LAND AND SEEDS:
THE CULTURAL, ECOLOGICAL, AND GLOBAL POLITICS
OF ORGANIC AGRICULTURE IN LATVIA AND COSTA RICA

by

Guntra Anda Aistara

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
(Natural Resources and Environment)
in The University of Michigan
2008

Doctoral Committee:

Assistant Professor Rebecca D. Hardin, Co-Chair
Professor Michael D. Kennedy, Co-Chair

Professor lvette Perfecto

Associate Professor Stuart A. Kirsch

Associate Professor Maria Carmen de Mello Lemos



© Guntra Anda Aistara

2008



DEDICATION

To the keepers of the land and the seeds



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| have accumulated many friendships and debts ¢girailne PhD program and
dissertation-writing stage. First and foremost mraat express in words my gratitude to the
Latvian Organic Agriculture Association and the &dRican Organic Agriculture Movement
for welcoming me into their midst, and showing rhe tomplicated and compelling reasons
for being organic farmers. In the interest of presg the anonymity of those | interviewed,
I cannot name here all of the farmers and moverteaters who welcomed me into their
landscapes, farmsteads, and lives, and taught eeetthe fields, forests and meadows with
different eyes. My respect, admiration, and aftecyo out to all of you.

| have benefited from mentorship and advice atWméversity of Michigan from
various people. Thank you to Greg Keoleian ancthan Bulkley for serving as the bridge
between my MS and PhD worlds, but also for seelvag t had other paths to follow. To
Maria Carmen Lemos thank you for taking me in asdvisee when | was searching for a
new direction, and for having faith in may crazpjpct (even if | never could identify my
dependent and independent variables!). To StuarscKj thank you for all the careful
readings, the copious feedback and for helpingintethe ethnographer within me and begin
writing once | retuned from the field. To Ivette rfeeto, John Vandermeer, Catherine
Badgely and the NWAEG crowd, | am grateful for sirggyvme an alternative academic
world, full of challenging discussions, adventuraide-trips, and life-long commitment to

communities of friends and colleagues. And thank fgo sharing the wonders of Cuba with



me. Finally, this dissertation would never haveetashape without the endless reassurance
of my co-chairs Michael Kennedy and Rebecca Hardiram grateful to Michael for his
endless enthusiasm and for always being able tbdm“ah-hah” in the course of our many
conversations spanning over a decade. Thanks bedea Hardin, without whom | never
would have trusted that I, too, can venture ineworld of anthropology, and thank you for
being more than an advisor, but also a mentomdri@nd emergency rescue on more than
one occasion!

I also wish to thank a number of people at UM wietpad me in the month before
my defense when health crises complicated and elélélye final stages of completion. At
SNRE | am indebted to Jennifer Taylor and at Racklaraduate School | am grateful to
Ashley Andreae and Erin Cain for helping make lal hecessary arrangements. To Diana
Woodworth and Beni thank you for all the assistancepreparing countless grant
applications, without which a great deal of thise&ch never could have happened. A
Fulbright-Hays Doctoral Dissertation Research Abréalowship provided funding for the
bulk of the research in Latvia and Costa Rica. Mi¢higan, the International Institute, the
Center for Russian and East European Studies, #émeCfor European Studies and the
European Union Center, the Rackham Graduate Sctimdvanced Study Center and the
School of Natural Resources and Environment haveviged generous support for
preliminary and follow-up research and the writpizases of this project. |1 am thankful to
my institutional hosts at the University of Lat\saSocial Science department and to the
University for International Cooperation in Costacd&that helped me make contacts and
enter networks in both countries.

To Dace thank you for being such a permanent gartyolife as we negotiated the
labyrinths of parallel PhD worlds. And to both Daaed Ivan, thanks for all the banana

bread, wine, and friendship that made the low goaitfieldwork bearable. My early years

iv



in the PhD program would not have been nearly ashmiun without the climbing,
champagne, and cooking with the Andreas, Bernhamd, Andrew. To Karen Hébert and
Josh Reno, thank you for the diss-writing and jelarsh support circle, and to Karen for all
of those virtual writing by Skype sessions durihg fast months! | also benefited from
comments, feedback and discussions from the mendbdd&ESULICO. To Eric and Scott,
thanks for taking in the homeless ones. To Tom Igaateful for assistance and exchange of
opinions during the referendum. To Andrea, thaak for being my firstTica friend and
introducing me to the wonders of your world, bwoador pushing me make those first phone
calls on my own...And to Aarabella, Leonel, Valaaiad Leo, thank you for helping to make
Costa Rica feel like home.

| am grateful to my parents and family for allowinge the freedom to choose my
meandering path through life that has led to thisxpected point. &im paldies par garan
pastaigm un saruAm dala, un Mammai pateicos ka maadiji, ka ne no ziatnes ne no
darba nebijagbaidis. Sandrai pateicos par visiem kgipm atvdinagjumiem kad varam
izrunaties no sirds & var tikai ar msu. Andai paldies, ka veiramesi adijusi priekSzmi ka
nesteidzoties baad dzavi, pat visgiitakajos laikos. Maniem vecvégem paldies, ka
padartjat pagitni dzivu un iz@tes un sapratnesnu. Kamilai pateicos par s gudibu,
sirdsmieru, un piefru, ka doktorgidu var iegt jebku@ vecunma. Maniem “audzu
veakiem” Anitai un Imantam, un audz@asam Zanei un Solvitai agimerem, paldies, ka
mani pieémat sava loka jau pirmaj vakag kad tikimies un Kkuvat par vaigk ka tikai
“radiem.”

Finally, to Hadley, thank you for the rhymes, sqgngaumbles, and laughs and for
believing in me more than | ever could. And tolbbtadley and Tinite, thank you for being

my home to return to, from wherever | may come ahdrever you may be.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

DEDICATION ii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS il
LIST OF FIGURES viii
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS X
ABSTRACT Xii
INTRODUCTION: Globalizing organics 1
Studying the gIODAL ..........ee e 4
MUIEIPIE OFQANICS ...ttt et e e e e e e bbbt e s e e e e e eaaaeeas 11
Latvia and Costa Rica: WOrldS @part? ........cccceueeoiieeiiee e 21
Methods and POSItIONAITY ..........uueiiiiiie et 27
OVEIrVIEW Of CHAPLEIS .. ..ottt e e e e eeaeeeaene 32
SECTION I: PRACTICES INTO PLACES 36
CHAPTER 1 Reclaiming history, changing the future: the cultural politics of landscape
change 36
History embodied in [aNdSCaPES ........ccueieiiiiiee e 37
The cultural politics Of IaNASCAPE .........cocviiieiiii e 65

CHAPTER 2 Aforestation vs. deforestation: practicng biodiversity in cultural

landscapes 68
DefiniNg DIOAIVEISITY ...t e 71
LOCAtING DIOGIVEISITY ....oeiiiiiiieieiiiiiie it ceeee et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeeeeees 74
Practicing DIOAIVEISILY ........uueeiiiiiiiiee e e e e 79
BacCK 10 the [aNUSCAPE .. ..uueiiiiiiii e 95
Falling through the gaps.... ..coeeeeiiiiiiiiereeeee s 96

SECTION Il: COMMODIFICATION AND NON-COMMODIFICATIO N 101

CHAPTER 3 Seeds of kin, kin of seeds: the produahn of organic seeds, subjects, and

social networks 101
SO SEOMES ..eteeeiei e et ettt e e et e e e s e e e et e et e e e e ae e e e e e e e e e e e e a e 102
(Do) o] £=To [ 0 To IS =TT o PSP PPPUPPPPRPRP 109
Legislating diversity Or PreServing PUIILY...........uuueeeerrieieaaeaaaaiaiiiiieeeeeeeeaeeeeeeneeeees 115
Displaced Kinship, CUt NEIWOIKS ...........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiii e e e 119

Seeds of the past vs. seeds of change.... . e 132

Vi



CHAPTER 4 Between “conventionalizations:” organicmarkets on the margins 135

Part I: To market, t0 MarKet..........ooiiiiiiiiiee e 136
MAIKEE-PIACES ...t ettt e e e e e e e e e e e nnebeeee e e 136
Part 1l: The non-commodification of organic food-.............cccccciiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiieee, 156
The nested marginality Of PIACES .........iiiceeeeeeiiiiee e 158
Mainstream marginalizations, creative CONNECHONS........ccoeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 161
Conventionalization 0N the MArgiNS ... eeeeeerrriiiiiiii e 180
SECTION IlI: IMAGINING A REGION 189
CHAPTER 5 “We will simply count the votes:” democracy, hegemony, and the common
sense of regionalization 189
A tale Of tWO referenda..........oooo i 192
Making COMIMON SENSE .....ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiit et e ettt s 195
The COMMON SENSE Of YES ......uuiiiiiiiiiii e ettt 198
VOICES OF QISSENT......eeiiiiiiiei ittt e e ae e e e e e e e e e e e e e e es 212
From common sense t0 NEgEMONY ...........uuieeeeemmeieieiiiieeeieeeeeeeeeii e 221

CHAPTER 6 Maps from space: Latvian organic farmersnegotiate their place in the

European Union 224
New maps, NEW ProbIEMS.........ooiiiiiiiiii ittt rreeeeeeeeennee 226
SUIVEYOI'S fTOM SPACE .....ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiii it ceeeeee et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaeees 233
Mapping political spaces and Places........occor i 236
Publicly private |an0dSCAPES. ........uuuu s e e e e e e et e ettt ee e eeeaeereeeeeeeeeeeeeanen 243
IMAagINING “EUMOPEAN" SPACES. .......uuureeees o ssstsseeeeaeaaaaaaaasaaaaansnsssssseeeaeaaaaannssssees 248

CHAPTER 7 Voting on seeds: organic futures vs. legaights in a post-CAFTA world257

Organic futures?jSe aprobd!” (It was approved!) ........ccceeeeieieeeee et 259
TRreateNed SEEUS. .....cci it ettt e e e e e e e e e 268
[T T L (U0 £ TP 274
V0] 1] g1 o] g =TT T o L TP PP PPPPPP 286
Privately PUDIIC SEEAS .......uiiiiiii e ee e e e e e e e e eeeeeeaaees 291
Circulating seeds, cultivating deMOCIACY ... cuuwrrrrrnniiiniiaaieeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeieeeeee e 294
CONCLUSION: Land and Seeds 298
BIBLIOGRAPHY 306

Vii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 0.1: Map of Latvia in Europe, left. Map@bsta Rica in Central America, right.
Sources: www.startlatvia.com/latvia-map/;

www.paradisecostarica.com/OurLocation.ntml.. ..., 22
Figure 1.1:Traditional Latviapirts or sauna reconstructed on an organic farm. Author’s
8] 216 (o TSSO PPPPPPTRTRR 41

Figure 1.2: Rural landscape with ruins of pre-detibuilding, on left. Organic vegetable
plot in foreground with natural grazing area inkground, right. Author’s photos. .....47
Figure 1.3: Typicalapu vapagsleft. Source:
datuve.lv/raksts/1188/Priecigus_Ligo_svetkus/. Warwearinglazu vapagi next to
traditional bonfire. Source: Aigars Jansons, 20@8w.latio.lv/.../?image=497. ......... 48
Figure 1.4: Medicinal herbs being dried for tead ather uses. Author's photos.................. 50
Figure 1.5: A typical Costa Rican house in an I&lsment. A sign proclaiming a 17 ha
IDA settlement that has benefited 24 families. $eyMora Alfaro 2006:43;141)....... 55
Figure 1.6:Sun-grown, conventional coffee landscégie Black netting protecting

ornamental plants during rainy season, right. CBsta. Author’s photos................... 59
Figure 1.7: Conventional banana plantation wittsfptacovered fruit, left. Conventional
pineapple plantation, right, Costa Rica. Auth@P®tos. ...........coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnn 61

Figure 1.8: Erosion made visible. Conventional asrivashed down from field to roadside,
left. Organic field damaged by flooding from adjat conventional field, right.

F U [ Lo S o] g o] o T PO PPTPPPPPPRTRPRRN 64
Figure 1.9: Intensive organic vegetable producimioreground, with conventional, erosion-

prone pasture land in background. Author's phot..............ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees 65
Figure 2.1: On-farm conservation efforts includectdile liberation. Photo: Felicia

ECNEVEITIA H. ..ottt e e e e e bbb eeeeaeeas 69
Figure 2.2: Wild horses grazing on organic farnitery. Author’s photo. ...........ccccceeeeen. 84
Figure 2.3:Natural meadows and wild horse grazemgtory. Author’s photo...................... 85

Figure 3.1:Diagram of steps required for seed feeation in Latvia (please refer to text
below for explanation) Source:
http://www.vaad.gov.lv/default.aspx?tablD=12&lan@ad=49. .............ccccceeviiiinnnnn. 113
Figure 4.1 The yearly national organic market dyitimee Semana Agroecologica in San Jose.
AULNOI'S PROTOS. ... e r e e e e e e e e e e e e e 139
Figure 4.2: Traditionagigantesdancing at th&emana AgroecologicaAuthor's photo....140
Figure 4.3: Weekly organieria El TruequeAuthor's photos............ccccccviviiiiiiiineeeeee. 142
Figure 4.4: The Liv village was the first locatifor an organic market in 2001. Left: J.
Sedols, http://www.panoramio.com/photo/10658158hR

www.videsvestis.lv/content.asp?ID=100&What=6................eeerrerirriariininiiiiiiieeen. a4
Figure 4.5: New organic store opened by ZT cooparah Riga, Latvia. ...........cceeeeeeeeeen. 152
Figure 4.6: Transporting bananas to the intermgdlawnriver in Talamanca. Author’'s

0] 1] (o PP PPPRPPTUPPPTRRRN 166
Figure 4.7: Very basic living standards are stimenon for small scale producers in

Talamanca. AULNOI'S PROTO. .......uuiiiiieiet ettt s 167
Figure 4.8: Organic dairy products focus on sinmlim Latvia. Source: www.videsvestis.lv

............................................................................................................................. 175

viii



Figure 5.1:Campaign slogan in favor of joining Elg. The missing piece of the puzzle says
“for.” The place where it fits says “Latvia in Ee.” Source:
http://politika.lV/iNdeX.php2id=6917 ..........coomririiiiiiiiii e 199

Figure 5.2: Campaign ad for the “Si”: “The Faced@: These three want to destabilize our
democracy and are behind those of the No in oalachieve it. Our democracy is at
risk. Let’'s say Yes to CAFTA and ratify our with tontinue living free, without
extremism or totalitarianism. Source: WWw.CONCOSEACOM .........coeeveiiuvrviiireeeeeeenns 208

Figure 5.3:Anti-EU rally in Latvia less than one mtio before the referendum (left), and anti-
CAFTA demonstration in Costa Rica, one week befoght). Sources:
www.geocities.com/latvia_eu/against/demonstratioeh @ww.concostarica.com ...... 213

Figure 5.4: Campaign poster of the NO in Latvimd#&pendent, Latvian, Latvia-Yes;
European Union- No! EU= USSR +$” Source:

www.geocities.com/latvia_eu/against/demonstration...............ccccvvvvvvvvivivviinnnnnns 12
Figure 5.5:Board game designed by a member ofgipesition, placing the anti-CAFTA
demonstrations within a long line of successfulaaactions.............ccccccevvvvviiviinnnnnns k1

Figure 6.1:Sample block map like the ones recebyethrmers, showing agricultural land (in
lighter color) delineated by natural boundariechEdlock” may contain several
farmers’ fields. Source: AUthOI'S PNOLO...... .o eerruiiiiiiiieiee e 227

Figure 7.1: Activists and opposition leaders orgadia press conference in the Legislative
Assembly asking to halt the vote on the UPOV cotweengiven mass opposition.
SOUICE: WWW.NACION.COM. .iiiiiiiiiiiiittiemmeems e e et e e e e e e e s s s s e e e e e aeseeesnnnenees 288



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ANAO - Asociacion Nacional de Agricultur
Orgénica (National Organic Agriculture
Association — Costa Rica)

AGRAIN — Genetic Resources Action
International

ASOMAOCO - Association of MAOCO

HIVOS - Humanistismstituut voor
Ontwikkelingssamenwerking (Humanist
Institute for Cooperation with Developing
Countries)

APOT — Asociacion de Productores
Orgénicos de Turrialba- (Turrialba Organig
Producers’ Association)

(Costa Rican Electricity Institute)

ICE- Instituto Costarricense de Electricidad

)

CAFTA- Central American Free Trade
Agreement

IDA- Instituto de Desarrollo Agrario

(Agrarian Development Institute, Costa Rid

a)

CAP — Common Agricultural Policy, EU

IFOAM — Intextional Federation of
Organic Agriculture Movements

CATIE - Centro Agronémico Tropical de
Investigacion y Ensefianza (Tropical

Agricultural Research and Higher Educatig
Center, Costa Rica)

InBio — Biodiversity Institute, Costa Rica

n

CEDECO - Corporacion Educativa para el
Desarrollo Costarricense (Educational
Corporation for Costa Ricadbevelopment)

ISO — International Standards Organizatio

-

CBD - Convention on Biological Diversity

IUCN - Brnational Union for Conservatio
of Nature

CNN — Cable News Network

LAD - Lauku atbalsta dstedé Rural
Support Agency, Latvia)

COMEX - Ministerio de Comercio Exterior
(Foreign Trade Ministry, Costa Rica)

LBLA — Latvijas biolgziskas
lauksaimniethas asodkija (Latvian Organic
Agriculture Association)

EU — European Union

LVL — Latvian lats

EUR — Euro

MAELA — Movimiento Agroecologico
Latinoamericano (Latin American
Agroecology Movement)

FECON - Federacion Costarricense para |
Conservacion del Ambiente (Costa Rican
Federation for Environmental Protection)

AMAOCO — Movimiento de la Agricultura

Agriculture Movement)

Organica Costarricense (Costa Rica Orgat

nc

FAO — UN Food and Agriculture
Organization

NATO — North American Treaty
Organization

GDP — Gross domestic product

NGO — Non-governmédiighnization

GIS — Geographic Information System

NIS — Newlydpendent States

GMO - Genetically Modified Organism

PAC — Partidocfn Ciudadana (Citizens’

Action Party, Costa Rica)




()

PES — Payment for Environmental Service

TRIPS - Trade-related Aspects of
Intellectual Property Rights Agreement

TSE- Tribunal Supremo de Elecciones
(Supreme Election Tribunal, Costa Rica)

UNDP — United Nations Development
Program

UNICEF- United Nations Children's Fund

UPOV - Union for the Protection of Plant
Varieties

USAID — United States Agency for
International Development

USD — US dollar

USSR — Union of Soviet Socialist Republigs

VECO - Vredeseilanden

WTO — World Trade Organization

WWEF — World Wide Fund for Nature

ZT — Zdais tirdzh$ — (Green market
cooperative, Latvia)

Xi




ABSTRACT

This dissertation is a multi-sited ethnography be tdevelopment of organic
agriculture movements in the historically, cultlyaland ecologically diverse contexts of
Latvia and Costa Rica. It explores how the divetgesditions and practices surrounding
landscape preservation, biodiversity conservatowl, seed production have shaped national-
level organic movements in these countries. Myeaesh reveals that despite radically
different backgrounds and strategies, both movesranet limited in similar ways due to their
marginal positions within their respective courgriend the global economy. They share
certain characteristic problems in moving orgamycgtown products to market, which differ
greatly from the trends of “conventionalization”cemntered by organic sectors in the US,
Western Europe, and other industrialized countries.

Further, the dissertation investigates how the awganic movements have reacted to
the respective regional economic integration preeg®f joining the European Union (EU)
and resisting entry into the Central American Ffeade Agreement (CAFTA). | trace the
course of two specific rural development strugghesr land surveying and land use practices
in Latvia, and intellectual property rights oveeds in Costa Rica. These struggles reflect
broader contests over understandings of cultunatideapes as formed through organic
farmer practices; public versus private controlroygace, place and property; the formation
of farmer social networks and relations; and broadieas of democracy and participation in
social and political life. | argue that the cultilyaspecific and embedded responses to these

processes of regionalization and globalization haamerged out of the different

Xii



environmental and agricultural histories, politicarratives and cultural symbols in each
country. The Latvian organic movement tends towaedterritorialization, emphasizing the

social imaginaries of the nation and land in respato the EU. In contrast the Costa Rican
organic movement has joined together with otheiadanovements in resisting CAFTA

through a global perspective of interchange andutation of ideas across borders,
paralleling their emphasis on seed exchange asna db resistance to intellectual property
rights. Heated debates at the global level aboaith#@rmonization and standardization of
norms for organic agriculture across such diffeeatlogical and cultural terrains reflect the
difficulty of “uniting the organic world in all itgliversity,” as stated in the mission of the

International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movents (IFOAM).

Xiii



INTROD

UCTION:

Globalizing organics

Decentralizing Latvian organics

Uniting Costa Rican organics

Outside, the first signs of spring are It is a hot and dry morning, as the rainy

peeking out as the snow melts. It is the
possible moment to take advantage
farmers’ “free time” before spring plantin
begins and farm activitiesonsume them
Perhaps inspired by the new beginnir
outside, a new organization begins to t
shape inside.
Network, that has been one of the m
active and organized branches of the Laty
Organic Agriculture AssociationLétvijas
biologiskas lauksaimnieas assodicija, or

LBLA) for years, has gathered in a meetinigcilitator.

room of one farmer’s house.

