural dimension of domination is further reaf-firmed through the moralization and
          localization of resistance embedded in market oriented forms of resistance. The moralization of resistance
          refers to processes that address change in terms of abstract categorical
          imperatives. These are constructions that separate behavior from the historical conditions that
          contextualize it and transform it into an exclusive voluntary act. Rather than in the sphere of power
          relations, the act of resisting is contextualized in self-contained behavioral models that find in reason,
          consciousness, and understanding their sources of existence. Accordingly, the production of “better food”
          becomes a goal that is considered achievable through morally appropriate behavior that transcends the
          consideration of the relations of production that shape the current agri-food system. More specifically, the
          overcoming of the contradictions of industrial neoliberal agri-food is viewed as if it
          depends exclusively on the will of participants rather than the structural conditions that define it. While
          the moral justification of actions provides legitimacy to resistance, it is not a substitute for the struggle
          against economic power.
        


        
          Localization of resistance refers to the tendency to focus on local efforts to produce new ways of food
          provisioning. While highly practiced and practicable, these strategies of resistance and many of the analyses
          that probes their characteristics and existence tend to ignore broader social relations and contexts. They
          are conceptualized and viewed as if they could exist and prosper in isolation from the conditions and
          characteristics of socioeconomic system as a whole. Additionally, there is a tendency to depict
          community-based organizations and alliances as unified fronts battling corporate neoliberal agri-food. Yet,
          as these very analyses also demonstrate, communities are not necessarily homogenous. Not only do they differ
          in terms of political postures, world-views and interests, but also, more importantly, their members occupy
          different structural positions within society. Accordingly, while these groups/movements often maintain
          sufficiently high levels of solidarity to cement differences and generate political strength, it is equally
          the case that they display fragmentation, incoherence, and frictions that reduce and also undermine their
          effectiveness and in some cases existence.
        


        
          The essential limit of consumption-based forms of resistance is their inability to address structural and
          systemic conditions. In other words, they are unable to provide strategies that could address change in the
          overall system of production. In their attempt to create often locally based alternative forms of provision
          of agri-food, they adopt voluntarist approaches that underplay the relevance of power relations and broader
          socioeconomic forces. By avoiding to address the contradictions of capitalism, these strategies often take an
          escapist turn that open the door for corporate co-optation and new and more sophisticated forms of
          domination.
        

      


      
        Resistance through the state


        
          The second ideal type refers to a view of resistance in which opposition to the neoliberal regime of
          agri-food is carried out through actions directed by and/or associated with the
          nation-state (Carneiro dos Reis, Chapter 6 in
          this volume; O’Neill, Chapter 8 in this volume; Sekine and Bonanno,
          Chapter 7 in this volume). In various ways, the state is theorized as
          having emancipatory capabilities and as an actor capable of promoting processes that not only diminish
          corporate power but also offer substantive alternatives to industrial agri-food. It responds to an
          understanding of resistance that calls for the establishment of a new form of regulated capitalism or
          neo-Fordism (Bonanno 2017). For the three immediate post–War World Two decades, regulated capitalism offered
          a stable and relatively democratic form of economic expansion that shaped the evolution of agri-food (Bonanno
          et al., 1994; McMichael 1994). The establishment of a regulated form of capitalism was aimed at controlling
          the unwanted consequences of capitalism in the wake of prolonged and recurrent economic crises (i.e., the
          Great Depression) and the adoption of totalitarian forms of resolution of these crises (i.e., Fascist and
          Communist regimes). It involved state-directed planning and the concomitant political identification and
          pursuit of socioeconomic goals. In many developed and developing countries alike, state management of
          spending and direct investment shaped agri-food development.
        


        
          This classic Fordist system was, however, declared unsustainable and opposed by neoliberal corporate forces
          that stressed its ineffectiveness, inefficiency, and, above all, its inability to generate sufficient rates
          of profit. Criticisms to Fordism came also from left-leaning groups that were dissatisfied with the unmet
          promises of shared benefits of economic expansion, adequate job creation, and sustainable community
          development, as well as the expansion of top-down bureaucratic control of everyday life. Caught between the
          demand for higher profit and less paternalism, Fordism ended and was replaced by neoliberalism in the late
          1970s. Its demise, however, never eradicated hopes that the state could guide socioeconomic development.
          After all, and despite neoliberal claims to the contrary, state regulation is essential for the functioning
          of capitalism (Polanyi 2001 [1944]). While the tension between the need for state regulation of capitalism
          and calls for its reduction will hardly end in the foreseeable future, state action is employed to oppose,
          but also support, the neoliberal agri-food regime.
        