These are farmers from all over t
country who for the last seven years h;
been trying to combine organic farming w
an interest in health, well-being a
traditional herbal healing practices and e
tourism. Over the years, their training I
included courses on Latvian herbal sa
procedures, medicinal properties of her
basic nutrition, massage techniques, re
ecological home cleaning products, 3
many other topics. Some offer the

asason is coming to an end. | meet Elena,
tife facilitator for the National Strategy
geminar for the Costa Rican Organic
Agriculture Movement Nlovimiento de la
ggyricultura  Organica Costarricenseor
AOCO) about an hour before the two-day

The Eco-Health Fafstrategic planning workshop is to begin. In

ostder to try to preserve neutrality in what
iaad the potential to be an emotionally
charged workshop, the organizers from
MAOCO had decided to hire a professional
Everything is set up well in
advance: the colored note cards counted out
hby fives, the large pieces of flip chart paper
yettached to the walls around the room, the
tmarkers and program distributed.

nd This is the first of two large
ct-eorganizational” assemblies for MAOCH

ds this first one, the strategy and goals were
i@ be developed, with a new organizational
bstructure to be developed at a subsequent
ikneeting. Thirteen regional strategy
ndorkshops had taken place all over the
seountry during the last two months, and

services to guests in specially designedch region had designated two delegates to

facilities in their farms, while others ha
more traditional vegetable or beef cat
farms, and simply come to the courses
their own benefit.

Their long-time leader, Anna, has be
named a fellow of an internation
organization for social change in recogniti
of her innovative ideas and leadership

@articipate in this national assembly.

tle The seminar started off very smoothly.
fédhe first activity was an establishment of
group rules. These included such things as
distening and respecting all opinions,
alWorking together in a constructive spirit of
osolidarity and equity, and thinking together
of a common vision for the movement.

nic The facilitator continued with a

combining health, wellness, and orga

1



farming into a unique model. She has glsbeoretical presentation about what a
been awarded a national “creative woman strategy is and does, and then opened up a
the year” award in Latvia, and has bedainstorming session about what the
interviewed in numerous journals apdbjective of this national strategy would k
newspapers. She describes her group Here Elena’s structured plan soon began to
“seekers,” as farmers who are always eadgeak down. In the middle of this first
to learn something new, and who wish|torainstorming session, old debates and
spread their specific, holistic understandjmdjscussions reemerged, not about the
of organic agriculture to other farmers |astrategy itself, but about what MAOCO
well as consumers. itself was, and should be. Some patrticipants
As the meeting progresses, it is cle@egan questioning whether it was possible
that the outside facilitator who has beewo define a strategy without defining first
hired for this event, is gently trying tovhat MAOCO is, who belongs to it, and
convince people that being organized, |lhow its organizational structure would
forming an official new NGO, would givework. Others began openly doubting the
them more power and influence witlvalue of all the preliminary exercises. Were
government institutions. they not there to define a national strategy
Anna agrees, saying that she | Imsed on the regional ones? And if so,
constantly sent away form the agriculturahouldn’t the regions have time to present
funding institutions because they see (lieeir ideas and discuss them?
Eco-health farm group as environmentalists, This workshop and the process leading
only to be rejected from the environmentaip to it carried its own legacy of debates
organizations because they are seen aaml disagreements. The movement had
farmers. They finally need to define theibeen working in a relatively informal way
own identity. for several years, but some were beginning
After much deliberation andto feel that it lacked an institutional identity
encouragement from their facilitator, the 2&ith which to apply for funding projects,
farmers present decide to take the plunggc. One of the leaders had suggested
They devise a vision and mission, set prggistering MAOCO as an organization, in
goals, and organize into committeesrder to make applying for grants easi
According to the new vision and missipithis had raised many fears that MAOCO
devised by the group, environmental healttould change drastically from the loosely
farms are “certified organic farmers whorganized social movement it was now, to a
farm according to the principles: be good tmere bureaucratic institution like so many
nature, know how to protect your healthgthers.
and help others do so, as well” (Bergmane The definition of the regions had also
n.d.). been difficult, as some groups felt they
Most importantly, they make thedentified more closely with their strong
commitment to register formally as a newocal associations than with any of the
NGO within the next year. This new grouproposed regions. They had petitioned to
will remain part of the Association, but theyhe MAOCO central office to become a
hope this step towards institutionalizatipnew region, but others resisted, saying that
will help them gain access to more fungdfhis would lead only to becoming a
and give them more freedom to organifederation, which would defeat the purpose
activities specific to their interests anpdf being called a movement.
needs. Some farmers express worries, These conflicts in 2006 reflect some of
however, that this may be seen as breakitigg deeper issues that remain unresolved
away from the Association. within MAOCO, founded in 2000, yet also
This initiative taking place in 2006 wasnany of the strengths that keep it goil



significant because it marked a trend|i@ne of these is the conscious decision to be
decentralization of the Latvian Organia Movimientq rather than an association or

Agriculture Association, founded in 199 federation, and the constant reflexivity and

The Eco-Health Farm network was one| oésistance to institutionalization which that

the first groups within the Latvian organientails.

farming network to define itself as a specific

subgroup within the Association.

As the two stories above illustrate, organic movetsiall over the world are busy
negotiating their identities, their organizatiostiictures, and their role in rural development
debates. They are combining old and new, localgabal, practical and philosophical in
different ways in order to make movements and argaions that fit local needs and
contexts. Similar debates are happening at tbbagllevel. In 2005, the International
Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAMgId an interactive process and
intense debates among 750 member organizations thooughout the world in order to
define the Principles of Organic Agriculture. Afleng discussions, they came up with the
four principles of Health, Ecology, Fairness, aradé€C Each of these is elaborated on several
pages and is intended to serve as a set of bothlrand practical guidelines for organic
movements around the world. These principles vaeésed in order to, as one of the
organizers put it, “address globalization challesigeuttikholt 2007).

This dissertation investigates how meanings of migéarming have grown out of
the specific histories and ecologies of two smalurdries as culturally and politically
different as Latvia and Costa Rica. Further, Ksasow farmers and their organizations are
experiencing and negotiating such “globalizatioallgmges” at various levels. On the farm
level, it asks how farmers through their practie@e inventing and reinventing organic
agriculture in the context of changing local cir@tances. At the movement level, it
explores how groups and organizations in Latvia @ondta Rica are responding to regional

economic integration into the European Union (EWgl éhe Central American Free Trade



Agreement (CAFTA), respectively. At the nationalel, it questions how farmers and
citizens of these countries imagine themselvesimitiese new regional initiatives.  Finally
at the international level, the two distinct sterteld in the dissertation raise broader issues
about how the coordination of social movements Mffrdelow” combines with the
homogenization of standards and legislation “frdmowee.” In sum, the dissertation seeks to
connect the micropractices of organic farmers withlarger political possibilities and social
imaginaries that they are seeking to create armbihh

In the remainder of this introduction | give som&ckground on the issues | have
raised here and explain how | am using each ohliowe terms and concepts. First, | discuss
some of the recent trends of how social sciergistsethnographers have been engaging with
globalization, rural areas, and regional integratidNext, | situate organic agriculture within
the context of globalization in order to show hdwerves as an exciting lens through which
to study these processes of regional and globedjiation. Then | explain how the Latvian
and Costa Rican movements are located in the globgdnic world, and give some
background on the two countries and regions. |kih@iscuss the methods | have used and
present an outline of the dissertation chapters.
Studying the global

Perhaps the largest controversies of our time®god the meanings, purposes and
effects of globalization. As activists and farmerstest outside meetings of multilateral
development agencies and the World Trade Orgaanizasicademics have been attempting to
analyze and understand the complex processes tiddrlie globalization. Some have
attempted to characterize the increasing interottedeess and the flows of people, finances,
technology, ideas, and information around the glob®r instance Appadurai (1997) has

named these “scapes,” to suggest the changingrautjeographies implied in these shifts



and flows. Debates have formed about whether giztien is something new, or rather just
an intensification of long-term historical processewhether globalization implies
homogenization or results in plural, culturallytdist globalities; about what happens with
“global” elements when they are imported into “IBcaultures; and who is ultimately
included and excluded from these globalization esses (Appadurai 1997; Jameson and
Miyoshi 1998; Guidry, Kennedy et al. 2000; Rees &nthrt 2001; Berger 2002; Gille and O
Riain 2002; Lewellen 2002; Eriksen 2003; Nustad®06da and Rosaldo 2008). There is
disagreement about whether these changes havdféioé & compressing space and time,
thus making the world feel smaller and faster {dsr1989), or stretching it out, replacing
face-to face encounters with other forms of commatnon and interaction (Giddens 1990).
Other scholars have reminded us that the reaclswth global forces is only partial and
uneven (Sassen 2000), and that global models dotake account of the different
opportunities of various groups and the power dyinarmvolved (Massey 1994). In sum,
global connections are “messy,” yet such tenseractions embody “friction,” rife with
potential for both conflicts and creative innovasdTsing 2005).

These multiple theories of how globalization angioaalization processes work call
for studies of how very different places and groappeople are reacting to similar changes
(Fox and Gingrich 2002). Yet these global charayes processes also pose challenges for
ethnographers, whose traditional approach of shgdgultures and communities has been
through participant observation in bounded localdfisites. Both global and multi-sited
ethnographies are methodologies interested in ekparthe horizons of the ethnographic
approach towards more innovative ways of studyilodpa processes in one or several field
sites (Burawoy 2000). Multi-sited ethnographicds#s have been described as juxtaposing
phenomena that are considered to be "worlds aeqploring how the “global” is an integral

part of the “local’ in each site, and tracing theexpectedways in which places are
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connected. Unlike typical controlled comparisonatthold variables constant, multi-sited
studies follow people, things, metaphors, and edsflto different sites where they occur
(Marcus 1998). Global ethnographies attempt to Weabze "global forces" by considering
how they are negotiated as the result of sociatgeees and connections, and investigating

how they are constituted imaginatively (Burawoy @00

Locating the rural
The majority of multi-sited and global ethnograghidowever, have focused on

phenomena stereotypical of modernity and transnaktionobility, such as migrants, sex
workers, international agencies, tourists, and meedical technologies (Martin 1994,

Burawoy 2000; Lock 2002; Scheper-Hughes and Wadq2@d2; Inda and Rosaldo 2008).
Most multi-sited or global ethnographies have nefglé to study rural or agricultural issues,
possibly with the assumption that the rural is nendly "local”, and that these communities
are the most "rooted," and thus the least mobiteghobal. Yet it is precisely rural areas that
are the principal sites of contestation betweerrigtional development trends and local
histories. As farmers “stay put,” national and glbldevelopment trends come and go,
leaving their traces on the landscapes, communéres practices of the farmers.

Raymond Williams’ (1973) iconic work “The Countand the City” demonstrates
that that the nature of these two concepts is inotléss, nor is the relationship between
them. Cultural geographers have long been exgotire concept of “place” as lived
experience, based on Heidegger’'s concept of “dmgelliand anthropologists have explored
the many ways in which places are contested (&ettBasso 1996). Yet Massey makes the
point that in the face of all the debate about glaation and detrritorialization, "local
places" have come to be seen as reactionary, letabde time is equated with movement

and progress, 'space'/'place' is equated withssaéasl reaction” (Massey 1994:151). Massey



contends, however, that a notion of a “global plaza also be constructed by conceiving of
it as a meeting place, or as "articulated momentsietworks of social relations and
understandings, but where a large proportion ofsehaelations, experiences, and
understandings are constructed on a far largee shah what we happen to define for that
moment as the place itself" (Massey 1994:154). Thuserder to understand how processes
of globalization are affecting rural areas, one tplace these changes into the context of
other historical processes, as well as the livedeagnce of people and their future
imaginaries.

Imagining the regional

Regions can also be experienced as “places” dtieetointermediate state between
territorially-based nations and global spaces. @hi2000) discusses the “supranational
regionalist imaginary” of Asia that serves as a$atidentity and differentiation from other
regional unities. Yet regionalization processesehagen much less studied and discussed by
scholars who are studying the cultural processesobilization.

In contrast, international relations experts hsitglied extensively the processes of
regionalization, and have identified the phenomeofofmew regionalism” in the post— Cold
War world. This is the transformation from adigr or the “three worlds” model to a more
complex multi-polar world. In this new regionalistinegions....are not ‘given,’ neither are
they formal organizations. Rather they are created recreated in the process of global
transformation” (Hettne, Inotai et al. 1999). Timew regionalism is characterized by the
formation of free trade areas at the regional leasl well as larger social and political
processes of regional integration. One of the lEggebates is about whether these new
trends of regionalism are a “stepping stone” osw@rhbling block” to globalization (Ching

2000).



Both Latvia and Costa Rica are involved in regiaadion processes of entering the
EU and CAFTA, respectively. Latvia declared independence frieenSoviet Union in May
1990 and the joined the EU in May, 2004, along withe other new Member States,
bringing the total to 25 membetsAt the time there was very little open publiciséance to
joining the EU and the events were celebrated titvout the post-socialist world as a “return
to Europe.” Meanwhile, when | was designing myesesh in 2004, CAFTA had already
been signed after stormy negotiations, and wasoske¢ ratified and enter into force by the
time my fieldwork began. Due to significant publesistance, however, Costa Rica was the
only country that did not ratify the agreement adogy to the established timetable. Rather
the ratification of CAFTA was approved by an exteynnarrow margin in a highly
contentious referendum in October 2007. Thus, myiral research design changed from
examining the effects of CAFTA to following the igance to and debates about its potential
threats. (The referenda processes and debatethictuntries are discussed in greater detail
in Chapter Five.)

By juxtaposing the EU and CAFTA | by no means idt¢o suggest that they are
equivalent in either form or content. | do contehdwever, that these regional integration
processes are fundamentally altering the legal emwhomic systems of Latvia and Costa
Rica. Even more importantly, the discussions aedates surrounding these agreements
have lasted for years in both countries, and haws served as a powerful background

against which ideas and practices take shape, stiteageneralized context for all political

! CAFTA is a free trade agreement between the UrStates and five Central American countries (El
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua and ®istd. Costa Rica withdrew from the negotiations a
one point in December 2003, but rejoined agairaimudry 2004. The agreement was originally signed b
the US and the Central American countries in Ma§4@he Dominican Republic was added in August,
2004. After the addition of the Dominican Repubiie acronym was changed to CAFTA-DR, but I will
refer to it here as CAFTA for the sake of simplicit

2 The other new Member States include Cyprus, Maltapania, Estonia, Hungary, Poland, Czech
Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia. Bulgaria and Ramaave also since joined, bringing the total to 27
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and policy-related decisions. As such they areguw cultural constructs that have great
power to transform social relations.

Thus throughout the dissertation, in addition tacing the concrete actions and
effects of these regionalization and globalizafgwmocesses and debates, | also gauge how
people imagine these new regions and the effeats whill have on how people and
communities relate to one another and their enuiemts. | use the concept of “social
imaginaries” to describe these aspéctd.he term refers to emerging ideas shared bypgrou
of people about their relationships to one anotpelitics, and markets. Taylor (2002:106)
defines social imaginary as:

the ways in which people imagine their social exise, how they fit together with

others, how things go on between them and thdiovis| the expectations that are

normally met, and the deeper normative notions emages that underlie these
expectations.

Gaonkar and Lee (2002:11) also point out that $auiaginaries function as moral codes: “A
social imaginary carries within it an image of araloorder, which imbues embodied
practices and the accompanying cultural forms witbaning and legitimacy.” Finally,
practice is an important part of the social imagyndrThe relation between practices and the
background understanding behind them is therefat ome-sided. If the understanding
makes the practice possible, it is also true thatpractice largely carries the understanding”
(Taylor: 107). Therefore | focus throughout thssdrtation on the mutual constitution of
practices and ideas in forming competing social andironmental imaginaries about the
roles and meanings of organic agriculture in Laand Costa Rica.

The idea of social imaginary is a useful tool fodarstanding the ways that social

movements like the ones in Latvia and Costa Rieacmganizing for broader changes in

% The term “new social imaginary” emerged from augrof scholars working with the Center for
Transcultural Studies in the 1990s, who draftethi&ement on social imaginaries in 1999 GaonkaPR D.
(2002). "Toward New Imaginaries: An IntroductioRUblic Culturel4(1): 1-19..
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society, and how these imaginaries compete witlsehof other groups. | also explore
throughout how the regional social imaginaries afrdpe, Central America, and Latin

America influence the organic farmers’ and acts/igierceptions of and reactions to the
regionalization processes. These regional sociaginaries are to a large extent what
influence how these alternate and multiple formglobalization are experienced, reacted to,
and ultimately take shape.

For instance, Wolff (1994) has argued that the ide&astern Europe as separate
from and less developed than Western Europe is noledr than the moment the iron
curtain descended after World War Il. He argues Bestern Europe was “invented” in this
image in the eighteenth century of the Enlighterintierough cartography, travel and fiction
writings. The political separation into the comnsirbloc after World War 11 only reinforced
this cultural wall. After 1989 and the fall of camanism, reunification of “Europe” was a
much more difficult project due this historic segtgon, both imagined and real. The
continuity of Soviet and socialist practices andienstandings of the world have been so
persistent, despite the many changes, that thericst moment of a “transition” from
socialism to democracy, and from command to magkenhomies, took on a “culture” of its
own (Kennedy 2002). Kennedy characterizes the nagsons surrounding the term
transition thus:

Transition can work, so it goes, as long as thealiet past is expunged and the

nationalist threat is held at bay. This narratpiet...diverts our gaze from

transition’s own cultural power. Transition is altare of power with its own

contradictions, contentions, repressions, and linegbpotentials (6-7).

Many other scholars of Eastern Europe have analyfzese contradictions that confounded

the seemingly straightforward post-socialist “tidos” (Burawoy and Verdery 1999;

Berdahl, Bunzl et al. 2000; Hann 2002; Verdery 208&ginning another transition through

10



joining the European Union, which for so long reseneted a forbidden cultural utopia,
implies a new set of contradictions which | willpgore throughout the dissertation.

For Costa Rica, rather than such a strong setistbrically defined regional
identities, there is a string of ambiguities abibsitrole in Central and Latin America. Latin
America has been constructed through its inseititm world economy as “Europe’s New
World and the USA’s ‘backyard™ (Barton 1997:5). hdse historical relationships have
contributed to the region’s poverty and the perogpof Latin America as the periphery
(Escobar 1995). Nevertheless, it is incrediblyehageneous, and there are probably as many
differences within Latin America than between thecalled North and South (Barton 1997).
And if Central America is united in a post-revotutary search for a cultural imaginary that
transcends recent wars and conflicts (Rodrigue2R000sta Rica’s peaceful democratic
history leaves it out of the picture due to its Cegtionalism” (Edelman 1999; Molina
Jimenez 2005). The US relationship with Centralefica has been described as a “theater
of the absurd” because of the wide array of stiatggdgrom market mechanisms to armed
violence, that have been employed. Low-intensitgmidcracy” has been described as the
new phrase to replace “development” in the 1990w t(® 1997:75). All of these images
influence perceptions of the CAFTA process anddieation or re-creation of the North-
Americanization of Central America.

Multiple organics

Within this global context, organic farmers areaatigularly interesting rural group
through which to study the processes of globalwaton agriculture, because organic
agriculture embodies many of the contradictionsutised above. First, organic agriculture
itself is a mix of the old and new. It is embeddedgricultural traditions and is in some

ways ‘what all agriculture used to be:’
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From this perspective, organic agriculture is thginal and mainstream agriculture,
and ‘conventional’ industrial agriculture is theeotmat departs from the practices that
agriculture has been following since its incepfinstiansen, Taji et al. 2006:4)

| briefly trace below how this shift happened.
Origins of organics

Sir Albert Howard is largely seen as the pioneeorginic agriculture in England in
the 1930s-1940s. He differed from his colleaguetheftime by putting a greater emphasis
on soil biology and physics rather than on soilneistry. Those favoring the latter method
included Liebig and Sprengel, whose theories ofemadh nutrition for plants led to the
development of synthetic fertilizers and became baekbone of industrial agriculture
(Heckman 2005). Heckman explains Howard’s Law effuR:

Howard’s concept of soil fertility was centered buoilding soil humus with an

emphasis on a ‘living bridge’ between soil lifechuas mycrorrhizae and bacteria,

and how this chain of life from the soil supportbd health of crops, livestock, and
mankind [sic] (Heckman 2005:144).

This contrasted with Liebig-Sprengel’s Law of thenvhum which defined the minimum
mineral nutrition required by plants in the formratrogen, phosphorous and potassium (now
known as the NPK formula still seen on fertilizackaging). Howard did not call it organic
farming, however, but rather “nature’s farming,’sbd on the idea that in nature there is no
waste because processes of decay and growth badamecanother (Heckman 2005). The
emphases on closed systems, maintaining soil ifgrtiand regarding soil as a living
organism have remained some of the central tef@igyanic agriculture.

Since the break with mainstream conventional prastimany promoters of organic
agriculture have also stressed that organic adguiculis a modern, scientific concépand

there has been a vested interest to prove scallyfithat organic systems can be just as

* This is at times another point of conflict withrifgers’ groups in developing countries who use tiatl
farming methods and are considered “organic byudefaThere is some disagreement as to whetheoor
this constitutes “real” organic farming.
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productive, are better for the environment, anddpee healthier foods than conventional
systems. Another pioneer in England, Lady Eve Balfoonducted experiments on her farm
comparing results from organic and conventionalesys from 1939 to 1969. The beginning
of organic agriculture in the US was when J. Rodees influenced by Howard’s writings

and began experimenting on his farm near Allentdwgnnsylvania in the early 1940s. He
later became one of the prime promoters of orgagreculture in the US and the editor of
“Organic Farming and Gardening” magazine (Heckm@ot2.