        
          To be sure, this intervention is, by definition, nation-based. It involves, first and foremost, the actions
          of the nation-state. However, it would be a mistake to translate this nation-based dimension of state action
          into exclusive domestic intervention. Nation-states have been essential institutions in the creation of
          global neoliberalism primarily through the deregulation of international markets and the establishment of
          trade agreements and global trade organizations such as the North American Free Trade Agreement and the World
          Trade Organization. Yet, the ability of the nation-state to direct socioeconomic development has historically
          been linked to relatively closed national economies. This has been the case under Fordism when production and
          consumption as well as the classes involved in these processes were primarily – albeit not exclusively –
          domestic, as under Fordism it was possible to identify companies and products with nation-states. Global
          neoliberalism has forever changed this condition precisely because it proposed a system designed to break the
          domestic-based equilibrium (and pact) between capital and labor. The transnationalization of production, and
          the creation of global networks that it entails, cannot be controlled by institutions whose spheres of
          influence and political jurisdictions are not global. The hypermobility of capital that defines global
          neoliberalism is based on the ability of capital to bypass nation-state control. Often mistakenly theorized
          in terms of the lack of relevance of the nation-state, neoliberal corporate forces have employed the
          nation-state to enhance their power and defeat opposition.
        


        
          Accordingly, rather than being “ineffective,” the nation-state has been a vehicle for the neoliberalization
          and corporatization of the economy by advancing policies of domestic and international deregulation that have
          defined the evolution of capitalism since the 1980s. This historical evolution of the
          relationship between the nation-state and the economy supports the view that stresses the contested nature of
          the nation-state and the centrality of class in structuring political conflict (Bonanno and Constance 2008;
          Streeck 2016). The nation-state is a complex entity with various components that do not necessarily work in
          unison. While its existence remains dependent upon the continuous accumulation of capital, state legitimacy
          is obtained through support that it receives from the citizenry. This condition mandates mediation among
          conflicting social classes as well as actions that support subordinate groups and alleviate the socioeconomic
          consequences of crises. The state, therefore, is not simply an instrument of the ruling class (Fletes and
          Ocampo, Chapter 9 in this volume; O’Neill, Chapter 8 in this volume). It is also capable of supporting the struggles of subordinate
          groups and those advocating for public goods. It is this emancipatory dimension that has been employed to
          counter the neoliberal regime of agri-food. The wealth redistribution and reforms conducted by the Brazilian
          state (Carneiro dos Reis, Chapter 6 in this volume), the processes of
          collectivization promoted by the Kenyan state (O’Neill, Chapter 8 this
          volume), accountability demands advanced by the state focused on how agri-environmental conservation payments
          are awarded to farmers (Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume), and the attempt of
          the Japanese state to regulate markets to the advantage of small local producers (Sekine and Bonanno,
          Chapter 7 in this volume) are all instances of state-directed resistance.
        


        
          This view of the emancipatory dimension of state action is tempered by at least three problems. The first
          refers to the limits of classic Fordism that remain unaddressed in neo-Fordist proposals. More specifically,
          the issues of the fiscal crisis of the state and the crisis of legitimation are renewed in neo-Fordist forms
          of resistance. The fiscal crisis of the state finds its origins in the finite nature of state funds, their
          dependence on the often-resisted taxation of private actors, and the political and ideological opposition
          that the state encounters when funds are spent in support of subordinate groups. All these conditions have
          historically created gaps between the financial requirements of emancipatory programs and the financial
          resources that are actually mobilized. The crisis of legitimation is a direct consequence of the fiscal
          crisis of the state and attempts of the state to manage the economy. It specifically refers to the inability
          of the state to justify its actions and to satisfy the contradictory demands of the citizenry. While complex,
          this process can be captured by two forms of dissatisfaction. The first refers to unattended demands of
          subordinate groups. The negative consequence of continuous processes of concentration of capital can hardly
          be met by state intervention even when most advanced processes of wealth redistribution and reorganization of
          production and consumption are implemented. The result is a situation in which unmet requests regularly
          surpass accomplishments. The second form of dissatisfaction comes from the ruling class that finds actions in
          favor of subordinated classes damaging to the accumulation of capital and economic growth, constantly
          wasteful, and embodying the harmful power of bureaucracy over individual freedom.
        