Providing scientific evidence that organic agriatdt is a viable option for food
production, rather than just a niche market prowgdior elite sectors, is still a politically
charged question. This is evidenced by the recentroversy over several studies that do
show that organic agriculture could “feed the worldsing only currently available
agricultural land (Avery 2007; Badgley, Moghtadémaé 2007; Badgley and Perfecto 2007,
Badgley, Perfecto et al. 2007). Given current comagver a global food crisis, this is a
particularly important question.

Throughout its history, organic agriculture ha®dleen very much a mixing of local
and internationally borrowed ideas and practicésany of the founding texts on organic
agriculture were based on compiling cross-cultprakctices and examples. When Howard
wrote his Agricultural Testament in 1943, he bais@h 26 years of living and working with
farmers in Indid@. FH King’s 1911 book on permanent agriculture pdeu information
from Japan, China, and Korea (Heckman 2005).9lf21the idea to found an international
organic agriculture organization was based expfiah the idea that cross-cultural learning

was necessary:

®> One of the most fundamental ideas was the maintenaf soil fertility, which explains why the Beti
organic association remains named the Soil Assoni&b this day.
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At the time when industrial expansion is questioaed notions of “quality” and

“survival” are raised, it seems necessary to mediganic agriculture movements

make themselves known and coordinate their actidihg food quality and ecology

crisis is no longer a national problem, but an alcnternational concern to ...which

we must rapidly bring our solutions. For the tib@ng, all the scientifical [sic] and

experimental data we have hardly can cross theebardNouldn't it be possible to

try to share them? | think that the creation ofraarnational federation of organic

agriculture movements would be of much interesafbof us and for humanity; this

federation respecting all particularities and imdiinalities (Chevriot 1972).
In response to this invitation, IFOAM was foundadlB72, with five founding groups from
the UK, Sweden, South Africa, the US, and Franbeday it has 780 members from all over
the world.
Defining organics

The term “organic” was first used for agricultung Walter Northbourne in the book
“Look to the Land” in 1940 in which he elaboratdt tidea of the farm as an ‘organic
whole.’ It is from this usage that the idea of arngaarming as a holistic approach or system
of farming comes, rather than referring only to teeirn of organic matter to the soil, as is
often assumed (Heckman 2005). Williams, in disicgsall the uses of the term ‘organic,’
points out that it was first used in this sensade$cribing a holistic system by romantic
philosophers such as Coleridge, who defined annicgsystem as one where ‘the whole is
everything and the parts are nothing” (Williams @p7

Because organic agriculture has been since itbegs something that is set apart
from other forms of agriculture, its definition aso often relational- as a comparison with
other forms of agriculture or other practices. Tinst efforts by IFOAM to agree on a
definition of organic agriculture came in the 197@#h efforts to define a set of standards
according to which organic agriculture could beged. The first IFOAM Basic Standards
were published in 1980, and this was the first st&gards organic certification. Third party

certification systems, whereby accredited certiftcabodies visit farms and determine that
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they meet a set of either government or private-setndards, has now become the most
common way of determining if a farm and its producan be labeled as organic. This then
serves as a guarantee to consumers who purchapeothgt. The issue of certification has
been contentious as IFOAM has expanded, howeverause certification agencies and
standards have typically been imported from th&éalldNorth to provide food for export from
the South. Therefore standards are not alwaysopppte for Southern producers, and
certification costs can be prohibitive (Raynold©920 Allen and Kovach (2000) contend
that standards necessarily reduce the holisticl idéaorganic agriculture to a list of
acceptable inputs, and can lead to mere “inputtgutien.”

The most recent definition of organic agricultusdppted by the General Assembly
of IFOAM in 2008 reads:

Organic agriculture is a production system thattasos the health of soils,

ecosystems and people. It relies on ecological ga®es, biodiversity and cycles

adapted to local conditions, rather than the usepmfts with adverse effects. Organic

agriculture combines tradition, innovation and sce& to benefit the shared

environment and promote fair relationships and @dgguality of life for all involved
(IFOAM 2008).

The definition was devised by an international tasie and was open to comment by all
IFOAM members. It captures many of the elemergsudised above, combining traditional
practices with science, attempting to use closetesys, and giving special attention to soil
fertility and natural cycles.

The term “organic” is also a word with many conniotas beyond agriculture.
Escobar (1999) proposes to use the term “orgarireiaas a mode of analysis for linking
the spheres of the cultural and the biological. bieses his discussion on Ingold, who sees a
relationship between “organic and social life.” $aamultiple uses of the term organic raise
interesting questions about how the term is usedlation to organic agriculture movements

today. Throughout the dissertation | will show hdath the Latvian and Costa Rican
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organic movements are redefining organic agriceliartheir own cultural contexts in ways
that transcend ecological issues to include mudader social and political values and
imaginaries.

Social movement versus market sector

Organic agriculture has long been somewhat pregcsijioperched between a
productive sector of the economy and a social meverthat it is advocating for change.
This duality in its position and role is one of tmain causes for debates within the organic
world, as well as one of its strengths.

Organic agriculture is perceived in part as beisg@al movement, because it was in
fact a breaking away from the mainstream scientidiovictions of the time. In an address to
the first IFOAM scientific conference in 1977, LaBye Balfour recounted the beginnings of
the organic movement:

These pioneers had one thing in common--they wenatwe should now call
Ecologists. They all succeeded in breaking awaynftbe narrow confines of the
preconceived ideas that dominated the scientifitkihg of their day. They looked at
the living world from a new perspective--they ablsgked new questions. Instead of
the contemporary obsession with disease and itsesathey set out to discover the
causes of Health. This led inevitably to an awaseng wholeness (the two words
after all, have the same origin) and to a graduleustanding that all life is one

(Balfour 1995 [1977]).

On the 28 anniversary of IFOAM, a group of long-time IFOAMtivists reflected back on
Lady Eve Balfour's speech in Switzerland as cruttathe development of IFOAM as a
social movement. Her statement that “the healtbodf plant, animal and man is one and
indivisible” was seen as one of the founding cotsep

There can be a separate case for an “organic mseké&dr” or an “organic industry”

but an organic movement as a force for change iffaitly justifying its existence if

it abandons or ignores this founding concept oflthe@Voodward, Fleming et al.

1987:33).

The authors reflected also, however, that theyeféahat the organic movement was

beginning to move away from these roots.
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Today organic agriculture is still seen by many a reaction against the
industrialization and globalization of mainstreagmieulture. For instance, Michelsen (2001)
argues that organic agriculture is a social moventkeat defines itself in opposition to
conventional agriculture and includes a major datfimnge as well as a change in human-
nature relationships. This view is complicatedwhver, by a closer investigation of how
organic sectors function (Guthman 2004).

The total amount of land area organically cedifworldwide remains small, at
0.65% of all agricultural land. Currently the lasg areas dedicated to organic production are
in Oceania, followed by Europe and Latin AmeriCghe highest shares of organic land as a
percentage of all agricultural land are in Européllér, Yussefi-Menzler et al. 2008). Table

one gives an overview of organic land use in vaioegions, as well as Latvia and Costa

Rica.

Table 0.1: Certified organic land area and farms. 8urce (Willer, Yussefi-Menzler et al.
2008)

Organic Share of total] No. of| Average

agricultural  land agricultural land farms farm  size-

(ha) ha (from

data)

Latvia (2005) 118,612 7% 4,095 28.96
EU-27 6,803,024 4% | 178,896 38.03
Europe, total 7,389,086 1.62%| 203,523 36.31
Costa Rica 10,711 0.4% 2,921 3.67
Latin America total 4,915,643 0.68%| 223,277 22.01
USA 1,620,351 0.50% 8,493 190.79
North America 2,224,755 0.57% 12,064 184.41
Africa 417,059 0.05%| 175,266 2.38
Asia 3,090,924 0.17% 97,020 31.86
Oceania 12,380,796 2.7% 7,594 1630.34
worldwide 30,418,261 0.65%| 718,744 42.32

These data reveal the striking differences amegipns in certified land area and

farm size. Two-thirds or organic land is in natugahsslands, primarily in Australia and
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Europe, and these are also the regions with thieektgshares of organic lahdThere are
unofficial estimates that there is as much, if maire, land that is managed organically, but
not certified. This is particularly true for degping countries where certification costs may
be prohibitively high or where produce is intende@dlocal markets and thus not certified.

Despite the seemingly small ratio of agriculturerated to organic production, the
organic food sector today is a multi-billion doliadustry. Sales of organic foods worldwide
doubled between 2000 to 2006, reaching 36 billiddDU(Willer, Yussefi-Menzler et al.
2008). Recently organic was also identified asfstest-growing sector of the global food
industry (Raynolds 2004). 97% of global revenuesorganic sales come from North
America and Europe (Willer, Yussefi-Menzler et @008), and South-North trade is
experiencing the fastest growth (Raynolds 2004)hil&/on one hand this provides good
export markets for producers in the global South|so raises concerns that organic markets
are replicating unfair trade patterns of converatiaxport markets, as well as about its long-
term sustainability: “This disparity between protioc and consumption is putting the global
organic food industry in a fragile condition.” Treeis a growing realization within the
organic sector that developing countries must agviieir own domestic markets rather than
just concentrate on export (Sahota 2008). Thedwaumntry cases studies here will explore
factors that facilitate and prevent this from happe.
Conventional organics

The rapid growth and changes in organic marketse lraised considerable fears
about the “conventionalization” of organic agricut. The largest market share is in
Europe, but Central and Eastern European countredge up only 2% of that. Growth in

North American markets is fueled largely by thergmtf large retailers like Wal-Mart and

® This also explains the extremely high proportibomanic land in Latvia.
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Safeway, who have started their own organic labEtere is also a trend of consolidation
both in organic retailers and processing companm) many multinationals, such as
General Mills, Dean Foods, Campbell’'s Soup and Deleoming involved.

In the US, Michael Pollan (2001; 2006; 2008) hashpps done the most to
popularize the term “industrial organics” and ex@dbhe many contradictions that reside
within our perceptions of what organic represents e actual practices that are behind the
large-scale cheap organic food available in mangsamaarket grocery stores. Among the
shocking ills he has brought to light about thegamic —industrial complex” are the large-
scale monocultures and organic “factory farms,” ltrey lists of additives and preservatives
used in processed organic foods (such as in orgaviidinners or the futuristic idea of an
organic Twinkie), the buy-outs of small organic gmanies by large agroindustry, the
watering down of organic standards, and the lorglfmiles traveled and energy intensive
processes involved in organic food processing. akgies that due to its rapid growth, the
organic sector “has attracted the attention ofvééry agribusiness corporations to which the
organic movement once presented a radical altgmatid an often scalding critique” (Pollan
2001). Other popular books and newspaper expasés &lso contributed to the growing
disillusionment and skepticism regarding organiodioand brought to light a new debate
regarding the prioritization of “organic vs. locétiod.

What is called within the academic literature omgamic food as the
“conventionalization debate” started long beforechiel Pollan’s exposé in New York
Times magazine (2001) or the publication of hiskspdowever. Conventionalization has
been defined in the literature as:

the dynamics by which the organic sector reprodubesmost salient features of

conventional agriculture...being subjected, for regke, to modernization and

intensification — in which economies of scale aezdming increasingly important

and farms are increasingly relying on purchasedfasfh inputs such as feed,
fertilizer and machinery (De Wit and Verhoog 20G0ax
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In 1997, a group of scholars published a studythef California organic sector which
concluded that the most valuable parts of organimroodity chains were being appropriated
by agribusiness (Buck, Getz et al. 1997). Thisated a debate about whether this sort of
“conventionalization” is inevitable, where elseist happening, and to what extent the
opposite trend is occurring, that organic agriaeltis actually demystifying the social and
ecological relations of production (Kaltoft 1999ydns 1999; Allen and Kovach 2000;
Raynolds 2000; Campbell and Liepins 2001; Hall &atyorody 2001; Guthman 2002; De
Wit and Verhoog 2007).

Guthman (2004) revisits the conventionalizatioguanent that she and colleagues
made in 1997 regarding organic agriculture in @atifa, and complicates but reinforces their
original position with new data. She concludes tihaspite the existing diversity of farm
types and sizes, a small minority of large farntenee the majority of the revenue, and this
stiff competition has negatively affected small wess who may be committed to more
rigorous standards. Thus "the threat that agrilmssinvould dilute the meanings and practices
of organic agriculture has in some respects alrbadéy borne out" (312).

This hybrid position of organic agriculture as ate global and local, old and new,
economic sector and social movement hint at the watiation that exists in understandings
and practices of organic agriculture worldwide, d@hd difficulty in achieving IFOAM’s
mission of “uniting the organic world in all itswairsity.”

Other than ‘organic’

What is often understood as organic agriculture alscompasses a variety of other
names. In Latin America, for example the term agotmgy is more widely used than organic
(Altieri 1999; Pretty 2003). It was developedtime 1930s as the “applied ecology of

agriculture” and is used to refer to “the studyeablogical processes in agroecosystems”
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(Gliessman 1990:14-15). It has also become a mot#icized term in Latin America,
because organic agriculture has taken on negatmeatations of being primarily for export
markets. This difference in terminology reflecteduer debates within Latin America about
the inclusion of more social and political conceimts the definition of organic. The Costa
Rica is one of the few countries in Latin Americhese the term organic is used more
commonly than agroecology, although with a muclatdley meaning than just production for
export market$. This contributes to Costa Rican “exceptionalismifi Latvia and many
European countries the term used is actually “igiicial agriculture.”

Another type of system is biodynamic. DevelopedRudolf Steiner in the 1920s,
this method incorporates knowledge about celesyiales to determine planting, thus it is
more philosophical and has its own distinct cexdifion systems (Kaltoft 1999). There is also
a more general term of “sustainable agriculturat tioes not have any one definition but can
include low-input agriculture, etc. | will use tteym organic throughout, but am not referring
to any one specific definition of organic. Rathestudy how actors in the contexts of Latvia
and Costa Rica define and understand organic.

Latvia and Costa Rica: worlds apart?

I lost count eventually of how many times in theise of my research and writing |
have had to answer the question “Why Latvia and&B&a? They seem so different...” On
some levels, these two countries could not be ndfferent, with diverse histories,
ecologies, and politics. While Costa Rica hasyetoa long history of independence, Latvia
has been run by a succession of foreign rulersyidas a flat country with a temperate
climate, and Costa Rica is a mountainous and vidaopical land; and while Costa Rica is

well known as a tourist destination and for itsremoic connections to the US, Latvia has

" For a detailed description of terms as well asragrehensive description of organic agricultur€asta
Rica see Garcia, J. (1998). La Agricultura Orgamddosta RicaSan Jose: UNED.
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just emerged from the Soviet Union and still camsing a market economy and
international image. They would indeed be congiddry most to be “worlds apart.”

Yet there are certain things about these two natibat challenge the assertion of
incommensurability. The Baltic States and Cenfalerica occupy parallel geographic
situations at the crossroads of the global EasttVded North-South axes, respectively.
These have resulted in histories of economic, if abvays political, domination by
neighboring powers, including control over naturasources and agricultural production.
Currently, each of these two regions is negotiatiaglace in the regional trading blocs of
the EU and the CAFTAwhich, despite their other differences, have beentantious
because of the profound influence they will haveagnmiculture. Both countries are also
roughly the same siZeand small enough for the organic movements torganizing at the

national level.
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Figure 0.1: Map of Latvia in Europe, left. Map®@bsta Rica in Central America, right. Sources:
www.startlatvia.com/latvia-map/; www.paradisecoisicom/OurLocation.html

8 Both countries are often said to be roughly theesaize as West Virginidatvia measures 64,589 km
and Costa Rica 51,100 Km.

22



For several years, Latvia and Costa Rica havelsea ranked nearly side by side (at
45" and 48 respectively) in the UN Human Development intd@N\DP 2008). This close
proximity of these two countries along this statetcontinuum reveals Latvia as the poorest
and lowest-ranked of the EU-25 Member Stafemnd Costa Rica as the highest-ranked in
Central America.

This similarity mixes up the ghalichotomies that divide up our

conceptual worlds into developed vs. developingitiNes. South, or East vs. West. Instead,

| am consciously juxtaposing the “Northeast” to tffeouthwest” or two ‘not-quite-

developing’ but ‘not-yet-developed’ countries, éwél out the conceptual playing field.

Each country’s organic history is closely tied uphwts own developmental history and

global position, as | recount below, using pargtlage layout to emphasize commonalities

and contrasts.
Latvia: Organic Beginnings

The Latvian organic agricultur
movement started during theglasnost
period of the Soviet Union. It began with
handful of biodynamic farmers in th
western coastal town of Liepaja in the |
1980s, who were in effect protesting t
Soviet agricultural system and developi
their own alternative.

These first years are now described
“old-timers” nostalgically, as characterizg
by camaraderie and a sense of comr
purpose. It is described very much as
finding of fellow, like-minded people, Q
savjie.

The idea was to show that it w

Costa Rica: Becoming Organic

e Some producers have been practicing
organic agriculture in Costa Rica since the
4980s, but the National Association of
eé0rganic Agriculture (Asociacion Nacional
atde Agricultura Orgénica, or ANAO) was
hiormed in Costa Rica only in 1992. By
ng999 this organization had become almost
entirely inactive, partially because new
bgstitutions, such as the certification
c@gency, Eco-logica, had been formed under
nas supervision and taken over part of its
tlzetivities. In 2000 MAOCO took over many
rof the functions of ANAO.

The idea of organic agriculture came
apartially from the US. Some of the

possible to farm differently. Some of ti

n@rganizers attended a conference there and

° A ranking calculated every year by the UN DeveleptProgram that takes into account GDP per capita,
life expectancy at birth, adult literacy rates, aadication enrolment ratios. Costa Rica generatis
higher on life expectancy than Latvia, but slightdwer in the other three indices. | do not meatake
these indicators as more than illustrations ofidinger point that the boundaries between our caneép
categories are often blurred upon further invetitga

1% Excluding Bulgaria and Romania which joined the @&y after | had conducted my main dissertation
fieldwork. Both rank considerably below Costa Rittaus further emphasizing my point that the EU or

“Europe” no longer so straightforwardly connote

svVdloped.” Similarly, several Latin American

countries such as Argentina and Chile rank highan several EU New Member States.
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first inspiration came from Germa
colleagues, especially from one man,
Jorge, who has traveled to Laty
repeatedly, and helped advise on
conversion to organic agriculture.

Dr. Jorge is a biodynamic farm

rcame back full of excitement, and with the
Dgoal of creating a fully certified organic
iaystem in Costa Rica.

the Many farmers, however, tell also of the
arrival of Mr. Agasaki who came as part of
e technical assistance project from Japan,
associated with the German associati@md taught many people to make fermented
Demeter, and because of that, the firetganic fertilizers such as “bokashi” using
Latvian organic farmers were in facefficient microorganisms.

biodynamic. This means that they learned Many farmers were already organized
to make their own soil additives usingnto local smallholder associations, who
cow’s hooves and horns, plant according tben collectively decided to convert to
cycles of the moon. It also meant thairganic methods. Many organic farmers
neighbors looked at them like they were laad personally experienced pesticide

little crazy.

Due to these beginnings, the fi
identification of the movement was as be
the opposite of Soviet agriculture. T
Association attributes the chemicalizati
and environmental degradation of
landscape to Soviet agriculture, and equg
environmental consciousness with
Latvian national identity (Vaivare an
Tooma-Rijniece  2002). Thus, mai
problems are attributed to the form

regime, and the independence per
beginning in 1991 is seen as a n
beginning.

The number of certified organic farn
has been steadily increasing, jumping fr
38 in 1998, to 219 in 2001, to over 4000
2006. The total land area occupied by th
certified and transition period organic farr
in 2006 was 150,000 hectares, or 6.8%
the total agricultural land area.

The rapid growth since entry into th
European Union in 2004 is attribut
largely to the new support payments offe
for conversion to organic agricultur
While the subsidies granted to orga
farmers are tiny compared to t
development funds allocated for other tyy
of agriculture, they are of great significan
to the smallholder farmers who may n
have any other options. The supp
provides certified organic farmers with §
EUR per hectare, and transition-peri
farmers with 139 Euro/ hectare per year.

{h2002).

poisonings and cite this as one of their main

gteasons for converting to organic
nagriculture.
he MAOCO condemns the  Green

ORevolution specifically for destroying the
henvironment, the campesino sector and
aesligenous people (Sancho and Montero
They worry that joining CAFTA
awill only amplify these trends.

ny In 2006, there were 2,921 organic farms,
awvith a total area of 10,665 hectares, or
idd38% of the total land area.  This
evepresents a decrease in the number or
farms since 2004. This is largely due to a
nsiumber of organic coffee organizations
bgonverting back to conventional coffee
iproduction, because conventional coffee
epeces increased form their low in the
n$990s, making the organic price premium
ofinimal.

In 2007, a new Law for the Support of
1@©rganic  Agriculture., that had been
2d¢onceived and developed by the movement,
raglas approved by the Legislative Assemt
This Law was a great victory, and will
nioclude for the first time government
héncentives for the conversion to organic
vegyriculture. These will work as a Payment
cr Environmental Services program (PES),
as well as include tax deductibles. The
oNlovement is hopeful that they will be able
820 attract significant numbers of new
’odrganic farmers through these programs.
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Structuring Organics

The Latvian Organic Agriculture
Association (LBLA) was founded in 1995
It now has a membership of approximat
850. In most cases farmers join t
association as individual members rat
than through a local or sectoral subgroup
is for this reason that the institutionalizati
of the Eco-health farm network was sucl
momentous step.

LBLA defines itself as a profession
organization that unites environmen

protectionists with organic producers andgriculture.

advocates. The main aims of t
organization are to promote the product
of organic produce, develop market polic
for organic products, inform consume
about the health and environmental bene
of organic agriculture, develop educatior
opportunities  for organic  producer
popularize organic production methods, &
attract supporters to the association (LB
n.d.).

The organization has a well-defing
structure. The day to day activities &
coordinated by a president and
coordinator. The president has be
working on a volunteer basis for yea
choosing to accept no monets
compensation for her work, but trying
balance administration and lobbying
behalf of LBLA with an academi
profession at the Latvian Agricultur
University. The coordinator has been p
through various grants, but there is still
permanent office. There are month

meetings of the Council, which
comprised of representatives of bq
regional sub-groups and secto

subdivisions (i.e. beef, dairy, etc.). There
a recurring discussion about hiring mg
people to do the work, but financing fro

Moving Organics

D

C

In 2000, the Costa Rican Organic
Agriculture  Movement (MAOCO) was
clipunded as a broad coalition made up of
hepproximately 180 organizations. These
harclude not only producers, but also
.donsumers, educators, NGOs, and other
pagencies interested in promoting organic
nagriculture.

MAOCO defines itself as a “space for

atonsensus, exchange, and meeting” of
tadifferent actors dedicated to organic
MAOCO has seen as its

henission to unite the diverse groups that are
asready working in organic agriculture, first
est the regional level, through regional
rstrategy-building workshops, and then at
fifse national level.

nal In 2007, after years of discussions like
sthe one described above, representatives of
iMdAOCO at a National Assembly agreed
LAn a mission to consolidate a social
movement for political representation,
edialogue, and exchange with diverse actors
irreommitted to the organic sector in order to
tacilitate production, processing, trade and
eronsumption of organic products at the
rdocal, regional and national levels; promote
rgommon principles and values; establish
talliances  and promote  alternative
pdevelopment strategies (MAOCO 2008).

c As demonstrated above, there have been
arepeated discussions about the
aiokganizational structure of MAOCO. It has
none full time executive secretary, one office
Imanager, and a part-time project
scoordinator as staff paid through various
tfunds and projects, with a full-time office in
réddan Jose. A new formal association,
KSOMAOCO was registered purely in
rerder to facilitate the logistics and legal
ndetails of funding applications.

member fees and occasional grants

isIn the meantime, a special committee

it was first founded as the Latvian AssociatiorOsfjanic Agriculture Organizations, because it sthrt
out as an association of several regional orgamiags, primarily in Liepaja. Gradually more and mor
independent farmers joined the Association, sottfmhame became less accurate, and the association

officially changed its name to the Latvian Orgaf

griculture Association or LBLA.
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insufficient to fund one or several full-tim
salaries. There is also concern about v
the ideal candidate for such a post would
farmers are already overburdened with th
farm-work and administration, but no
farmers lack the intimate knowledge of t
farmers’ everyday challenges.

Those in charge of regional or secto
subgroups are all active farmers, and eV
hour spent organizing on behalf of t
Association is time away from the farr
Only a few of the regional groupings haj
begun to form a true local identit
organizing themselves more formally a
sharing events and future plans.

In 2006, the Association Cound
decided to try out a new organizational fo
that would help distribute responsibilitig
among more people by creating a seV
member Bard in addition to the counci
Each elected board member is respons
for one specific domain of the associatio
tasks, such as marketing, runni
exhibitions, analyzing legislation, etc.

There is a General Assembly once
year for all members. Members can
individual farmers or cooperatives or log
associations, and pay differentiat
membership dues. All members receivg
monthly bulletin  with information of
events, policies, and projects.

The number of members has be
steady for several years, despite the rg
increase in farm certification.  This is
source of worry to members, because t
feel that the whole sector benefits from {
work of the Association, while onl

members are actively contributing time ancheet.

resources to the work.

There are signs of divisions within tf
movement, however, between smaller &
larger farms, between those interested
forming a viable family business and tha
satisfied with production at the subsister
level, and between those who started
movement and the newcome
Nevertheless, there is rarely time at
meetings to discuss the daily manageni
issues, let alone these broader questions

evas formed with the aim of redesigning the
vistructure of the organization, and a
beonsultant hired to help identify problems

aer the organizational design and
ncommunication and propose potential
heolutions. In the meantime, a National

Committee keeps meeting every month to
rahake all of the important decisions. It
e@ncludes representatives from each region
has well as from a number of supportive
NGOs and rural development networks.

ve One of the main tasks every month is
ycoordinating activities to keep reports to
ntlinders up to date. MAOCO receives
funding from various donors, such as the
iIUNDP and several Dutch and Belgian
IMIGOs, though these are slowly starting to
2pull out to other less developed Central
eAmerican countries.

On one hand, the Movement might be
ideen as undefined or in conflict with itself.
N'®n the other hand, however, the issues that
ngould prove to be divisive are being openly
discussed, and these discussions help keep
the movement reflexive of its own purpose

kend goals. It prevents stagnation and
adettling into set patterns. Several
edarticipants at the National Strategy

2 veorkshop spoke about how MAOCO, as a
' movement did, and had to keep constantly
redefining itself. “MAOCO is not an
@nstitution; it is not something that you can
\gmlich,” commented one  participant,
4MAOCO is in my region because | am

héyere, and | form part of this movement.”
he “MAOCO doesn't exist, in the sense that
ywe invent it anew and form it every time we
Seven years ago 15 people came
together who wanted to work together, [but
n@ow] we reinvent it and make it real each
atictne we meet. So we are meeting [now] to
make a common plan, let's do it, and then
seview again what type of organization we
1ceeed in order to realize this common plan,
tkemmon strategy.”

And so discussions continue about the
thegopropriate form, structure, and goals of the
enbvement, and how to avoid overlap with
work done by other groups.
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Methods and Positionality
Each story is different depending on where you inegnd each network different

depending on where you enter it. In both countriay entry point was through the
respective organic agriculture organizations, LBirALatvia and MAOCO in Costa Rica.
The leaders of these organizations graciously weézb me and assisted me in setting up
institutional affiliations and initial contacts Witfarmers. My association with these groups
doubtless colored my reception by other partieqitrdmuting respect on the behalf of
members of the organizations, or perhaps denyin@euoess to some who were unaffiliated
with them or criticized their work. Thus, this istna study of all organic farmers in the
country, but rather of those working within thestworks.

This dissertation is based on more than two yehfgelolwork in Latvia and Costa
Rica between the years 2003-2008. Although th& btithis research was done over the
course of 19 months from May 2005- December 2006ad visited each field site for
preliminary fieldwork of four to six weeks in theramers of 2003 and 2004, and returned
for several follow-up visits of two to six weekseach site in 2007 and 2008.

In reaching out to farmers, | used a snowball sargpimethod (Bernard 2002),
working out from recommendations made by the leadéthe respective organizations and
their members. This meant that the farmers witlbiwh became acquainted, whose farms |
visited and whose stories | heard, at least ihytiavere the most active farmers within these
networks. | also met these same farmers repeatgdtyarkets, meetings, and events, and
thus built-up long term friendships and acquaingsnwith them during the course of my
fieldwork and subsequent follow-up visits. In batites, my research involved a mix of
participant observation through volunteer work amfs, attendance at activities and events,

in-depth interviews and farm visits. In total | dwucted more than 100 in-depth interviews
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with farmers and other stakeholders, and attendet participated in at least as many
seminars, discussions, meetings and events.

My field work activities varied in both sites besa it was in many ways “led” by
the activities in the site itself. For instanoe,Liatvia there were fewer organized meetings
and events than in Costa Rica, and | instigatedraé¥ocus group discussions with farmers
on specific topics in order to bring them together Costa Rica, however, there were several
ongoing processes of institutional design and regiand national strategy-building, where |
raised my questions rather than organize new ngsetin

In both countries, | tried to visit farms in alleagraphically, climactically, or
demographically distinct regions of the countrieorder to ensure breadth and variation in
my data. It is important to note that although bothuntries are ethnically diverse, the
primary groups with whom the associations worked] therefore with whom | conducted
the majority of my research were the dominant ethmioups, and my fieldwork was
conducted in Latvian and Spanish. Although | diditvfarms and attend meetings in
Russian-speaking parts of Latvia and in indigenegsons in Costa Rica, my work can not
claim to speak in depth for the doubtless differemtial realities and imaginaries in those
groups and regions.

In both field sites there were several farms wHespent more time volunteering,
and these farmers in some ways became my “keynr#ots,” providing the richness and
depth that only repeated contacts and increasstidam bring. These farms | did not choose
for their representativity as much as for the refet of trust that emerged with these farmers.
Often the relationship emerged out of a mutualagity. These were farmers who had as
many questions about my work and life as | had aloeirs, and thus spending longer
periods of time with them was easy and enjoyableesé are relationships that | hope will

continue long after my fieldwork and writing is cplated.
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My project is multi-sited on various levels. Itoffows” how the idea of organic
agriculture has developed in two such differenttests- as a philosophy, a movement, and a
set of concrete practices, and how the idea has d@®ested, renegotiated and imagined by
various groups in each setting. | traveled backfanth between farms and meetings, much
like the farmers themselves are often forced tagrating between rural and urban spaces
with frequency but many of them still with relativeease. In each of these locations | was a
more or less active participant and observer. Mysdwent from planting, weeding, or
sorting seeds, to leading discussions or makinggmtations about my other field site, to
simply observing the discussions and events gomground me.

Finally, a significant part of my research took gqaaacross various borders. |
attended regional and international meetings andecences, sometimes with farmers or
organization leaders, and sometimes in their stéadso spent one month as an intern at the
headquarters of the IFOAM office in Bonn, Germatymnpiling a report on a related topic,
but at the same time trying to understand how my field sites fit within broader global
debates about meanings and practices of orgaricuéigre.

Thus my movements both mimicked and complementesktiof the organic farmers.
While on the ground with the farmers, | studied theltiple ideas and things from outside
that came and went and influenced their histogcafid culturally situated lives, and made
up their understandings of the places where thesdliand the practices with which they
worked. While away, | followed the “forces” thaight in time arrive to their farms, such as
the negotiation of the new EU regulation on orgdaiming.

My family connection to Latvia, and my oppositetggaof a complete outsider in
Costa Rica, have influenced my work in several walysvas born in the US, but grew up

speaking Latvian at home and being socialized ama@xile/ immigrant Latvian community
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during my childhood and adolescertée.As a result, | have spent many years explotireg t
at times uneasy intersection of the Latvian and Aeae parts of my identity. The most
active way of doing so was by living and workingLiatvia for several years at various points
after college and again after completing a Mastéegree. This means that in Latvia | was
neither a “native ethnographer” nor a typical fietatker who has had little or no prior
experience in her field site. This hybrid idengtigo influenced my reception by people with
whom | interacted throughout my fieldwork. Someuwased that | was a local student who
had received a prestigious scholarship to studyénUS, and asked excitedly, what it was
really like “over there.” Others commented on haeil | spoke Latvian for an American.
Regardless of the assumptions involved, my ultinexf@anation of my status as a “foreign
Latvian” as well as a “foreign researcher” placeslima position of simultaneous insider and
outsider. It meant | would get “kitchen accessfaains while foreign tourists dined in the
dining room, but while sitting in the kitchen waskad to share insider information on life in
the US.
In Costa Rica, my appearance made me at first glancbviougringa, with all the

assumptions that might accompany that often loyingled term. My positionality became
more complex once my dual nationality and mulegitproject placed me in a more

ambiguous category. Some interpreted me then expEan, (and thus somehow a different

12 The Latvian communities in the US are made up arilyof people like my grandparents and parents,
who fled the Soviet occupation of Latvia during \Wowar 11, ended up in displaced person camps in
Germany after the war. They were sponsored bywuarchurches or charity organizations for immignati
to the US anywhere from 2- 10 years after the Wiy.parents were children when leaving Latvia but
adolescents by the time they arrived to the USes&powerful experiences were the foundation for
building strong Latvian communities outside of quied Latvia, complete with Saturday schools,
educational camps, churches, and numerous cutitgahizations. Most Latvian-Americans considered
themselves to be in exile during this time. O#lbi the state of “exile” ended in 1991 with thga@ing

of Latvia’s independence, a fact which also chartpechature of community and political activities,
increasingly more activities were carried out withatvia itself. Many individuals and families exaally
returned, others participate in volunteer actigiii®@ Latvia primarily during vacations and summers.
Younger generations of Latvian Americans are muohenassimilated into US society and many feel more
American than Latvian.
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version of agringa); others as someone who could share experienoas d@nother small
country that seemed worlds away. And many hopatlttvould bring valuable information
back and forth across borders rather than justitae leave.

This explanation makes two things clear. One isawy role as researcher, a role
which was in no way that of a passive observer.| A®ved back and forth between these
contexts that were not themselves explicitly oedily linked in many ways before | began
this project, | shared information and engaged [gewpdiscussions about my other research
site. | turned questions | had pondered aboutsitieeon to the other, in order to explicitly
compare the answers, the attitudes, and narrativethis way | was also acting on both my
own and the farmers’ curiosity that had originallyven my project, which is the question of
“How is it done elsewhere?” As my research proggds| would on occasion hear farmers
or organization leaders invoke my other field sae an example of either a threat or a
positive example of how things might otherwise be.

Finally, my position as a woman situated me défely in these two contexts and
greatly influenced my research. Gender roles areptexly constructed in both countries,
and particularly so in rural areas. In Latvia I torganic sector, as in the NGO sector in
general, many of the most active participants iretngs and organizations were women.
Women have taken on an implicit role of leadingeaiaty forward in a time when many men
collapsed under the emotional strain of the postieddétransition.” With high unemployment
and economic hardships, and correlated rates ahalsm in rural areas, | heard and
witnessed multiple cases of alcohol abuse and dimnmemlence. The strong role that
women have taken on in practice is accompanied ewéy a conscious longing to have
men play their part. This came out in actions sagla woman negotiating all aspects of a

transaction and then pushing the paper over tdbhglband for a signature, and in leaders of
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organizations expressing their conviction that anmauld lead it better and speak better on
behalf of the organization than she could.

In Costa Rica, the narratives and practices wienest reversed. Many organizations
and NGOs were holding courses and seminars forntbstly male-dominated farmers’
groups to counter the “Latin machismo” and teadmnthgreater gender sensitivity. While
some men were self-professed converts, telling ove imuch they had learned from these
seminars and how things had changed in their ownelsp others smirked openly at the
“feminists” who had ruined more than one good fgnaoit marriage through their careless
actions and provocations. Many women, on the ofiaerd, did feel that it truly was still
difficult for them to become involved in social argzations or even to play an active role in
the management of the family farm. Several, contaterhowever, that the conversion to
organic farming, because of its complexity, hadegithem many more opportunities to be
involved or to manage certain aspects of the faorkw In both countries, due to a desire to
better understand these situations, | gravitatecenbtmwards women and developed closer
bonds with them. Thus, although there is no expyiender analysis in the dissertation, it
will be clear that many of my examples and quotase from these women, who | came to

greatly admire.

Overview of chapters
This dissertation, then, is about the interactiblived rural places, market and social

processes and national and regional social imagmarThe chapters are divided into three
sections that reflect these emphas&ection I: Practices into Placedevelops a cultural
geography of the landscapes in which farmers Ihaaork in each country, and from which
organic agriculture emerged in the late 1980s. p@&reOne tells the agricultural histories of

the two countries through their landscapes. kubses how organic farmers in each country
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are differently situated within the cultural pali of these landscapes due to the different
historical moments in which they find themselve€hapter Two illustrates how some
organic farmers are engaging in the cultural pditof landscape change through their
biodiversity conservation practices, in Latvia beyenting aforestation of meadows, and in
Costa Rica by preventing deforestation. It shomayever, how in both countries these
practices create a certain amount of legislativeasa, because organic farmers “fall through
the gaps” between the neat categories of conservatid agricultural production.

Section 1l: Commodification and Non-commodificatian about the interactions
between social relations and market processes riganec inputs and final products, and
locates the two movements in relation to globalkarg markets. Chapter Three discusses
how in Costa Rica seed exchange promotes netwdnidatedness and fictive kin, while in
Latvia new EU regulations are producing “legibl&eds and subjects and replacing social
relations with bureaucratic ones. It suggests thet displacement of the importance of
kinship and relations between people, to the traointhe genealogy of seeds, is a necessary
step for the commodification and control of seedd &rmers. Chapter Four shows how
despite the great differences in approach andegyadf the two movements at the market
level, they have very similar problems. These toes face entirely different problems than
those of “conventionalization” as is happening he global North. Rather, their different
marginal positions in relation to global marketsriihe line between conventionalization and
globalization, and often result in the non-commigdiion of organic food.

Section Ill: Imagining a Regiomcludes three chapters that examine explicitiihbo
concrete effects and imagined threats or benefijsining the EU and CAFTA, as held by
different groups. Chapter Five shows how in bbi EU and CAFTA referenda the “yes”
and “no” campaigns relied on similar strategies"@dmmon sense-making” but elicited

different public responses. | argue that despigefact that the “yes” side won in both cases,
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the Costa Rican “no” side was able to constructughmmore attractive counter-hegemonic
discourse because it fit into longer-term efforgs docial movements to create a more
participatory, process-based democracy.

Chapters Six and Seven analyze the effects of magiotegration through the two
dominant rural development struggles that | obseregarding land in Latvia, and seeds in
Costa Rica. Chapter Six analyzes the effects ohEtéssion in Latvia through the lens of a
land surveying scandal. It reveals the greatldgdnment among farmers and the wider
population with the imagined “return to Europe” base Europe itself has changed. In
response, both the Latvian government’s and tharicgassociation’s resistance to post-
productivist Europe has been to re-emphasize tbdugtivist approach, but this may be
difficult for the farmers discussed in Chapter Twho were beginning to engage a more
biodiversity-centered approach. Finally, ChapteveBeexplores the contradictions between
the “organic future” encapsulated in the new Cd&tzan organic law and the requirements
put in place by the ratification of CAFTA, specdity the obligation to join the Union for
Plan Variety Protection (UPQV) convention. | azalythe different social imaginaries of the
proponents of UPQV, the environmentalists who gtewh to hold a referendum to stop it,
and the organic farmers who see practice as thefdres of resistance. This shows how the
Costa Rican environmentalists and organic farmegpsiito a wave of transnational social
movements opposing intellectual property rights exylert hierarchies.

In the conclusion | reflect on how the two orgamovements in Latvia and Costa
Rica have framed their resistance to what they a&gethreats of regionalization and
globalization, due the articulation of particulastbries, ecologies and imaginaries. The
Latvian movement tends more towards reterritoraion, emphasizing the social imaginary
of the nation and land, while the Costa Rican mamninas tended more towards a global

perspective of interchange and circulation of id@a®ss borders, paralleling their emphasis
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on seed exchange as a form of resistance. Theseagppes mirror two of the main positions
that get articulated at the international levelpad, thus reflecting the difficulties of uniting
the “organic world.” | discuss what these two &stell us about the way in which local and
regional cultures and histories are continuingnftuence local practices and understandings
in the countryside and thus how the organic farnraes movements are transforming, rather

than being subsumed into, processes of globalizatiohe national and regional levels.
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SECTION I: PRACTICES INTO PLACES

CHAPTER 1
Reclaiming history, changing the future:
the cultural politics of landscape change

It will come as no great surprise that drivingrgjoa country road in northeastern
European Latvia and tropical, Central American @oRica is a strikingly different
experience. In Latvia in the summer, meadows amh diglds dominate the landscape, with
solitary wooden farmsteads far off from the roalds of grains such as wheat, rye, oats
and barley are interspersed with open meadows, seithegrazing brown cows or beef
cattle, goats, and sheep; others are overgrowin siihouettes of the ruins of old farm
buildings or concretéolhoZ? structures dotting the horizon. In Costa Rica, ynamall,
colorful concrete-block houses line the windy, uating roads, behind which stretch areas
of various export crops in different regions: staggands growing onions, potatoes and
cabbage, and gentle foothills covered with coffeshes, pasturelands or densely grown
ornamental crops in the Central Valley, expansgsiredapple plantations or banana trees in
the Atlantic, beef cattle grazing in the dry lowdisrnof the Pacific. Beyond the obvious, and

sometimes superficial, differences, however, eaththese landscapes reveals its own

13 A kolhoz was a collective farm in the Soviet Uniofihe process of forced collectivization is dised
in greater detail later in the chapter.
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historical and cultural story of agricultural chanpgand embodies its own social and
environmental imaginary for its inhabitants. Andhim each of these landscapes are groups
of organic farmers, creating their own strandshefnational agri-environmental narratives of
these countries.

In this chapter | explore the creation of landssagpeough organic farming practices
as a form of engagement in the cultural and palitstruggles over rural development
policies in the context of regionalization and glbpation. The first section provides an
overview of anthropological approaches to undedstan landscapes, and discusses the
Latvian and Costa Rican landscapes as embodimetitsipvaried histories. | argue that the
actions and practices of organic farmers to preserwecreate the respective landscapes in
both countries amount to a cultural politics ofdacape. | show, however, how the different
agricultural histories and embodied landscapesi®@fiwo countries position organic farmers
very differently in relation to these changes ia Bindscape.