        
          The second problem of neo-Fordist proposals refers to public attempts to control an
          economic system that remains under the direction of private actors. Regardless of the extent of state
          intervention, the control of the economy is carried out by private actors that, in mature capitalism, are
          predominantly large transnational corporations and the global capitalist class that owns and controls them.
          In this context, the nation-state is faced with political, economic, and social challenges. Politically, the
          nation-state needs to maintain systems of wealth generation that remain not only subordinate to the
          generation of profit but that also require a significant level of compatibility to corporate interests. They
          need to be palatable to the global corporate class. Economically, the nation-state is faced with the ability
          of corporations to take flight and bypass state actions and, de facto, neutralize state policies that do not
          conform with their designs. Simultaneously, the nation-state needs also to respond to corporate requests of
          assistance that, if unattended, would affect the performance of these economic giants and associated
          sociopolitical consequences (i.e., the “too big to fail” problem). In this category we find not only military
          and diplomatic actions, but also direct economic actions such as those of that characterized the corporate
          bailouts in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis. Socially, concessions to corporations and the
          capitalist class are resisted at the popular level. In the absence of an organized and conscious class
          opposition – as it is the case in the late 2010s – this opposition translates into the development of
          populist movements/protest that destabilize state actions without limiting corporate power.
        


        
          The third issue faced by neo-Fordist programs involves the difficult relationship between local initiatives
          and the broader global economy. Because of their overall dependence on capital accumulation, the economic
          profitability of local economic initiatives often involves the insertion of these initiatives in global
          circuits of production and/or consumption and their exposure to the – difficult to oppose – co-optation by
          corporate forces. Simultaneously, state support of these initiatives requires funding that is also often
          dependent on global economic initiatives. The case of Brazil, and similar emerging economies, offers a useful
          example. The powerful process of wealth redistribution and democratic restructuring in agri-food in Brazil
          (Carneiro dos Reis, Chapter 6 in this volume) has been accompanied by
          state-sponsored programs that created transnational food corporations (Musacchio and Lazzarini 2014). These
          corporations have been established with public funds but are privately managed. Accordingly, they operate
          like any large transnational corporation with relatively limited engagement with socially oriented political
          goals.
        

      


      
        Artificial negativity and
        unidimensionality


        
          The third ideal type involves a theorization of resistance that sees it as ultimately controlled by the very corporate forces and neoliberal impulses that it supposedly opposes.
          This mode of resistance gives the illusion of the existence of opposition, but in reality these critical
          expressions function as part of a process that supports the neoliberal corporate regime. This type of
          simulative politics can serve to maintain cognitive dissonance and the legitimacy of
          socio-material relations that are understood to be irretrievably flawed (i.e., unsustainable) (Blühdorn
          2007). The corporate co-optation of resistance, resistance that does not alter the market-based character of
          agri-food, and resistance that is proposed through neoliberal ideological constructs, are all empirical
          dimensions of this ideal type (Bonanno, Chapter 2 in this volume; Busch,
          Chapter 1 in this volume; Som Castellano this volume; Tilzey, Chapter 4 in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this
          volume). The organization of the neoliberal system conceals the fact that contemporary resistance remains
          based either on market-based social relations and/or on the actions of the bourgeois state. This situation
          implies that the various attempts to democratize agri-food production and consumption do not transcend the
          sphere of capitalism and its class-based nature. It further stresses that, as resistance remains contained
          under the sphere of capitalism, it can propose only those changes that do not transcend the ability of
          corporate forces to control the economy and society.
        