History embodied in landscapes

Emphasis on the landscape as a unit of analysisbéesme integrated both into
conservation biology and anthropological literatu#enna Tsing (2005: 173-4) laments the
fact that social scientists and biologists ofteenséo talk past one another, biologists treating
humans as a homogenous group with a singular argervive and reproduce, while political
ecologists extend a general disinterest towardshoomans and the diversity of nature that
exists outside the domain of human use. She wishdaw how treating the landscape as both
a natural and social phenomenon can help bringettves fields into dialogue. Like Tsing, |
take landscape as both a natural and social uanalysis. | go beyond the approach offered
by political ecologists to include also recentrhieire on the anthropology of landscape,

which can be a powerful lens through which to ustderd the actions and practices of
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Latvian and Costa Rican organic farmers in createmgd re-creating landscapes.
Anthropological analyses of landscapes have focosetthe importance of what makes land
a place rather than an abstract space, on the imayghich landscape is a process of
transformation that becomes embodied in the lamd, mow landscapes reflect history,
memories, and the future hopes and potentials ahltabitants.

Landscapes are in many ways “more than meetsythé e-irst, landscapes are an
embodiment of human practice. Ingold (2000) emgessihat it is important to take the
“dwelling” perspective, or privilege the point ofew of the people living within landscapes.
Ingold (2000:198) invokes the idea of the ‘tempityadf the landscape,” which reflects the
fact that landscapes are at least partially forimetluman tasks, and thahé landscape as a
whole must likewise be understood as the tasksoapes embodied forma pattern of
activities ‘collapsed’ into an array of featureshjphasis in original].

Landscapes embody not only present practices,rbutlao an “enduring record of -
and testimony to- the lives and works of past gatems who have dwelt within it” (Ingold
2000:190). As such, landscapes are intimately tipdwith people’s histories, memories,
ancestors and kinship networks. In many cultur@sgddcapes serve as a living reminder of
past events, meaningful lessons, or an embodinfekihship ties (Gow 1995; Basso 1996;
Kirsch 2006). For Hirsch (1995:22), landscapehis intermingling of the background and
context, or space, and the particular, or placke Background represents the “potentiality,”
as that which is not necessarily fully achievedhe foreground of daily activities: “this
process is one which relates a ‘foreground’ eveyyti® (‘us the way we are’) to a
‘background’ potential social existence (‘us theywee might be’).” Thus, through the
accumulation of these embodied practices in the grad present, the landscape itself can be
understood as a process (Hirsch 1995; Ingold 20@f))just a snapshot or momentary state

of existence.
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In my conversations and walks through the cowmdi/with organic farmers in both
countries, these associations in the landscapehistbry, family ties, current practices and
future hopes were ever present. Understandindatimeers’ lived experiences and intimate
knowledge of their land is important because theyvery involved in the actual production
of the landscape. To the organic farmers, what gsbthe land with meaning is their
everyday farming practices, which show the realityheir everyday experience, as well as
changes in the landscape that are associatedheithpractices.

In the two sections that follow | will show howetldiverse landscapes | described in
the introduction to this chapter have been forntedugh historical processes and how the
framers relate these historical processes to theeient practices. From the stories of organic
farmers in Latvia, what came across was a the taes of successive abandonments and
reclamations, and in Costa Rica, a landscape dimtmus change and interference, that they
hope yet to recover.

Latvia: landscape of reclamation

In Latvia the potentiality of the landscape isnany ways closely enmeshed with the
past, or with the imagined past prosperity of shwtlers. Latvians attach importance to the
land, and in particular to their rural landscapasways that stem from national struggles
during the almost 600 years of serfdom on Germanonsa® followed by domination by
Poles, Swedes and Russians. Only during a briesgoef independence in the 1920s-40s did
agrarian reform distribute land to smallholder farma After WWII, however, Latvia was
occupied by the Soviet Union, and land was forcibbflectivized in thekolhoz system

(Plakans 1995). In the early 1990s after indepeceldrom the Soviet Union, previous

1 Traces of this history dot the landscape as Gemmamor houses that have often been transformed into
schools, and the remains of old windmills.
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landholders and their descendents could receivie thair land as private ownetsBecause
of this history, the image of the smallholder halseth on symbolic importance at both the
individual and national levels. There is a dominamage of Latvia as a ‘nation of farmers’
that Schwartz represents as the “agrarian natsthalarrative (Schwartz 2006).

In this traditional national agrarian narrativiee ttonjunction between landscape as a
place and as a practice is embodied in the fighrheséta, or farmstead. The farmstead
includes the traditional cluster of buildings wheaikfarm activities take place, and has been
institutionalized into the national imaginary thgbu its recreation in literature and
preservation of “typical farmsteads” in the Ethraggtic Open Air Museurtf. Schwartz
(2006) traces the multiple ways in which the mythLatvia as a nation of smallholder
farmers was created and reinforced, starting wighNational Awakening in the late 1800s
and continuing throughout the independence perfalicies, such as extensive land reform
and agricultural supports were reinforced by poplitarature to create what she calls “the
agrarian ethnoscape,” with land as a central symbdny farmers in Latvia today (organic
and not) have preserved or restored the traditistyéd, look, and function of these farmstead

buildings on their farm$’

15 See Eglitis (2002) for a discussion of the varicomplications of land restitution. The first lareforms
happened already in Soviet Latvia, where a 1988dawe-establishing individual farmsteads granted
unlimited —term land usufruct rights with inheritanpossibilities to individuals. Conflicts emergelden
land restitution to previous owners began in thé-&890s when some families had begun working the
land under the 1988 law, but the land was reclailnedrevious owners.

16 Schwartz cites Purs in explaining that only certgpes of farmsteads were considered “authengicall
Latvian” and included in the Museum, while thosattimight be more typical of the Slavic communities
living in Eastern Latvia were systematically exaddPurs, A. (1998). Latvians as an Imagined
Community._ Annual Convention of the Association fioe Study of NationalitiesColumbia University..
Y The succession of different owners and abandorswnitng various political regimes means that many
buildings have also taken on a mosaic form, showhegoriginal shape of a window, patched in with
cement during Soviet times, partially recovered now
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Figure 1.1:Traditional Latviapirts or sauna reconstructed on an organic farm. Authgirtso

Because the farmstead is part of the national in@agi of Latvia as a land of
prosperous smallholder farms, it also represems’ibtentiality” of the landscape. Works
by famous Latvian authors such as Jaunsugbalfi946) nostalgically recount happy
childhood moments on the farmstead. Schwartz (2@@§hasizes that the romantic image
of the farmstead as a happy place is itself an @magreated or invented in history. In 1789,
Garlieb Merkel, a young German who is the firstéscribe the Latvians as/alk, described
the crowded, run-down farmstead as emblematic @fpbverty and oppression of the serfs
(Merkel 1998 [1796]), but just over 100 years latepopular literature and imaginings, it
has become the embodiment of a romanticized idé&aeafiew national farmer.

Latvian family farmsteads today are also assogiatéth painful histories and
personal loss. This is true of many farms thatemegained after independence in the
1990s. When forced collectivization happened & 1840s in the Soviet Union, most farm
families were not only forced to give up their laflod inclusion in thekolhoz but were also
relocated to population centers, and their homes wigher granted for use to other people or
left abandoned. Thus, when people could returth&r land in the 1990s, they often

returned to a landscape of abandonment, filled Wighresolve to transform it. Their first
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several years of work were literally that of reglaig the land from the bushes, shrubs, and
weeds that had overtaken it, and which, to themmjmjized the history of oppression.

Many farmers with whom | spoke mentioned a constieffort to recreate the
landscape of their grandparents, and the prospesmadliholder past. Zinta, for instance
shows me a picture of her grandfather, then ofnhether and twin sister as little girls, and
wipes tears from her eyes as she recounts theityféarm’s history:

Grandfather [in the 1930s], with [these] 30 hecarduld educate his children- all

three children have a higher education- and bhdé stone houses, which are now

in ruins....If you transpose that to today, we havéeen able to replace the floor in
one room in these past five years...ok, they arexéicty comparable things, but
still, we have to ‘clear the clearif§ all over again. And for his good work,

Grandfather was sent to Siberia...In the 1990s, wirertould reclaim property, we

claimed this. There were strangers living hereywa&ched as one building crumbled,

then another...What to do? We were city people. hindity we had good jobs, an
apartment, everything...But still some ancestor'scgpior some sort of bond called
to us, that we have things to do here, that we kaleave the city, to come here. Of
course it was all very difficult. Everything wasinmad here...We came with three
meat axes- everything was overgrown with bushesyviaw was very depressing...

But now, look how beautiful! There is a clearirgyd, a road there...

Many farmers echo this idea of a homecoming tovithé abandoned landscape and
clearing it. One farmer brought his goat to hdgacthe bushes, and laughs that he couldn’t
find it again for over a week in the deep underbrudnother had to shovel a meter’s depth
of dirt and trash out from inside the house andly#&his idea of land reclamation echoes the
original landowners’ efforts in the independenceqee “Reclamation was a potent symbol
of the new homesteader’s daunting struggle to eKkevedihood out of the war-ravaged
countryside and, by extension, the Latvian nati@traggle to build a state (Schwartz 2006:
51).” This metaphor has now been transposed byaZamd others to the 1990s, when

farmers were clearing their land from Soviet ovevgh, and now are struggling to make a

living in the new European countryside.

18 1n the 1930s, the image of clearing or reclainamy (st lldumu)from forest or swamp was also used
as a literary trope, where Jaunsudidbirote about a new farmer’s battle with the dewnfip traditionally
lives in the swamp in Latvian folklore (Schwartz05).
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Other memories also persist in the landscapeafondrs. One woman tells a story of
how when she went back to her grandparents’ falhm,v&as about to go pick raspberries at
the edge of the forest, but then stopped suddé&elgause she was haunted by a memory
from her childhood that this was the spot wherefamiily’s cows had been left to die once
they were taken from the family during forced colieization. She also recalls that long after
collectivization, the workers would still identifize various parts of tHeolhozas “my field,”
or “farmer Daiga’s land.” She adds that when she wahild, her mother had always taken
her and her brother to show them where the bowfdateir land had been, so that they would
know to find it “when they got it back?

In these ways, then, Latvian organic farmers bee family histories embedded in
these landscapes, first in the non-living grandp@reor ancestors whose farm they are
literally recreating, but also by incorporating tkrowledge of living grandparents and older
relatives. When people regained their farms, n@drtiiem, like Zinta in the example above,
had not been farmers at all in the Soviet era,tand lacked experience. Others, who had
worked on &olhozhad farming experience, but because of the kaljozwork had been
arranged, they might never have had experiencehenparticular land they regained.
Moreover, they most likely would only have workedhwone particular task such as milking,
or driving the tractor.

Despite the sometimes traumatic memories of dolieation and the hardships of
the early yearskolhoz memories were by no means all bad, and many oldeneirs
remembered the glory years of tkelhoz with nostalgia, emphasizing the warm social
relations that existed among people, and that pebat time to look out for one another

more than now. The process of land restitution hésd profound impacts on social relations.

9 Verdery (1996) notes that in Romania most of tlaekers by which people had recognized their
previous land boundaries, such as trees or bggginad disappeared through the socialist perad, t
confusing the land restitution question.
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It changed the focus from more lateral connectifmséered through collectivization to a
more vertical focus on tracing ancestral lineager@éry 2003).

Once farmers regained their land, they had noreqpee being managers of a farm.
As one exasperated farmer exclaimed, “Suddenly¢ ha be the entire management staff of
the kolhozin one person!” This was a difficult, or sometsnenpossible, task. Many
farmers turned specifically to their grandparetiis, previous owners of the farm, for advice
about what to plant where, how to organize the wetk. Once the relatives died, several
farmers spoke of the importance of honoring théui@e and continuing in the ways they had
shown them.

Those who no longer had living grandparents oatneds on the farm lamented
openly about the disadvantage they had experiebeeduse of this. “We were like thrown
into cold water,” one farmer says, because they'tlitave anyone to tell them which land
was good for potatoes, which would be better fayetables, etc. Another woman admitted
that no one in her family had originally wantedtae over the land because no one really
knew what to do with it, but they felt that latéreir grandchildren or the next generations
would blame them for it if they did not. On a tripgether with some Latvian organic
farmers to visit organic farms in Austria, sevdemers commented that the element about
which they were most envious was not the technotoge level of development they saw,
but in hearing the Austrian farmers discuss the lbistory of how successive generations
had managed, then handed down, the farm and farskilg to the next generation. This
was the history or continuity that the Latvian fan saw as having been broken on their
own farms, bur now hoped to slowly reclaim.

Thus the landscape for Latvian organic farmersastids their ties to their ancestors
and their obligations to their descendents. Reutay the land was for many a way of

righting historical wrongs, and the ancestors’ wéyrranging the farm was taken as either
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literal advice or informed them in the shape ofdtiwod memories. Their farming practices
are not only a process of creating a current laaqusc but also a continual process of
recreating the ties to the past, and potential tieguture generations, by recreating the
imagined national landscape.

If previous iterations of abandonment and reclaomativere caused by wars,
domination and oppression, many Latvian organimé&s are particularly worried now that
the latest wave of abandonment comes willinglyaassult of the “freedom of movement.”
Farmers complain that it is nearly impossible todfianyone to hire to help them expand
production, because “everyone is in Ireland.” T¢ends of people left after EU accession to
work in the countries that allowed free movemeniabbr, and Ireland was one of the first to
welcome the new immigrants. While many claimed¢oeaving temporarily, to earn some
money and return, four years later it is not ordynfers but also the government that is
wondering how to encourage people to return, eweneav Latvian communities in Ireland
have begun setting up schools, churches, and newvregment structures. To many organic
farmers, this signals a failure of rural developtenlicies, and a further cost to the
landscape. This process has also amplified woatesit Latvia’s decreasing population and
“demographic crisis®

Many of the farmers who are left on the land asi@many historic changes are not
using chemicals due to lack of resources. Many hee not wanted to use chemicals on
their private farms, associating chemical use muatk large scale industrial farming of the
kolhozera. This means that the wave of newcomers toih@nic movement after support

payments were introduced included many elderly &snfor whom the organic conversion

2| atvia’s population growth rate from the period®092006 is -0.9%, which is one of the lowest in
Europe or in the world. The growth rate from 194880 was + 0.6%. UNICEF. (n.d.). "Latvia statistlcs
Retrieved 17 August 2008, from http://www.unicefimfobycountry/latvia_statistics.html. Recent
government maternity policies have been aimedaeasing birth rates.
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was “simply the last straw to grab onto,” as onenfar put it. This has caused many to
guestion whether the organic subsidies should o fee functioning as a social support
payment, or whether they should be changed toittateil higher productivity. This also
means that many small farmers who are not certifisdorganic are in fact “organic by
default,” due to lack of resourc&s.This similarity often confounds shoppers who etie
organic store and wonder why they should pay marearf ecologically clean product if their
“aunt in the countryside” also does not use chelsiica

The vast majority of Latvian organic farms thavisited were integrated farms,
having a “little of everything,” even if they spattize more in one area. Farms generally
have fields dedicated to the production of vegembior both human and livestock
consumption such as potatoes, beets, carrots, gapbaions, and pumpkins. Many produce
salad greens, herbs, tomatoes, cucumbers, beaas, grel other vegetables for home
consumption, and most farms have an area of oltl drehards and berry bushes. Most
farms also have an array of animals, such as heosters, and geese and piglets roaming the
farmyard, and livestock such as cows, goats, aedsktabled during the day and in winter,
but grazing outside during the day, and pigs aregdly kept in pens. Commenting on the
vast array of daily tasks the management of sulikease farm entails in trying to make ends
meet in difficult financial times, one farmer saflve have ten trades, and the eleventh is
hunger.” This diversity of activities also contrtes to the diversity of the landscape, and the
agricultural landscape is one of interspersed Siefrthstureland, and forest patches. | will
discuss concrete organic farmer concrete practie¢sted to the maintenance of this

landscape in Chapter Two.

% There has been some discussion over the termrirgg default” within the organic movement,
because many people feel that to be “organic” shefumuch more conscious and planned practices, as
described in the introduction, giving back to tbd and working with a certain philosophy ratheanhjust
not using chemicals.
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Figure 1.2: Rural landscape with ruins of pre-sistiduilding, on left. Organic vegetable plot in
foreground with natural grazing area in backgrouight. Author’s photos.

Latvia's main agricultural activity throughoutuah of its history has been dairy
farming. During Latvia's first independence perind1918-1940, Latvia exported dairy
products to Western Europe, and this is often aedatlement of national pride and
emphasized even in school textbooks and touristhun@s (Baltic Times 2006). Under
Soviet rule, Latvia’s collectivized dairy farms prded the Soviet cities of Moscow and St.
Petersburg with dairy products, and the Soviet megialso emphasized in its own
promotional materials the importance of the refatrdairy industry: "Latvia today produces
far more milk per head of the population than eitthee United States or Sweden" (Lacis
1959). After independence and the loss of the $aviarkets, Latvia's dairy sector went
through a serious downturn and took a long timetover (Coffing 1997). From 2005-2006
Latvia tripled its export of diary products(Balflédmes 2006), but in 2008 there was another
price crash and farmers staged a protest in théowld of Riga, giving milk away for free to
show their desperate situation (BNS 2008).

Due to the historical importance of the dairy isgly, the dominant imagined

landscape is one of meadows full of grazing livelstor haystacks. While traditional, hand-
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piled haystacks have been increasingly replaceahdghine-prepared rolls of hay covered in
white plastic wrap, the importance of meadows mithagined landscape has not lessened,
and is reinforced by strong cultural symbolism asllw During the highly symbolic
midsummer night festival alazi, women pick meadow flowers to makaizagi, or wreaths,

to wear on their heads. As midsummer's night aggred in 2006, media campaigns to
prevent farmers from burning last year’s grassairtfields and thus reducing the amount of
biodiversity of both plants and animals, focuse@mthe fact that women would be left on
midsummer's night withowtaizagi if biodiversity levels declined. The most famdakklore
singer in the country, who has held campaignstergast five years to re-teach people the
traditional songs and dances of th&:i festival, edited a botanical guide to the most

important grasses and flowers,Jauziles, in 2007, thus further reinforcing the importance

of the meadows for the national imaginary (Reizaiand Kaepone 2006).

Figure 1.3: Typicalapu vaipagsleft. Source: datuve.lv/raksts/1188/Priecigus oLigvetkus/. Women
wearingJapu vaigagi next to traditional bonfire. Source: Aigars Jans@@98,
www.latio.lv/.../?image=497

For organic farmers, this significance is reflelcte the fact that in-depth knowledge
of the medicinal properties of various flowers,sp@s and plants is considered an important

part of their practice, as reflected in the numer@eminars about this topic offered
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throughout the year. Meadows serve as collegioinds for a vast variety of medicinal
herbs. Many farms dry the herbs and flowers, ad a®lassorted fruits and berries, and
prepare herbal teas for sale, both for local comsiom and increasingly for export to
Germany and other Western European countries. Mamyers also specialize in organic
honey production, bringing mobile bee hives to ipalar organic meadows in specific
seasons to collect honey from certain types of éimvSo important are these two fields of
tea and honey production in fact, that in certagasens when organic farmers are
participating in a food exhibit or fair, the onlyganic products on offer are herbal tea and
honey. Various medicinal herbs and teas are atspaped for animal health. These
practices reaffirm the centrality of meadows to ldr@dscape and to the Latvian approach to
organic agriculture.

The other important use for different herbs isthe traditional Latviarpirts, or
saunaritual, which is becoming the centerpiece of magyoaecotourist offerings by the
organic farming community. Every Latvian homestéaudlitionally had apirts, or wood-
heated sauna, usually on the edge of a pond fdmgooff. Traditionally it was used on
Saturdays for bathing, by heating rocks on toghefwood-burning stove, and pouring water
on them for steam. The ritual process involvesssvrepetitions of going from the hot
steam to the cold pond water, but an essential oaeng is gériensor gentle beating with a
“broom” made of the leaves of birches. This il ativery common ritual in country homes
on weekends. Organic farmers in the Eco-healtm faetwork are also re-learning lost
traditions of combining various herbs with the lesndepending on the desired medicinal

effects.
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Figure 1.4: Medicinal herbs being dried for tead ather uses. Author's photos.

Many farms in the "eco-health farm" network pravidthe services of
accommodation in their farnpjrts services, organic meals, tours of the farm, antihigs of
their products. These types of rural vacationsehla@come very popular with local, and
increasingly also foreign tourists. This particulgpe of tourist offering thus reinforces the
narrative of the Latvian agricultural homesteadtlas bearer of tradition, as the point of
reference for national identity, and positions oigafarmers as the caretakers of these

values.

Costa Rica: landscape of change
Costa Rica's agricultural history has also beewilyemfluenced by outside forces,

even if not in the form of direct foreign rule. t&f 300 years of Spanish colonization, Costa
Rica became independent in 1821, but the agri@llsector has been tightly tied to the US
and Europe as the foundation of a succession obrexgops as will be discussed more
below. The agricultural history and landscape irst8dRica is one of increasingly intense
use, change, and transformation throughout this.tim

Yet Costa Rica has a similar national narrativéht Latvian one of the importance

of smallholder farmers, which is seen as the robtSosta Rican “exceptionalism” today and
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serves in some ways as the “potentiality” of thedkcape. Many of the traditional history
texts claim that Costa Rica’s long democratic tradi originates in the fact that under
Spanish rule the colony was poor and had labottates due to low indigenous populations,
which prevented strong class differentiation, bseagveryone had to work. Therefore it is
asserted that Costa Rica became a country of “yediaeners” early on, which helped
ensure democratic practices (Chaverri 1989). Thesry still is used today to explain Costa
Rica’s reputation as an island of peace, demociauy,development amidst the revolutions,
wars, and poverty of Central America. Recently thieory has been challenged, revealing
that this was only true in the Central Valley, wehih other parts of the country haciendas and
cacao plantations emerged in much the same waylsesvteere in Central America
(Gudmundson 1986; Paige 1997). The image of thengeofarmer is still heavily tied up
with Costa Rican national identity, however, ancerevappears in the national anthem
(Edelman 1999).

Costa Rica also has an image of an idyllic farmbeowkich plays a role in the
imagined national landscape. In Costa Rica thisasvhite-washed adobe house with a red-
tiled roof. lvan Molina Jimenez (2005:44) descsilbt®ow these houses have typically been
represented in Costa Rican paintings, which aradaon great prevalence in the National Art
Museum:

The usual is to find the adobe house isolated,dardext dominated by the colors of

the national flag: the blue of the distant mourgaitme sky...the white of the walls

and the occasional cloud; and the red of the rdef,tthe [dirt] roads, and
occasionally in clothing or bedclothes.
Molina points out how this landscape image, reprisg happiness and peace, was
reproduced in paintings long after this housindestyas common. Instead, it stood as a stark

contrast to the extreme rural poverty that was gdent until well after World War 1l. This

reproduction was an effort to recuperate a lostlgolera of agricultural development,
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similarly as the recreation of the smallholder myth Latvia. The paintings are still
reproduced and sold at every art fair and founchyoith many Costa Rican middle-class
homes.

Unlike Latvia, however, where many of the old fateads remained and are now
being renovated, the rural countryside in CostaRialds extremely few of these traditional
houses. The colorful concrete houses that linedhdsides in much of the Central Valley
reflect instead a concerted national rural devekpnpolicy that was instituted in Costa Rica
starting with 1948, when the Armed Forces were iabetl and the freed-up resources
invested into social programs (see Edelman 1998 thorough discussion of refornts).

In Costa Rica, then, the rural landscape that iveesged is tied up with a history that
is not just the history of the family farmstead per but rather a history of the changing land
uses within the community and government policiesegning them. Some, like Dofa
Maria, grew up as a child of “settlers” who cleatadd to “improve” it, thereby claiming
rights to it: “In that place one didn’t buy the rfar.people came and....said ‘this space is
mine’....and no one said no....people took whatpiere, and didn’'t have to pay for it...” She
recalled childhood on the newly cleared land asyatjle, wild yet full of hard work. Her
family had moved after twelve years to an area ehere was electricity, schools, and
medical facilities. This practice of land clearifog settlement was encouraged and common
practice in some areas up until the 1970s (Evaf8)19

Many other organic farmers | met are also firstsecond generation landowners,

because they gained their land through land refavimgreby the Agrarian Development

2 The history of strong social services is visilildhie farmhouses in very tangible ways. In coht@ghe
many farm houses in Latvia that are only now ferfirst time installing indoor plumbing, as well ias
contrast to many farms in neighboring countriehsag Nicaragua and Guatemala, nearly every farm |
visited in Costa Rica had modern indoor plumbidgcteicity, and phone service.
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Institute (Instituto de Desarrollo Agrario or IDR)bought large farms and redistributed the
land. The IDA was created in 1961 in responsemal linvasions that were occurring in the
1960s due to land shortages. The institute wasddrwith the goal of “institutionalizing
[solutions to] rural social conflicts” (Mora Alfar006:21). The officially established
objectives of the institute were to: promote ovehg of land as a way to increase its
productivity; contribute to the growth of republicavirtues, a more just distribution of
wealth, and nature conservation; and avoid lanceaination and exploitation of workers
(Mora Alfaro 2006) The first ten colonies established in the firstirfgears were formed
directly on the land invaded by peasants, servimgst 2,700 families (Vasco 1999). In
total IDA has had a hand in establishing 962 setiets, with a total of almost 70,000
parcels throughout the country, and working towagi¥ing people title to the larid. For
instance, in the Central Pacific region, IDA puséa a large estate of 18,000 hectares and
established various settlements, schools, healthcgl and infrastructure (Mora Alfaro
2006).

IDA was restructured in 1982 amidst neoliberal nef® (see Edelman 1999 for more
on the neoliberal reforms). The reorganizatiomngea the goals to a more “integrated rural
development” agenda, consistent with policies & World Bank and other development
agencies at this time. While this allowed for merfastructure development, it took the

emphasis away from land reform per se. Many peloale expressed great concern over the

% The original name was Institute for Lands ando@iation (Instituto de Tierras y Colonizacién or
ITCO), established by Law 2825. It was renamedraodganized into IDA in 1982 with Law 6735 (Mora
Alfaro 2006)

24 3% of which were based on land invasions and 6téhwwvhere the land acquisition was initiated by
IDA (Vasco 1999).
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great decline in land purchases and redistributipriDA. As of 2005 there were 13,629
people on the waiting list for land (Mora Alfaro(8) %

Many of the organic farmers | interviewed who weserking land they had
originally obtained from IDA mentioned they wereatgful for the opportunity this had
provided them, but also noted shortcomings of tigtitution. For example, one women'’s
cooperative had had a battle to receive land abethuse according to IDA regulations a
woman was considered “half a man” in terms of tapacity for agricultural work and thus
they, as a group of women, lacked adequate labeepto work the land. The cooperative
eventually achieved a reversal of the policy andgerating successfully making cosmetic
products from organic plants and herbs. By angelahowever, IDA settlements are seen as
an impressive and important addition to rural l@ages, and have facilitated access to land
for many people who might not otherwise have hadTihe houses and developments vary
greatly, but each IDA settlement has a large sidentifying it as anasentimiento
(settlement) and naming the number of familiesttlesb on that land. These signs are a

visible marker of social change in the landscape.

% A recent study undertaken of the effectivened®#ffinds that after neoliberal policy reforms inet
1980s its functions, budget, and staff were selyousrtailed, and that it does not always achidVefdts
goals in helping the most disadvantaged have atedand and resources. It also finds there are no
mechanisms in place for adequate protection ofibésity within IDA reserves, although this is atsid
goal. In addition, it was recently found that mamgfessionals and ex-functionaries also have ID#lJa
that not complying with the goal of redistributi@Moras Alfaro 2006).
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Figure 1.5: A typical Costa Rican house in an I2&lement. A sign proclaiming a 17 ha IDA settleine
that has benefited 24 families. Source (Mora Alf2006:43;141)

Farmers also told stories about how these polaigscontradictory requirements of
managing institutions influenced the landscape. famaer, Andrea, whose father had been a
day-laborer on the land that she now owns, expihine

My father tells me this used to be a big farm, trete were lots of trees...of different

species.... Later IDA bought it and they made garceOne of the requirements that

IDA made of the farmers was that they maintain tfees. Once they had their

parcels they wanted to plant them, but the bardy tbld them yes, they could get a

loan, but they would have to cut the trees. Theemi@es you cut, the more area you

would have to plant- and so they gave them thia idecut the trees...so they could
plant more... now you see areas that have prdgticaltrees....

Landscapes also embody traces of these historieendfownership in other ways.
One day that | had been volunteering on Andrea’'sifave had to walk into town to run
some errand. She suggested that we take a shatsatall footpath that leads through the
fields. When this land belonged to the large lawmrs forty years ago, she explained, they
had granted the workers and residents rights tdhesello or footpath along the stream. In
earlier times, these were paths to transport goodsarket, and now allowed children to
shorten their path to school. Once the land wagleld into many parcels through land
reform, the new owners kept thdlos in place. But “people are lazy,” Andrea told meda

kept making the paths wider and wider by walkingtbé path. This was angering some of

the landowners, and some had even suggested clascess to the paths, but this had
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engendered local resentment. You simply can’tectbem, she explained, not by law, but by
social arrangemeRf. Paths, such as thesdlos, thus serve both as the “taskscape made
visible” (Ingold 2000:204), and as a connectiothi past.

Other farmers are working land they inherited fribvgir parents or grandparents, but
are working only a tiny piece of it, because it wiributed among ten or more childrgn.

For instance, Rocio, who has a 1.25 hectare ctékk

We are sixteen brothers and sisters....and we neoeked...with gpatrdn (boss)...

When | got married, then my husband came to work héth us in the farm with the

family. In that time it was all together 40 hectardut it was divided because in one

time the coffee came to value nothing- it went d@md down- so we couldn’t work

with my brothers- the little bit that we would eawasn’'t enough...I had to go

work...in a restaurant at night.
This shows the effects of population growth andngirag economic situations in land use
patterns and the landscape, making land parcets @waller. Population has also grown due
to large influxes of Nicaraguan immigrants. Sorame during the Sandinista conflict in the
1980s and others have arrived more recently. Manyecto work on farms and as unskilled
labor, and are often accused of being a straimabbwelfare systems, resulting in powerful
stereotypes and tension.

Many of these organic farmers who grew up on tharents’ farms recalled fondly
the diversified farms where no chemicals were uaad,spoke of their hope to recreate that.
Rocio continues:

| remember when | was a child, we didn’'t use poistien it was my father’s

[farm].....we could eat all of it, we took the bana...ate them with milk...we had

yucca, chayote; there were chickens... milk...athlg thing my father went down to

buy - there was #illo before there was a road - was rice. We evengudneans.

Now we want to almost return to how it was beftng, it's already impossible
because the soil is very used up. But here wensgeyre fighting...bit by bit.

%t turns out that the use of traditional pathali protected by law, as was listed in a warningeople
form the US looking to buy land in Costa Rica dsritjs to watch out for.”

2" Many families’ land was distributed only to sonsaly to the oldest children. Women often did not
inherit land, or inherited worse pieces of land.
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Imagine, we havelatanohere on the farm now..[we].mafécadillo?®....And back
here | have a greenhouse....

As in Latvia, then, Rocio’s stories and those ofynathers include a wish to return to earlier
ways of farming and living that include powerfulsasiations with family histories. It is
significant, however, that unlike in Latvia, whehe idea of recreating the past is embodied
in recreating the farmstead and land as a fundaheatt of the landscape, in the Costa
Rican organic farmers’ narratives, it is the idéaeareating a diversified farm landscape and
practices even on these small parcels. This tsftbe different types of change and loss that
farmers perceive make up these diverse histories.

Indeed, the landscape changes associated witta Gist’s land reform and rural
development policies reflect only one small parwdfat is seen on the landscape. Many
other farmers commented on the landscape changgssée and feel all around them,
associated with the long history of foreign, mo&il$, agricultural domination and now real
estate interests that have led to increasing dEatian, successive changes in export crops,
and altered farmer practices. There are grearéifices in the landscape from the uplands of
the Central Valley to the low-lying coastal aresah reflecting its own agricultural history.

Perhaps the most “typical” is the coffee landscapthe Central Valley, which has
dominated the region since the early nineteenttucgn Coffee became the main export crop
almost immediately after independence in 1821 aad ithown as the “grain of gold.” A
strong coffee elite developed in the nineteenthiiurgrthat has remained influential to today
throughout the booms and busts of the coffee ecgri®aige 1997). In contrast, the Pacific
lowlands of Guanacaste and Nicoya were governeNibgragua until annexation by Costa
Rica in 1824, and followed the more typical hacedévelopment pattern that was typical in

Nicaragua. During that time large cattle ranchese and cattle ranching remains both a

2 A picadillo is a like a chunky salsa with a vayief finely chopped seasoned vegetables, servéd wit
tortillas. Here made with green plantain (platano).
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strong economic activity there as well as parthef Guanacaste identity (Edelman 1992).
The Caribbean coast featured cacao plantatioms,tabacco, and then bananas.

Traces of these historical crop specializationsstitevisible today, particularly the
hills covered in coffee-bushes in the Central fallnd the long expanses of low, dry
grasslands dotted with guanacaste trees that ssreattle ranches in the Pacific lowlands.
The Central Valley highlands are also interspervsighl pasturelands for dairy herds at higher
elevations, and cold-weather vegetables like caibamjons, and carrofs.

Many changes have also occurred in the landscagetiove, however. A survey of
land utilization in 1948 shows that only one thofithe territory of Costa Rica had been
cleared and developed for agricultural purposethisytime. Besides the crops listed above,
one quarter of agricultural land was dedicatedrtapction of the basic food staples of corn,
beans, and rice (Leon 1948). By 1996, forty peroénhe land was under forest cover, and
studies have shown that the vast majority of lahdt twas cleared was converted to
pastureland or other agricultural purposes (de 8an8egura et al. 2008f).

Visible traces of such changes on the landscapleegond just deforestation. The
amount of shade provided by trees in coffee plamathas changed throughout time, giving
way to almost full-sun coffee in the 1970s, witle tiradual re-introduction of more shade
trees now with the growth of interest in sustaieatiiffee market¥: Also, cattle ranching on

steep slopes has led to serious soil erosion,tarchot uncommon to see hilltops with bare

29 IMF policies encouraged beef cattle productioneiport in the 1950s to 1970s, and have been widely
blamed for encouraging deforestation de CaminoQRSegura, L. Guillermo Arias and I. Pérez (2000).
Costa Rica: Forest Strategy and the Evolution efd_ldse. Washington, DC: The World Bank, Williams,
D. (2004). Transformations in the Environmental i@mmy of the Upper Savegre Valley, Costa Rica, 1952-
2002. American Society for Environmental Histovictoria, B.C., Canada.

%t is important to note also that only one thifdhis converted land is deemed to have soil apjatp

for agriculture (World Bank 2000).

%1 The ecological significance of this is that coffean under-story shade-loving plant and was
traditionally grown in agroforestry systems. le tt970s high-yielding varieties dependent on heeseyof
agrocehmicals were introduced, and sun-grown cqffestations began to dominate the landscape. Now
various sustainable coffee certification prograetuire at least minimal shade. CITE?
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soil and visible fissures. Most importantly, howeveew export crops introduced with the
“agriculture of change” policies of the 1980s, sashornamental plants and other non-food
items now cover vast expanses (Edelman 1999). Buhe rainy season entire hillsides are
covered in protective black netting to protect éhegport crops. They are notorious for their

high pesticide and water use and the groups oflp@aid migrant workers they attract for

seasonal work.

Figure 1.6:Sun-grown, conventional coffee landscégfg Black netting protecting ornamental plants
during rainy season, right. Costa Rica. Authotistps.

In the Caribbean, large banana plantations coatidily Chiquita, Dole, and other
multi-national companies stretch along the road# signs warning of danger from aerial
pesticide application¥. Bunches of fruit are covered in blue plastic jpéd¢-impregnated
bags that often end up polluting waterways aftey thre removed. These attest to the history
of Costa Rica’s banana industry that began withAtmerican Minor Keith’s acquisition of a
large tract of land in exchange for building thdroad that led to the development of the

United Fruit Company in 1899. The banana exportsnex with the new railroad, until

% There are currently at least five different lawsimvolving over 5,000 workers about the healtmdges
to workers on banana plantations, including longateterility. See
news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/famericas/7080143.stm

59



problems started with Panama disease and Sigatbkahe late 1930s banana plantations
were moved to the Southern Pacific coast areatlzem returned to the Caribbean again in
the late 1970s to evade Panama disease there.l $oafficts with Unions and health
problems caused by work on the banana plantatiensvall-documented (Fallas 1989; Sass
2000; Abarca Vasquez 2005) and have been descrbkgrature such as Mamita Yunai
(Fallas 1957) and One Hundred Years of Solitudedi@aviarquez 1970). Unlike the history
of coffee production in Costa Rica, which was saerthe “grain of gold” that helped the
country develop early on, the history of bananalpotion is very closely tied to the history
of domination and conflicts. The Southeast of ¢bantry is the most recently settled, and
dominated first by banana plantations and morentgcby oil-palm, and now pineapple.

The expansion of pineapple plantations is the tagscultural trend and is spreading
rapidly in the Caribbean, the South, and largesaocéahe Northwest of the country. Costa
Rica has become the largest exporter of pineapptetdwide in the last ten years, and
profits from exports are approaching those of eafféineapple plantations are in many cases
replacing banana plantations, and sometimes frasti is being cleared. A recent study
undertaken by an NGO and union activists found wakers’ social and health conditions
on the pineapple farms were also abysmal (Blyth2@®6). @ Many organic farmers also
comment that this is causing fresh deforestati@hlaavy use of agrichemicals. “This is not
our historical landscape!” one rancher exclaimedualihe rise of pineapple production,
asking how to make people see and understand that.

Besides the high use of agrochemicals in theseregpented farms, they have been
criticized because most of the wealth goes to mméeliaries and transporters rather than the
farmers, perpetuating unequal development pattengsdependence (Faber 1992; Murray

1994; Conroy, Murray et al. 1996).
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Figure 1.7: Conventional banana plantation wittstitacovered fruit, left. Conventional pineapple
plantation, right, Costa Rica. Author’s photos.

Perhaps the most dramatic changes in land owmpersiire been in coastal areas.
There are unofficial estimates that several hundhedisand US Americans own land in
Costa Rica, mostly in the coastal ar&asThese are also areas that have been developed by
large mostly foreign-owned hotels. This greatlyeetis development patterns and has
affected the possibilities of local residents ty pizeir land taxes. As a result, many local
residents and farmers have had to sell their |@m woman told me that farmers sell their
land cheaply, then after a few years end up workingpurist hotels or in the houses of the
foreigners who bought them. Some communities aenlgptrying to organize to prevent
people from selling their land, and developing farmroups to help one another.

Due to these differences in landscape developipatterns, the approach to rural
tourism in Costa Rica has also been very diffetlean in Latvia. When | visited the tourist
agency that cooperates with the organic movemaggereto find out about the local agro-
ecotourism options similar to the Eco-health faetwork, the director was a bit surprised by

my questions. She said that the connection betfarening and tourism was weak, and that

It is difficult to get official numbers because dfizens can enter as tourists for three mongwsyé for
a few days, and re-enter again, therefore mangleats never apply for residency permits.
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mostly those farmers who can't produce on theil Eamy more due to economic problems or
restrictions imposed by protected areas are the wh® get involved in tourism. Also, as
opposed to housing tourists on individual farmsyrder to provide them with the "authentic”
rural experience, many communities have collegfivieliilt small lodges or cabins for
tourists. The services offered almost always itkela forest hike with a naturalist guide,
visits to waterfalls or other areas of natural bgabut rarely are farm tours or farm-stays
included. The woman from the tourist agency explam me that "people don't come to
Costa Rica to see farms.” This points to the faat the smallholder narrative, while active
among farmers in Costa Rica, does not have suclblécdace as it does in Latvia. Farmers
and rural community members are positioned asaeeet of forests, nature, and biodiversity
rather than the traditional farmstead.

In and amongst this landscape of change are peroaeg small organic farms that
are struggling to keep their farms organic desgli practices of their neighbors. For
instance, many organic farmers have almost daibggtes with erosion in many parts of the
country where the terrain is marked by steep slop®alking along a théillo with Andrea,
she pointed out on one side a conventional farmeeed-free cultivated potato field,
commenting how recently pesticides must have bpeaysd on it. On the other side she
showed me how the banks of the stream are crumbdingnishing the area of the path as
well as eventually the field. A few scraggly buslaee planted sparsely along the edges. “If
only they planted some trees, they wouldn’t bengsill their soil,” she exclaimed.

Thus, for many organic farmers, erosion is not jsscientific or environmental
concept, but a daily reality. The soil on the ptslpes is fragile if not covered, and requires
extra care. Andrea’s husband, Carlos, tells me h@wvneighbors have laughed at him,
because he works the land “uphill.” In order taumier the trend of soil sliding further and

further downhill, every time he works the land befplanting, he takes each shovel-full, and
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moves it uphill, rather than giving way to gravitidis neighbors laugh that he is expending
extra energy uselessly, but he proudly demonsttad@s over several years, he has almost
evened out the slope in some places, through damefctices like these.

Organic farmers’ frustration at the practices daithconventional neighbors come
through feeling the consequences of living, litgraldownstream” from them. One morning
| went to visit Julia’s farm after a violent stoima region where some people’s property had
been washed away. She and her husband were bilsgamnage control, and apologetic that
normally their land does not look like this. Thayowed me deep holes and ruts which had
been washed through their fields, with soil frore teighbor’s conventional field washed
onto their own organic one. The protective meastinat Julia and her husband had put on
their side of the border had not been enough. nEnghbors’ plot on the other side, however,
had remained almost untouched by the storm, dtleetanti-erosion efforts that Julia and her
husband employ as part of their organic methodsnidally, the ditches Julia and her
husband have dug and the “live barriers” of bughey have planted have protected their
downstream neighbor. Because their upstream neigliad not implemented such
measures, however, Julia’s farm had suffered. dfganic farmers such problems with
erosion are doubly problematic because they canlosing certification if agrochemicals

wash onto their land.
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Figure 1.8: Erosion made visible. Conventional @@rivashed down from field to roadside, left. Giga
field damaged by flooding from adjacent conventldigd, right. Author's photo.

This sort of visible damage was not a rare occegenWhen walking down the road
by Andrea’s farm, the ditches were full of freshrkdaoil and bunches of carrots that had
been washed off the edges of the conventionalsfidtmvn to the road. Driving through the
windy mountain roads, one can see bald hilltopsl Use grazing where deep cracks and
fissures have formed and the soil has begun to wasly. Without trees or other vegetation
to anchor it, the soil makes its way down the hiéten organic farmers, who have planted
every centimeter of their land with crops, frugds, or cover crops, using “live” or “dead”
barriers (such as hedges or tires) to catch arly goint across to their neighbors’ bald
pasture-lands. This is the landscape that theytrgmeg to prevent through their own

production practices.
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Figure 1.9: Intensive organic vegetable produciioforeground, with conventional, erosion-pronetpses
land in background. Author's photo.