        
          The notion of artificial negativity captures the essence of this theorization. Originally formulated to
          complement the theory of unidimensionality of mature capitalism (Marcuse 2002 [1964]), it stresses the false
          dimension of resistance. According to the theory of the unidimensionality of mature capitalism, the growth of
          capitalism – and the associated improvement of the socioeconomic conditions of the social groups that form it
          – is achieved through the standardization of behavior. The standardization of behavior maintains the illusion
          of freedom, while in reality it mandates the repression of all forms of action that do not conform with the
          requirements of the accumulation of capital. The theory of artificial negativity adds to this classic
          construction by stressing the corporate-constructed character of opposition, for it is in the interest of the
          reproduction of the dominant system to maintain a visible yet ineffective form of resistance (Bonanno,
          Chapter 2 in this volume). In its original formulation, artificial
          negativity referred to regulated capitalism and the claim that this process of concealed domination was
          orchestrated by the nation-state. Under the neoliberal regime, the corporate ability to control and
          manipulate resistance transcends the public sphere to involve processes that are located in the civil society
          and the market. In both cases of regulated capitalism and neoliberalism, however, artificial negativity
          represses freedom and consciousness by providing ineffective and ultimately false forms of opposition. This
          condition is instrumental for the exercise of corporate domination, as it legitimizes representations of
          diversity and contestation in a context in which absolute domination prevails. In this sense, resistance is a
          functional requirement of systemic stability (Wolf, Chapter 3 in this
          volume). Beyond giving a false impression of meaningful dissent, sponsorship of resistance allows hegemons to
          capture information and learn from the environment (Busch, Chapter 1 in
          this volume).
        


        
          Effective resistance to the neoliberal regime in agri-food requires the unmasking of artificial negativity.
          As stressed by the earlier mentioned chapters of this volume, the unmasking of artificial negativity remains
          difficult particularly in a situation in which resistance is not counter-hegemonic (Tilzey, Chapter 4 in this volume). Yet, three particular instances
          can be viewed as generating some possible optimism for the future. The first refers to the contradictions of
          the neoliberal agri-food system, the second refers to the existence of an ongoing debate on resistance, and
          the third focuses on new patterns of connection between academia and socioecological problems. As far as the
          contradictions of neoliberal agri-food are concerned, their high level of unsustainability constitutes a
          constant reminder of the need for change. As change is required, its execution is transformed into a
          contested terrain in which space for counter-hegemonic action could materialize. However, as it is currently
          the case, change can be equally characterized by corporate control and corporate friendly ways to manage
          contradictions (see below). As for the existence of a debate on resistance, the development of a broader
          conversation on what constitute effective counter-hegemonic resistance provides, at a minimum, a constant
          reminder of corporate power and its negative effects on agri-food and society. Simultaneously, however, it
          could be turned into an escapist way to express opposition by uncritically dwelling on the existence of
          ineffective forms of resistance. In terms of new modes of academic engagement, the emergence of public
          sociology and public scholarship, more generally, points to an important shift to which we attach some
          optimism. There seems to be a general understanding that to participate in substantive resistance and in
          order to step out of a pattern of development in which research and teaching in higher education serve to
          deepen structural problems, academics must articulate new relationships with new publics (Asara, Otero,
          Demaria, and Corbera 2015). Within the domain of agri-food studies, Friedland’s (2010) proposal to create a
          platform for engaged scholarship, “Alternative Agri-food Researchers Without Borders,” stands as the most
          ambitious expression of this thinking. While Friedland’s vision has not materialized, we perceive that these
          new relationships and new modes of scholarship are increasingly institutionalized through provision of
          incentives and changes in culture in some spaces within the academy.
        

      

    


    
      Conclusions


      
        One of the key aspects that emerges from the instances and theorizations of resistance presented in this volume
        is that current efforts are unlikely to produce lasting effective change. They, more likely, will tend to
        mitigate rather than drastically alter and/or end the patterns of domination of people and nature that
        characterize contemporary agri-food. This can still be seen as an emancipatory result and the expression of the
        fact that neoliberal corporate agri-food is constantly opposed and through this opposition modified. However,
        it can also be viewed as a situation in which many, if not all, the existing forms of resistance dwell on those
        very individually based actions that constitute the essence of the neoliberal organization of society. The lack
        of counter-hegemonic power of individual- and community-based initiatives is undeniable, along with the fact
        that individual spending and esoteric forms of production-consumption are often controlled by corporate forces
        and transformed into instruments of corporate expansion. Given these conditions, the task
        of defining the meaning and strength of resistance not only emerges as a fundamental charge, but it is also a
        question that should occupy center stage in future debates. The call is to critically and constructively
        interrogate the boundaries of current resistance rather than uncritically stressing the emancipatory will
        associated with the present expressions of opposition to corporate domination.
      