Thus, these landscapes represent to the orgameifa exactly the things against
which they are struggling: foreign ownership ofdaand control of production processes,
continued clearing of forest land to make way fewragricultural plantations, heavy use of
pesticides and chemicals, and export-orientatioraaf materials versus local production of

basic food staples.

The cultural politics of landscape
Returning to the landscape images portrayed abpleaing of this chapter, Latvia’'s

long history of foreign domination, brief period ahdependence and recent Soviet
occupation are embodied and represented in thalibgd that dot the landscape, the
agricultural crops, and the land ownership patteBimilarly, traces of Costa Rica’s long
history of independence with population growth, ratgn, land reform, and US influence in
the agricultural sectors can be found throughoeiiahdscape.

The enactment of organic farming practices is alpolitical process, because it is at
every step related to the larger economic proceskesgionalization and globalization in
which the two countries are involved. Therefdris important to ground the ecological and
social practices of the organic farmers in largdtucal and political processes at the national

and international levels. What | argue here i$ tlhganic farmers’ practices together add up

65



to a cultural politics of landscape conservatiom, apeating and recreating imagined
landscapes. Kennedy defines cultural politics“Aempts to influence and transform the
meanings, identities, values, and representaticnenapanying the exercise of power and
influence” (Kennedy 2008). As Escobar (1998:64}esp an understanding of cultural
politics often involves a broadening of the cona&pthe political:

This...assumes that meanings and practices cdrelstirce of processes that must

be accepted as political. This is rarely seen ek bacause of entrenched definitions

of the political... Culture is political because mems are constitutive of processes
that, implicitly or explicitly, seek to redefine al power.
I wish to show how the practices of the organiarfars in Latvia and Costa Rica also
constitute a re-imagining and re-configuration afcial power and rural development
alternatives as related specifically to the produncand habitation of cultural landscapes.

In Latvia, organic farmers are restoring previoasdiscapes through recreating
previous cycles of land reclamation. The recenbhysof independence and land restitution
means that the historical moment of interventionvésy different than in Costa Rica,
however. The socio-cultural and ecological langscavithin which organic farmers in
Latvia are living and working is one that is not ge different from their own, because most
farmers, organic and conventional, only began wighprocess of reclamation and recreation
of landscapes twenty years ago. Now those thatetige organic farmers, through their
practices, are making claims for a different fufumad an alternative landscape than what
some current policies seem to be encouraging. aheyalso negotiating their own idea of
imagined landscapes and futures within the framkvadtered by the European Union, as
will be shown in the next chapter. In Costa Riwawever, the organic farmers are already
very different from the surrounding export-orientazhventional farms and landscapes that

are dominated by heavy chemical use. Organic feg'nstruggles then, are very much

against the past and the history of developmertimvivhich they already reside. The future
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imagined and contemplated is a direct alternatovéhait which they know and experience
daily, and this is embodied in their practices policy efforts, as will be discussed in future
chapters.

Current policy debates are also contests that oftamlve directly around the
landscape and indirectly leave their traces uporOhe example of such contests that have
directly involved organic farmers in both countrisslebates over biodiversity conservation
which | will explore in greater detail in the neghapter. | demonstrate this through
examples of how farmers are implementing biodivemsdnservation practices in their farms,

and how these are integrated with broader consenvpblicies.
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CHAPTER 2
Aforestation vs. deforestation:
practicing biodiversity in cultural landscapes

As we came out of the area of banana growth we ¢araesmall pond. This was the
first of two farm visits planned as part of onetloé regional Agroecological Week activities
in the east of Costa Rica. The visitors includedstimers who regularly buy organic food
and now wanted to see the farms, other farmers whated to share experiences,
representatives of several environmental netwcaiks, even a regional delegate from the
Legislative Assembly and his wife. We spent themmg touring Victoria’s farm, where she
has shown us the variety of bananas, plantainsotad fruit, and the fields of diverse tubers
they grow. In the middle of the tour we sat dowside a pavilion with a roof, where the
walls are lined with samples of a collection ofivattree seeds that Maria collects. When
school groups come to visit the farm, she takemttethe pavilion and explains about the
different seeds. This morning she and her husb@oidus through the small forested edge of
their land, where they plant these trees, explgiritre different origins and uses of the
different trees. Now, as we approached the pomdsaw next to it two large covered bins.
Victoria broke out into a mischievous smile. “Anodwwe have a surprise for you: you must
guess what is in the bins...” The visitors lookeduad, shrugging, venturing uncertain
guesses, such as frogs or fish. “Wrong!” Victateclared triumphantly. She took the tops
off the bins to reveal three baby crocodiles, hyalaiger than an adult’'s hand. She explained
that crocodiles are endangered, so as part of ®dasit they have planned to release the

three baby crocs into their pond. One visitor g&¥etoria’s young son a worried glance,
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asking if it was safe to have crocodiles on thenfaiShe explained that the pond connects to
larger bodies of water and they would migrate aefbte they got too big. “Go on, pick
them up...,” she encouraged. Some of us lookednar skeptically until one brave soul
plunged his hand into the cold water and pulledtbetbeast, who seemed to be smiling just
as mischievously as Maria was. The crocodiles gagsed around, admired, and then

ceremoniously released and wished a good journey.

Figure 2.1: On-farm conservation efforts includectrdile liberation. Photo: Felicia Echeverria H.

While the release of crocodiles was unusual, magyrac farmers in both Costa
Rica and Latvia are involved directly or indirectly conservation efforts. This is the case
despite the fact that biodiversity conservation éaerged in both countries as a somewhat
contentious issue between policy-makers, NGOs nesses, and rural inhabitants. In both
countries, this is partially because “biodiversity”a concept that was introduced as a policy
arena quite recently, but also because of the wagas of conservation intersect with
imagined landscapes and rural development histatissussed in the previous chapter.
While in Latvia these debates have centered onidemsbetween agricultural and

environmental visions and narratives of the appadgrtype of rural landscape, in Costa Rica
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debates have been focused more on the models irptethfor reforestation and protecting
and utilizing biodiversity in rainforests.

First, | discuss the history of biodiversity consdron policies internationally, and
how biodiversity is defined, measured and undedstoo the Latvian and Costa Rican
contexts. While in Latvia the prime location obdiversity is in meadows and grasslands, in
Costa Rica it is in rain forests. Because of thesprime threats to biodiversity are seen as
aforestation in Latvia and deforestation in CosizaR | relate some examples of how ideas
of biodiversity conservation have been controvérgiaeach country. Next, | examine
examples of on-farm biodiversity conservation d€fan the two countries, and how they
comply with or are integrated with national- lepelicies. | assert that while at national and
international levels, fierce debates continue betwkarge-scale conservation efforts and
development schemes, organic farmers through tHaily practices are negotiating a
compromise between the two extremes of “developtremd “conservation.” | suggest that
for the farmers, however, this is simultaneouslgtauggle over the cultural politics of
landscape change, rather than simply a matterwiif@g practices or conservation policies.

| also show how this hybrid role of producer anchsmrvationist produces certain
legislative unease. While regulations in Latvia drying to make more efficient and
productive farmers of the Latvians, legislativeoet§ in Costa Rica are attempting to promote
organic farmers as better conservationists. Ttmesprganic farmers and their practices fall
into the “gaps” of policy illegibility described byAnna Tsing (2005) | show how
incorporating anthropological understandings otllrape discussed in the previous chapter
can enrich the way that conservationists use theeq of landscapes in planning for
protected areas, and allow more room for policies accommodate such hybrid

conservationist - producers, rather than lettiregrttifall though the gaps.”
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Defining biodiversity
Arturo Escobar (1998) asks provocatively: “Doesdbiersity exist?” He asks this

guestion in order to suggest that biodiversity srenthan just lists of biological species or
calculations of species richness- things for whiehalready had adequate vocabulary before
the term biodiversity was introduced. Rather, hgages the concept of biodiversity as a set
of discourses that have emerged from a particubaiospolitical moment, which is the
signing of the Convention on Biological Diversity i1992. Thus, biodiversity is not
something new itself, but describes a new set latiomships that have emerged between
nature and society, and has begun forming new mkswo

As Escobar notes, the networks which are usuafig@aated with biodiversity are the
large conservation organizations and NGOs, and iftergovernmental processes
surrounding the Convention on Biological Diverg{§BD). The signing of the Convention
itself marked a turn in conservation approacheshith from valuing biodiversity and nature
for its own sake to calculating the economic beribt can be derived from it (Oates 1999).
Nature preservation became an international corafen World War Il with the creation of
the IUCN*, based on the idea of protecting nature for itsrisic value. The WWF (World
Wide Fund for Nature) was then founded as an etiti#y would work to raise funds for
nature conservation at national levels (Oates 19BP@ying this time, conservation and
development were often seen as two completely gggpasd mutually exclusive activities,
and often resulted in the setting aside of land meserves of pristine nature, protecting it
from the harm caused by humans. Many ecologisiscanservationists still hold this view,
that nature should be preserved for its own sake farthermore, that humans are dangerous

for nature (Terborgh 1999).

3 Originally called the International Union for tReotection of Nature, later renamed the Internation
Union for the Conservation of Nature
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The trend to merge nature conservation with devetog planning started as early as
1970 in a Rome meeting attended by the IUCN, WBddk, FAO and other groups (Oates
1999). The signing of the CBD in 1992 was the c¢oétion of this process and marked the
beginning of a new era. The objectives of the C&® “the conservation of biological
diversity, the sustainable use of its components te fair and equitable sharing of the
benefits arising out of the utilization of genet&sources” (United Nations 1992). These
ideas of the “sustainable use” and “benefit shdrimgve emerged as controversial points,
because they imply that nature is no longer to fesgrved for its own sake, but rather for
utilitarian purposes (see Chapter Seven). Theeagnaf biodiversity also allows species to
be identified and counted, and ultimately used, ghouor sold, rather than having an
integrated idea of nature. Debates over the intgmpon of these elements of the Convention
have continued at every Conference of the Partlesrevsigning countries work towards its
implementation.

Oates and other scholars have also criticized theewof “integrated conservation and
development projects” and “community-based condmmwaefforts” that arose after the
signing of the CBD. They claim that such projexften assume a romanticized, ecologically
minded “noble savage” and do not take into accdhmet complexities of local power
dynamics, political struggles, and external infloem on natural resource management
(Agrawal and Gibson 1999; Oates 1999; Berkes 2@gpin 2004). Oates discusses his
own efforts to start rainforest conservation prtgeihat involved community members in
various parts of Africa, and the difficulties inved. Furthermore, an exposé of the three
main international conservation organizations (TN¥orldwide Fund for Nature,
Conservation International, and the Nature Consmyarevealed that even those attempting
or claiming to work with local groups and indigesopopulations often found such

cooperation burdensome at best (Chapin 2004). tBsbaver the goals, means, and
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participants of conservation efforts are still vegated, with strong proponents on each side
(see Orlove and Brush 1996; Smith and Wishnie 2fa@0review of this literature). In
agriculture there recurring debates about whetret should be “spared” for conservation by
increasing intensification on agricultural land, whether interspersed forests with low-
intensity agriculture in an agro-ecological matan actually increase both productivity and
wildlife habitat (Fischer, Brosi et al. 2008; Peti@and Vandermeer 2008).

Escobar (1998:54) contends that local social mowsnend communities in
developing countries have approached the ideaiagfiversity very differently than do
scientists, large NGOs, and politicians. For thsseial groups, using the discourse and
associated practices of biodiversity protectionaisvay of defending their culture and
territory. Through their actual practices, thesegmal groups become “emergent centers of
innovation and alternative worlds.” He charactesizhese communities’ attitudes towards
biodiversity thus:

Aware that “biodiversity” is a hegemonic construattivists of these movements

acknowledge that this discourse nevertheless agerasspace for the construction of

culturally based forms of development that couldrteract more ethnocentric and
extractivist tendencies. Theirs is the defensenddratire life project, not only of

“resources” or biodiversity (Escobar 1998:61).

It is this framework that also sets them apart frtme “integrated conservation and
development” projects described above, becausdatvs that the idea of biodiversity
conservation is one part of achieving their largeals as a community, rather than
positioning local communities within projects wite sole goal of being caretakers of park
areas or natural resources.

In the following sections | would like to explorew some organic farmers in Latvia
and Costa Rica are doing precisely this: activebating alternate ways of understanding

and protecting biodiversity, even as larger nafi@amal international debates on conservation

vs. development continue. Organic farmers areunique position in this debate, because by
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the nature of their activity, they are inherentlying to do both: make a living through

agricultural production, while also protecting tlevironment and using sustainable
practices. Following Escobar, | argue that foeseh organic farmers, the conservation
practices in which they have been engaging arg¢heat primary goals, but rather an integral
part of engaging in the politics of the conservatand recreation of the imagined cultural

and ecological landscapes discussed in the previvayster.

Locating biodiversity
In this section, | first show how biodiversity, axoncept that originated only in the

late 1980s, changes and is transformed once itvésii so to speak, in two locations so
different as Latvia and Costa Rica. | use the tarnval because once countries sign an
international convention, it is up to the natiotelel governments to devise policies for
implementation and monitoring, and for regional rages to negotiate this implementation
on the ground level. | will not go into the infi@es of this policy-making chain specifically,
but it is important to note that the signing of 88D and thus the arrival of the term
biodiversity occurs in two very different historicemoments in these two countries, as
reflected in the agricultural histories discussethe previous chapter. In Latvia, the signing
of the CBD happened only one year after indepergleaica moment when all laws were
being re-written for Latvia first as an independestate, and secondly, for eventual
harmonization to EU policies. Implementation of tawndertaken at the regional level is
often still carried out by Soviet era functionariesho carry with them Soviet-era
bureaucratic understandings of both the laws aeid itmplementation process&s. In Costa

Rica, in contrast, the signing came after the fiestade of neoliberal restructuring, but also at

% Scholars of post-socialism have observed thatlp&osponses to large-scale changes are oftarecre
using familiar cultural symbols, therefore there arany continuities with the socialist past, rathen the
“transition” signaling a radical break with thatgpaBurawoy, M. and K. Verdery, Eds. (1999). Unaigrt
Transition Oxford, England: Rowman and Littlefield.
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a time when the country itself had become a tanfj@tterest for biodiversity conservation
and bioprospecting (see Chapter Seven).

According to the National Communications that coestsubmit to the Secretariat of
the Convention on Biological Diversity, the typebaddiversity, and thus the threats to posed

to it are very differently distributed in each béttwo countries, which | briefly outline here.

Latvia: the threat of aforestation
Latvia’'s conservation history began under foreigie.r The first nature reserve,

Moricsala, was founded in 1912 under the rule of Czarist Ryssd its first national park,
Gaujas nacioalais parks was founded in 1973 during the Soviet era. Latvday has seven
categories of protected areas. Three more natmar&s were founded after independence
from 1997-2007; there are also four nature presereee biosphere reserve, and many
smaller nature parks and protected areas, makir@8dpn total (Lebuss 2007). Of these,
122 are new areas that were designated since goithia EU, and Latvia’'s system of
protected areas has now been joined togetherthétlEuropean-wide Natura 2000 system
(Dabas aizsardlzas parvalde 2008). This makes up for a total of appratiety 12% of the
country’s land area under protectidtabucis Opermaniset al. 1998).

While varying degrees of restrictions on humanvéats are in place in these various
types of protected areas, there has never beeticy pb land expropriation. Only nature
reserves have strict areas where all farming dietsvare forbidden. In fact, most of Latvia's
protected areas are based on the GermanHdematschutzwhich protects not only pristine
natural areas but also agricultural and cultursidnical landscapes. Both in the Soviet times
and in the post- independence period 1990s there attempts to reframe this issue more
towards a pristine nature approach, but these laegely unsuccessful (Schwartz 2006). In

2008 the Cabinet of Ministers adopted legislatibow buying land from people whose land
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was incorporated into a protected area after ttayegl property rights to the land, because
many people do not like the restrictions that ipases on them, but this is also a voluntary
program (Dabas aizsaithas jarvalde 2008).

Thus, in Latvia the idea of conserving biodivers#pecifically, is still seen even by
practitioners as a very different approach to cora®n, so much so that the document
prepared as the National Programme for Biodivelsggins with the sentence: “The term °
biological diversity’ is relatively new and is natell understood among the general public”
(Latvian Environment Agency n.d.). According te ttiata complied for the Program, Latvia
has a total of 27,400 identified species (LatviamidMry of Environment 2005). The main
site for protection of biological diversity in La#vis in the perennial grasslands, which
contain one third of the species known in Latvilma, or 520 different species of vascular
plants. These fields and meadows are an impdneitat for up to 150 species of migrating
birds. A total of 40 % of the country’s biodiveysis located in these meadows and semi-
natural grasslands (Jernaae n.d). Data show that the area of forests hasased from 25
to 44% from 1923 to 2005, while the area of grasidahas decreased from 31 to 13% from
1910 to 1995 (Latvian Ministry of Environment 20Qkrmagne n.d). Specific grassland
protection for biodiversity preservation began omlyth the EU’s Agri-environmental
Support Payment programs, discussed in more dbetimiv.

The biodiversity in these fields and meadows is noownsidered under threat
primarily from two sources. One of these is larmhredonment, which leads to a slow
encroachment of fast-growing woody species. Astmoeed in the previous chapter, after
independence in the 1990s, many families receilett family land back but had very few
resources to manage it. While the steep declindenuse of agrochemicals and intensive

agricultural activity after the fall of the Sovielion has been favorable for the return of
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many bird species, it may mean the loss of soméese grassland ecosystems if land
abandonment is followed by aforestation (Jednaa.d).

This is because it is thought that the diversegimasls and meadows are the result of
centuries of human interactions with the land, tiglo mowing and extensive grazing of
domesticated animals. Thus, the environmentat dtrat has developed in Latvia is also
very much a human- centered one and connectedtiattagrarian vision described in the
previous chapter. It is not an image of untamddemness, but rather of tidy, well-managed
ecosystems (Baie, Kabucis et al. 2006; Schwartz 2006). As notethe previous chapter,
even if data about biological diversity was notcoddted previously, meadows and
grasslands play an important role in the landsaaaginary, but they are also part of a tidy
and managed countryside. Thus, many rural inhatisiten Latvia today are dismayed by
what they see as an ugly and untidy process oesfation that began in the 1990s due to
land abandonment. In a survey conducted rightrbet) accession in 2004, when residents
were asked to list the features they considererkstly typical of the Latvian countryside,
the most frequent response by rural dwellers wasulivated, overgrown agricultural lands/
meadows/ fields" (Bell 2004). Throughout my fielolk, one the benefits of EU accession
named consistently by the organic farmers wasttietountryside was now more "kempt"
due to funds for mowing or grazing the fields, whigas preventing more land from falling
prey to aforestatian

The other perceived threat for biodiversity is egitural intensification. The decline
of wet meadows began with drainage of agricultlznadl in the beginning of the 20th century
to make it useable for agricultural purposes, aadtinued in massive drainage projects
during the Soviet period, greatly altering the lscape (Jermaoe n.d). While the trend of
intensification was interrupted after regaining épdndence, some land consolidation is

beginning again. Some of the tidiest fields a@rgfields that belong to Western Europeans
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who bought the land at prices much lower than &irtbwn countries, and have started up
conventional farms in Latvia. But to the local angc farmers, these new foreign landowners
also signify the return of agrichemicals in the mibyside. This reflects one of the

fundamental contradictions of recreating an imagjiagricultural landscape under changed

conditions.

Costa Rica: the problem of deforestation
Costa Rica, as a tropical country, has much higaers of biodiversity in general,

and has a broader system of protected areas them ldudvia. There are a total of 87,000
identified species, comprising about 6% of the ltbiadiversity identified on the planet.

Almost 25% of the country’s territory has been plhcunder some sort of protection
(Ministerio del Ambiente y Energia 2006).

In Costa Rica, however, the highest rates of bemdity are in the tropical
rainforests. Thus, the greatest threat to biodityeis deforestation. In the 1980s, Costa Rica
had one the highest rates of deforestation in thidwwith rates estimated to be at 30,000 to
50,000 hectares cleared per year (de Camino, Segafa2000). As the agricultural history
of Costa Rica suggests, up to 80% of deforestasi@stimated to have been due to pressure
for agricultural land rather than for timber (Bretkand Gottfried 2002). Deforestation has
also been influenced by the history of agricultwgborts described in the previous chapter.
Thus, deforestation is a complex question connetctesd multitude of other factors, such as
population growth, rural employment opportunitiestes of landlessness, and other factors
(Nygren 2000).

Concern for deforestation and conservation begdnio the 1970s when, partially in
response to public outcry from international comagon organizations, the government

radically shifted its position towards forestedaae An expanding population and seemingly
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endless expanses of undeveloped rainforest meamtuthtil the 1970s, forests were seen as
largely worthless land that only gained value whkared through the hard work of settlers,
and cutting trees was seen as "improvement." Thexethe government supported
colonization and clearing of forested lands, arahtgd ownership to whomever cleared a
piece of forest. Various government programs begaouraging forest protection as early
as the 1960s but deforestation peaked in the 187@<ontinued throughout the 1980s. It is
estimated that the lost economic value of the @station that took place from 1970-1989 is
equivalent to one year's worth of GDP (Brockett &uttfried 2002).  During this time a
series of new forestry laws were passed, requpérgits and sustainable management plans
to cut trees, and the conservation areas were bgans 1999). The signing of the CBD
reinforced the trend of forest protection, but atsade biodiversity a quantifiable value. The
private, non-profitnBio Biodiversity Institute was founded in 1989 spegaiily with the goal
of identifying and systematizing these resourcesd, \@as hailed a world leader in this field
(Tangley 1990). The Institute later became extrgmebntroversial for signing a
bioprospecting agreement with the Merck pharmacautompany (see Chapter Seven for
more on this issue).
Practicing biodiversity

Because the highest levels of biodiversity arenébin such different ecosystems in
each country, they pose very different problemsciomservation efforts. In the following
two sections | give some examples of how orgamiméas, through their practices, engage
with larger national debates over biodiversity @mation.