      
        While absent from the cases presented in this book and requiring a treatment that the space allowed for this
        discussion does not permit, the food sovereignty movement stands as a global initiative that tackles structural
        conditions and that it is not consumption based. As indicated in the introduction, however, its problematic
        dimension remains and, as a promising initiative, it invites support but also scrutiny. By challenging the
        commodification of food and conceptualizing access to food and land as rights, it has emerged as, arguably, the
        most relevant contemporary counter-hegemonic resistance to neoliberal agri-food. Simultaneously, the
        pre-capitalist approach of peasant initiatives, the localist dimension of urban food councils, and the overall
        sectorial character of its claims make it an area that should be the subject of critical evaluation.
      


      
        The systemic character of
        neoliberalism


        
          In this context, the systemic nature of the neoliberal regime has emerged as a defining sign of the time
          (Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume, Bonanno, Chapter 2 in this volume, Tilzey, Chapter 4 in this
          volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume). Neoliberalism is not simply a
          dimension of agri-food: It is a characteristic of mature capitalism. Accordingly, alternatives that are
          introduced and pursued at the sectorial level are destined to remain incomplete and unable to challenge the
          totally of the corporate domination of society. They may satisfy the conscience of some of the actors
          involved and can generate some tangible results, but, they also do very little to address the overall
          organization of society. It follows that agri-food activism as well as its related scholarship must transcend
          sectorialism and widen its scope. While this remains an unmet objective, calls for broader alliances and
          visions clearly emerge from the analyses presented in this volume. The importance of linking agri-food with
          environmental struggles (Gonzalez-Duarte, Chapter 11 in this volume; Wolf,
          Chapter 3 in this volume), socioeconomic development (Fletes and Ocampo,
          Chapter 9 in this volume; Carneiro dos Reis, Chapter 6 this volume; Vansteenkiste, Chapter 12 in this
          volume), gender emancipation (Som Castellano, Chapter 5 in this volume),
          international political economy (O’Neill, Chapter 8 in this volume; Tilzey,
          Chapter 4 in this volume), and broader political initiatives (Busch,
          Chapter 1 in this volume; Sekine and Bonanno, Chapter 7 in this volume) is understood and stressed. Similarly, these contributions show
          the limit of the common tendency to award too much centrality to food and agriculture in a context in which
          processes of neoliberal domination have gone beyond the simple sphere of production and consumption (Bonanno,
          Chapter 2 in this volume; Busch, Chapter
          1 in this volume).
        


        
          The limits of a sectorial approach to resistance involve also the question of locality.
          It is certainly the case that neoliberalism in its global domination manifests itself at the local level. It
          surfaces in forms that assume specific connotations accordingly to characteristics of local social relations.
          This is a fact that is made evident from the analyses presented in this volume. However, the importance of
          local social relations cannot be confused with a justification of the desirability and effectiveness of
          exclusively local forms of resistance and with a dismissal of the global nature of neoliberal capitalism. The
          opening of markets and the hypermobility of capital that defines the implementation of neoliberalism
          worldwide are constitutive elements of contemporary society. They cannot be simply ignored to stress local
          initiatives and solutions that contemplate the exclusive emancipation of local actors. Activism and
          scholarship are asked to confront the issue of locally based forms of resistance and address the global
          character of neoliberalism.
        

      


      
        The agents and instruments of
        resistance


        
          The limits of individually and locally based forms of resistance mentioned earlier beg the questions of the
          identification of effective agents and instruments of resistance, or put differently, the social forces that
          could oppose neoliberal capitalism through successful means. The oppositional role that the labor movement
          played in the past and its leadership vis-à-vis other twentieth century movements (i.e., civil rights, women,
          students) have not been renewed and replaced (Streeck 2016). Moreover, the instruments of struggle that it
          successfully employed have been made ineffective by the neoliberal transnationalization of social relations
          and frontal attack on unions and ideologies of the left. This crisis of the labor movement and its struggles
          has been followed by the development of consumption- and community-based forms of resistance that, as
          indicated earlier, are largely centered on individual initiatives, views that do not question capitalism and
          replace the idea of collective action with personal resilience. These new instruments of resistance downplay
          structural dimensions to propose individual efforts to cope with change and the evolution of the market.
        


        
          While these instruments allow consumers and local residents to express their opposition to the neoliberal
          regime, they also represent a rather comfortable and safe mode of resisting that does not challenge corporate
          domination but, in fact, often allows corporations to create and control more – and frequently more affluent
          – new markets. This is an individualization of resistance that permits the shifting of political and
          cognitive energy from the arena of public contestation to the sphere of individual market based governance
          (Bonanno, Chapter 2 in this volume; Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this
          volume). As these forms of resistance flourish, the growth of global neoliberalism continues to be based on
          the rampant exploitation of poor segments of the labor force and natural resources. Relevantly, as labor
          exploitation grows, discussions about labor are left at the margins of conversations about opposition. In
          this context, the exploitative dimensions of capitalist production have been either dismissed or, at best,
          redefined in terms of production efficiency, consumer convenience, cost reduction and compliance with minimal
          “consumer accepted” but corporate managed private standards. Ultimately, twentieth century struggles for the
          de-commodification of food have been replaced by discussions about food quality and its commercial value and
          availability.
        


        
          As alternative consumption and community-based forms of resistance are co-opted by corporations and,
          simultaneously, exclude large segments of the world population that cannot participate, the limits of the
          instruments of resistance employed are evident. This is not simply an outcome of the implementation of
          contemporary forms of resistance. Perhaps more significantly, it is a dimension of the power of
          neoliberalism. The emergence of the phenomena of individualization and responsibilization, the decisive use
          of psychological forms of control as illustrated by Foucauldian biopolitics, the limits of public
          institutions to control corporate global hypermobility, the wide acceptance of the logic of the market and
          its notion of individual accountability, are all important components of the strength of neoliberal
          domination (Bonanno, Chapter 2 in this volume; Busch, Chapter 1 in this volume, Tilzey, Chapter 4 in this
          volume, Sekine and Bonanno, Chapter 7 in this volume; Wolf, Chapter 3 in this volume). In essence, as resistance has not taken a counter-hegemonic
          form, corporate power has expanded in ways not experienced in the past.
        


        
          The instability of mature capitalism is also evident. The rampant environmental and climate change crises,
          the instability of financial and economic markets, and the crisis of communities domestically and abroad –
          among other things – have made dissatisfaction with the current status quo one of the most explicit phenomena
          of the twenty-first century. Accordingly, calls for change are widespread. In the absence of projects and
          social actors that propose a systemic transformation and address structural issues, however, reformist
          proposals emerge as the most plausible alternatives. These are initiatives that do not alter the overall
          organization of contemporary capitalism. Moreover, and given the power of corporations, the most probable
          form through which reforms will be carried out is through a corporate-directed process. In effect, as part of
          the expansion of corporate power, corporate actors have already understood and acted upon the importance of
          reforming mature capitalism by including some of the demands stemming from resistance movements/groups into
          their agenda. In the case of agri-food, the demands for food quality, consumer satisfaction, and actions in
          protection of the environment are recognized by corporate actors and viewed as items that could expand market
          shares and profit. Further, investments in securing value chains in relation to sociopolitical and ecological
          risks reflects the demands of the investment marketplace.
        


        
          Accordingly, corporate actors have initiated a process of “pseudo democratization” of their actions that
          unfolds without altering existing power relations. This change from above allows corporations to control
          alternative proposals and, in so doing, to counter resistance in ways that largely neutralize it. This
          neutralization of resistance is further reinforced by the continuous acceptance of market-based forms of
          production and distribution of agri-food items and the concomitant emphasis on
          individual actions and the downplaying of the centrality of structural factors. It has been contented that
          this situation entails some emancipatory outcomes nevertheless as claims concerning better quality food, a
          safer environment, and better socioeconomic conditions of producers are kept in the public debates and in
          some cases – albeit partially – addressed. It can be equally argued, however, that because of the lack of
          substantive opposition, these concessions can be reversed at any time. As past instances, such as the case of
          the crisis of Fordism, have eloquently demonstrated, the inability of subordinate groups to substantively
          oppose dominant forces leads to changes and conditions that advance the interests of corporate actors. As
          this situation is likely to continue, this is one more reason to critically explore the theme of resistance
          to neoliberal agri-food.
        

      

    


    Note


    
      1 This is the case even in the frequent occurrence in which actors are not familiar with the
      concept, scope, and characteristics of neoliberalism. Their understanding of resistance is often directed at
      specific circumstances as they contest lack of access to food, its quality, environmental degradation,
      inequality, imperialism, violence, lack of personal sovereignty, lack of transparency, and more.
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