Latvia: Towards environmental farming

‘Complete madness,” That is how the Minister of idghlture MartinS Roze
describes the requirement by the Rural Support rtfepat to cut juniper trees
growing in meadows in order to qualify for EU supppayments for Ecologically
Valuable Grasslands...
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‘Thank God that most farmers are sensible and leayeable enough,
otherwise it would be the end for many junipersays Mrs. Kal#ne, the leader of
the Talsu Farmer’s Union.

Disagreements began last year about how to maseglegically valuable
meadows in order to receive the support paymemtpriserving biological diversity
in grasslands. Fearing that inspectors would demsjunipers growing in the
meadows as “bushes,” some landowners began ctittmg down...

...In order to receive the EU support payments gogserving biological
diversity in grasslands, one must follow Good Agltigral and Environmental
Sustainability practices- including not allowingriagltural land to be overgrown
with bushes...

‘We have come to an agreement with the regionaRBupport Agency
office that juniper trees are a part of [biologighl/aluable meadows,” Mrs. Kaine
explains...”The same cannot be said for the spetgaisthe Central office, who have
prepared a letter indicating that junipers are gustuch bushes as alders are...’

The letter explains that, ‘In this concrete cgsaijpers... are not permitted,
because [they] in no way differ from birch or aldgowth ... which then eventually
turn into forest territory and are thus ineligilide support as agricultural land....’

-excerpt from newspaper article “Junipers sensdjessut for
European money,” Latvijas &e (Tomsone 2006)

Within Latvia, EU accession has reawakened funddaheuestions about the future
development of the Latvian countryside and poli@®esed at encouraging that development.
The article quoted above refers to the Biologic&aluable Grassland program, which is one
branch of EU Agri-environmental support paymentsilable to farmers, intended to
encourage the preservation of "natural meadowsjutiit extensive agricultural practices.
Natural meadows are defined as unplanted grasstaatifiaven't been ploughed or seeded
for at least 20 years but rather managed exteryswith only mowing or grazing. Experts
come to the farm and count the number of specied,ifaa minimum number of rare or
endangered species are found, and the field méwsds criteria, farmers are eligible for this
additional support payment. The meadow must coatioube mowed or grazed once a year
to prevent it from passing to natural reforestatidmnich would eliminate these rare plants,
but the mowing must occur later than July 10 whegratory bird species have already left
the territory (Saktia 2003). The farm must also meet all the “Goodi@dtural Practices”

guidelines, however, which states that “agricultlaad” should be clear of trees and bushes
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(see Chapter Six for more on these guidelines).is Tibrm is the basis for the conflict
described above.

While EU support payments for organic agricultutee¢e will be discussed in more
detail in Chapter Six) and the preservation ofdgatally diverse grasslands have brought a
new source of income and hope to farmers, probm®unding the administration of the
funds, such as the one reflected in the newspafieleaabove, reveal much larger contests
about the relative role of agricultural versus emwmental priorities in defining rural
landscape imaginaries and conservation policies.

Various authors have illuminated this debate ie titerature on Latvian rural
development. Schwartz (2005:297) identifies twevailing narratives that have informed
Latvian rural development throughout its historg #oted in the previous chapter, she calls
one “agrarian nationalism,” which is closely tiexrecreating the myth of the smallholder
past. Although this is primarily an agriculturarrative, it is seen by many of it proponents
to be closely tied to environmental concerns a$: W€loseness to nature was identified as a
central element of Latvianness, but it was a clessmbtained through the labour of agrarian
cultivation". Thus open meadows and cultivateddelre important first because they
represent agricultural labor, and by associatioosperity, and only secondarily for
biodiversity conservation:

In Latvia, as throughout most of the European icent, current biodiversity

resources reflect centuries of human use in tha fafrcultivation, livestock herding,

forestry and hunting. Like the majority of their ¥fern counterparts, most Latvian
environmental professionals see nature valuesrasragnot primarily from 'pristine’

wilderness but from cultivated landscapes: from fielels, meadows and carefully
managed forests that constitute the agrarian etlapes(Schwartz 2006:11-12).

The other narrative Schwartz (2005; 2006) idesdifis what she calls “international
liberalism,” a position that imagines Latvians eslers and middlemen historically situated

at the crossroads of Europe. In the current constve sees this narrative as reflected in the
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globalizing discourse of sustainability and biodsigy conservation that has arrived in Latvia
from Western Europe. This narrative transformstthaditional “agrarian” Latvian ideas of
nature as being “primarily a reservoir of cultuddntity,” (Schwartz 2006:136) into modern,
scientific, and global ideas of biodiversity. Fmarrative is much more in line with the
ideals of post-productivist Europe, and favorscallly decreasing the amount of farmed land
in favor of recreating “wild” landscapé$.

Schwartz (2005; 2006) demonstrates the contestdegivwhese two narratives by
describing a project to reintroduce wild horsegraze a territory of abandoned farmland in
Southwestern Latvia for the purpose of preservimgl aestoring biologically diverse
grasslands. The project was begun in 1999 by tleld\MWVide Fund for Nature (WWF)
Latvia office and a Dutch NGO, The Ark Foundatidmey argued that Latvia’s grassland
ecosystems were actually originally a result ozgrg by large wild herbivores, rather than
the result of human agricultural activity. Thusyh&ought from the Netherlands k8nik
polski breed horses, which is the closest descendahieditpan breed that went extinct in
Europe in the late 1800s. The project stirred optroversy because it challenged the
agrarian ideal of a populated and active counteysishd was thus seen as unpatriotic. Local
environmental groups, such as the Latvian FundNftture, were opposed to the project and
claimed that the WWF was introducing a "bizarre-pooductive species" into the landscape.
Local residents feared that the replacement of dassnmowing fields with horses grazing

them was a threat to their Latvian national idgn{ichwartz 2006: 162).

% Similarly, Eglitis also characterizes Latvian p8siviet politics of the 1990s as a debate betwaen t
competing narratives, both of which sought to mesto the nation the "normality" that was robbedt by
the Soviet occupation. Normality was defined bseas a temporal normality, which meant a return to
the largely agrarian models of the first Latviadépendence period, and by others as a spatial titrma
which can be understood as Latvia's "return to gefosymbolizing progress and development. Egldis,
(2002)._Imagining the Nation: History, ModernitydaRevolution in LatviaUniversity Park, PA: Penn
State Press.
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As an interesting evolution of the conflict debed by Schwartz over the
introduction of wild horses, many organic farmeesvdn now also embraced the idea of
natural grazing to restore ecosystems, and hawvedinted wild horses and cattle onto one
part of their territories. And it is exactly thefs@mers who have had the most problems with
the payments administered by the Rural Support égefor Biologically Valuable
grasslands due to the presence of trees and bstiesr meadows, as described above. One
such organic farmer, Anita introduced wild horsesrfyears ago, and wild cattle two years
ago, to graze on 50 ha of her land. She collectdigimal plants for teas, lotions and sauna
treatments from the territory, which is now biologly much more diverse than it was
before. The land had been farmed over 20 years aub,when she acquired it, pioneer
species from the forest had in fact started envwedp in a homogenous mass of bushes.
Now she keeps human disturbance to a minimum irtetréory, and lets the animals form
the landscape. She finds the regulations prohgitiees and bushes absolutely contrary to
the goals of organic agriculture and biodiversigngervation. During the four years, a
fascinating mosaic pattern has developed, withr gdaghs and trails where the animals cross
the territory, some patches where the grass has @repped to only a few centimeters tall,
but other patches with thick bushes where the Bdedes refuge from horseflies and the sun.
She observed that the vegetation and animal life lthanged markedly, and “it is not for
nothing that the territory has now been ...recagphias a habitat for both the corn-crake and
the [spotted] eagle, because the right landscapé&an formed. But that is not the Rural

Support Agency’s landscape.”
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Figure 2.2: Wild horses grazing on organic farmitery. Author’s photo.

In 2005 Anita received funding from the Ark Foutida to put up special
information stands for visitors. One placard igidated specifically to the functions of trees
and bushes, which serve as one of the main soofaastrients for the animals, especially
during winter months when the grass is coverednmys Anita explained the uneven cycles
of the system:

Natural grazing is a long-term process, it's nat jthat in a five-year peridg if a

tree has been there, that it will stay. Usually #nimals eat it, they chew off the

bark, until it finally falls over and dies. Buteth there is a moment like this one,
when the bushes have grown very tall, but they gaft nibbled off again. They
hurry to grow, knowing that their demise is coming.
The mosaic-like patterns that develop on the laagis@re not uniform, however, and thus do
not conform to the ‘Good Agricultural Practice’ delines of the Agency. The mosaic
pattern of meadows, paths, shrubs, and trees miugasizes and densities make it difficult to

determine where the meadow ends and the forestgemnd thus to define which part can be

considered “actively farmed land” and meet theecidt to be eligible for support.

3" Farmers sign contracts for support for a periofivefyears, during which they are not allowed take
changes to the territory, or they risk having tg pack the money. See Chapter Six for more on this
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Figure 2.3:Natural meadows and wild horse graziéngtory. Author’s photo.

The debate over whether trees and bushes servetanpecological functions within
farms, or whether they symbolize encroachment sz on valued land is emblematic of
the conflict between more ecological or agrariaprapches to organic farming. The
Biologically Valuable Grasslands payments are adtgred by the Rural Support Agency
that is subordinate to the Ministry of Agriculturas the payments are part of the Agri-
environment branch of the EU Rural Support prograifhe strict interpretation of the
absence of trees or other signs of aforestatiothedand is the embodiment of the agrarian
ideal of a neat and orderly countryside, where lynmature is managed by human
intervention. For organic farmers who are produdnaglitional field crops, such as grains,
potatoes or vegetables, for sale on the marketidtee of clearing all trees from agricultural
lands might not be not problematic. While rigideirgretation of the prohibition of trees and
bushes on “actively farmed land” may make senssuch agricultural contexts, it does not
take into account important differences among ¥ped of trees, or the dynamic ecological
cycles involved in natural grazing, and is thuspprapriate for a biodiversity management

program within an organic farming system.
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For farmers such as Anita, and the wild horses miamage the territory, all trees
and bushes are not created equal. Many farmecshalie had conflicts with the Rural
Support Agency due to the presence of trees ordsuate those who are working more with
semi-wild products. For instance Anna, one of tret brganic farmers and leader of the Eco-
health farm network, produces herbal teas, andgratlems with the Agency over her
Organic support payments because some of her matglants, such as wild roses, were
considered bushes and thus disqualified partsrafne from the support program.

This conflict is also directly related to ideas abtandscapes discussed in Chapter
One. The cultural and ecological roles of particutees in the landscape is one example of
how “space” becomes “place” (see Chapter Six)aralyzing the various elements of a rural
landscape in the 1565 painting “The HarvestersBhyegel, Ingold (2000:204-5) describes
in detail the particular role the tree in the paigt under which people are resting, plays in
the landscape:

But this is not jusanytree. For one thing, it draws the entire landscapund it into

a unique focus: in other words, by its presenamiitstitutes a particular place. The
place was not there before the tree, but cameb@itag with it... In its present form,
the tree embodies the entire history of its devalept from the moment it first took
root. And that history consists in the unfolding its relations with manifold
components of its environment, including the peoaph® have nurtured it, tilled the
soil around it, pruned its branches, picked itstfrand- as at present- use it as
something to lean against...In a sense, then,rée liridges the gap between the
apparently fixed and the invariant forms of thedsgape and the mobile and transient
forms of animal life, visible proof that all of tbe forms, from the most permanent to
the most ephemeral, are dynamically linked undemsiormation within the
movement of becoming the world as a whole.
The way in which Anita talked about the horses tr@r grazing patterns with the
bushes reveals an intimate knowledge of the eamddgirocesses occurring on that land that
transform it from an abstract space into a pawicplace. Similarly to the role the tree plays

in Bruegel’s painting, the trees and bushes onafitarm serve as a link between the wild

horses, the ecological processes in the meadow, tl@dpeople managing the farm.
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Moreover, the wider controversy over the cuttingtreies that was discussed in the 2006
newspaper article tap into the fact that for manyan and rural Latvians, trees are an
important icon in the national landscape imagindnyfact, Schwartz (2006) describes the
“Great Tree Liberation Movement” that started a®#ed Soviet resistance movement in the
1970s and continued until the mid-1990s, led by ohéatvia’s leading poets. It was a
symbolic effort to clear the underbrush that wasreaching on great old trees in the
countryside that stood as monuments from anotlzer er

Projects such as the wild horse grazing terrisoaiee an indication that some organic
farmers are beginning to integrate Latvian tradaio agrarian landscape ideals with
European concepts of biodiversity conservation ih&r own conception of organic farming.
Organic farmers like Anita are actually integratitige two narratives that Schwartz
describes, rather than perpetuating their oppwasiti&or Anita and other Latvian organic
farmers that are working with organic practiced #r@ aimed at biodiversity conservation,
the agricultural and environmental narratives aeseparate, but represent two halves of a
whole that they are in fact trying to unify in th@wn everyday framing practices. They
have begun to actively question what the Europeaspgctive can bring to the Latvian one,
and vice versa. For instance, Anita tells me shat has heard on the radio that the European
Union has criticized Latvia for not having enouglritory set aside for bird habitat, and links
this to what her daughter saw on a recent tripéoNetherlands:

There they are investing millions to transform hur@uched areas back into very

natural places. But we do everything to destroyunah areas- what are the

regulations like? The field must be mowed or gdaziemust be gleaming and naked.
But what happens beyond the border of the field-drgyone considered that?

This is simultaneously a realization that Westemwope is interested in biodiversity
protection because they already feel a great “ltssieof, and a fear that current policies in

Latvia are not appropriate for preserving the diitgrthat does still exist.
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Other organic farmers who do not have wild horgesattle are also experimenting
with the integration of what they see as traditlobatvian and European approaches to
organic farming in different ways. For instanceiridahas spent much effort designing his
farmstead in a traditional way, as well as explgriow Latvian folk songs and customs
relate to nature and biodiversity protection. Hel$ that the Latvian model of organic
farming, based on national traditions, is one toatild improve the European model, and that
sometimes European rules do not go far enough:

About love for nature, trees, birds- our ancestwse known this and understood
it...We still have preserved in our peoptaufa) an organic farming model, maybe
even a biodiversity preservation model, that ween&ween able to take advantage
of at the State level. In our farm, we have trieddin this together with the new
breezes that Europe is bringing us. In many waysaweebetter than the European
indicators or suggestions.... They could come +thallEuropean farmers- could come
here to learn, to see what it is like, when natigrén its place and fulfilling its
functions. Our bureaucrats say we have to adomt go®d practices, but | can say,
we have had many visitors from Denmark, Germang, tary say that they are very
impressed here- even in Sweden, the idea [of ocgimming] is perhaps a little
removed from real life. But on our farm, we tryrtiake it alive, by taking a little bit
from history, and looking into the requirementskafrope today. For instance if |
have a corncrake calling in my field, then | canmaiw it by the date required by
Europe. | can’t afford that- | think a little deffently. And if it [the bird] is in these
[biologically] valuable grasslands, which are mearibe for protecting bird species it
is one thing. But if the corncrake isn’t theredainis in another field [of crops], and |
protect it where it is, then that is a higher lev€hat’s what | wanted to say.

Thus, Dainis is actively analyzing how the Europeales affect biodiversity, rather than
simply seeing them as a European imposition.

The integration of these agricultural and environtaknarratives, as we see in the
words and practices of Anita and Dainis, is in fagactly what the reform of the EU’s
Common Agricultural Policy was intended to facii#a The goal was to promote rural
development that is not focused on commodity pradogcbut rather on sustaining humans,
along with ecosystems and animals in rural ar@&e fact that exactly those Latvian organic
farmers who have most directly embraced this imtiégn of narratives are the ones who have

had the most problems with getting support fromEkkAgri-environmental schemes brings
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into stark relief the shortcomings of the systenitas currently being implemented. This
calls into question how effective the reform of tHd’'s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP),
and its implementation in Member States has beemowing European rural policies to more
integrated agri-environmental approaches, an isgeteirn to in Chapter Six.
Costa Rica: replanting forests, reclaiming diveysit

In the case of Costa Rica, the main conservatianflicts have been about the
development and use of protected areas for foresepvation. In particular, there have been
numerous conflicts surrounding the creation of ékeensive system of National Parks and
Protected Areas. The wave of designating Natioagk$”was influenced by the US model of
exclusionary parks. The new director of the P&kpartment visited National Parks in the
US and attended courses on park management thkeze Twas little consultation with
communities in the process of designating the fpatks, and land was expropriated,
resulting in numerous conflicts (Evans 1999). Bvalescribes several of the original
conflicts in evicting ranchers from the Santa Rosaitory in Guanacaste, where months
after declaring the territory a park, cattle wek Iseing grazed there even by the Minister of
Agriculture.

In Cahuita, on the Caribbean coast, a coral resfdeglared a national monument in
1970, and later a National Park in 1978, forbiddangvide array of activities in the area,
including agriculture, forestry, and industrial igities, and involved land expropriation.
Negotiations with the community led to amendmentsthe regulations, but disputes
continued for over twenty years. The culminatioame in 1995 when the park
administration proposed to triple park entrances.feéfhe community feared this would
drastically reduce tourism in the area, which haddme one of their main sources of

income. The community formedGomité de Luch§Committee of Struggle) and peacefully
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occupied the park. Negotiations continued for aryeand eventually resulted in a
compromise of creating a co-management systemthéltommunity (Girot, Weitzner et al.
n.d.). These are just a few of the many conflibest have emerged over park management
with varying degrees of successful resolution witlnmunities.

Furthermore, while Costa Rica’s park system hasnbkuded for encouraging
conservation inside the parks, deforestation oeteidthe parks was still at times the highest
in the world, and the isolated approach has méetdevelopment outside of parks has also
been very unsustainable. Many scholars have poouethis apparently two-faced paradigm
of conservation on one hand and destruction omwttier. They contend that conservationists,
by paying attention only to what is going on insite parks, are playing a hand in the
destruction of biodiversity outside (Vandermeer Redfecto 1995).

Nevertheless, the drastic policy shifts in foreshservation starting in the 1970s
were accompanied by concerted efforts by the gonenmh and NGOs and other institutions,
a so-called "conservation cartel" (Evans 1999),change the national environmental
perceptions of the population as well, by implenmenenvironmental education initiatives,
research programs, and ecotourism schemes. Ahlhibligis been only a period of 30 years,
there is some evidence that the environmental eounsicess and narratives of Costa Ricans
are beginning to catch up to the policies. Bagseédinterviews conducted in communities
surrounding the La Amistad National Park Schelhasl #feffer (2005) found that
educational efforts have greatly contributed toittema of Costa Rica as an environmentally
conscious nation and to the internalization of $orealues by local residents. They found
that people view the earlier periods of colonizatiand deforestation (in which many
respondents participated) as driven by ignorancaitathe importance of the forests, and as

destructive, whereas now they see an active rolthé&mselves in forest conservation.
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Organic farmers in Costa Rica are certainly amegpart of the population who are
actively involved in reforestation and biodiversgynservation, but following very different
models than those of the national parks. Theividies include reforestation, adapting their
farming practices to lessen the need for additidevadl, increasing and managing diversity
within their farms, and teaching others about quectices.

On farm after farm, one of the things that farmsoald proudly show me was the
small area of forest that they had planted. Soatephanted only a few, some hundreds, and
some even thousands of trees of various speciesngtance, Victoria, as we were walking
through her farm, took me especially to see hesrestation area, pointing out which trees
are endangered species, and commented that evenfeoesters that have visited her farm
do not know all the species.

At first | thought that farmers were engaging iegt efforts due to participation in
the Payments for Environmental Services (PES) progrthat pay farmers for planting trees.
It turned out, however, that the vast majority afnfiers felt these programs were geared
more towards big farms or were more paperwork thag were worth. One farmer with ten
hectares told me he had originally participatedhim program, and had planted 4,000 trees,
but had various problems, for example that friees didn’t count, so the paperwork was
difficult. Another farm | visited had a sign oubht by the road that it is part of the PES
program. The farmer said that he has 6 of his T7ane farm set aside as forest conservation,
but commented that, “It's not worth it. You couldimagine the number of transactions
involved,” and added that they would not continughwthe program. Therefore many
farmers were now continuing to engage in theseresfation and preservation practices on
an entirely voluntary basis.

The farmers working with reforestation efforts tadmeds from native trees in the

forest and start them as seedlings, and then tearighem along one edge of their often very
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small farms, in effect sacrificing productive arka conservation efforts. One farmer,
Arabella, who started in 2000 with a native treesety, told me about her experience and
what it has meant to her:

When you find in a forest, that is obviously largeat there is only one tree of a

species... you begin to notice how ...there arekeys) for instance.. that depend on

the seeds of that certain [tree]... [So] if we 'tdrave those trees in the forest, we
won’'t have the monkeys, [either]...All the animalsd people...who isn’t dependent
on seeds? ...The seed is something that...we mekthat needs us- In the seeds are
our destinies....That is why when we have had [&fnseed exchanges here, we

almost always bring tree seeds as well; we hawave them. We don’t plant only a

row of crops, we plant native trees, to see somgslaigain...

So | started with native trees. Maybe we haveyfoohe tree here- [so] we thought

we need to improve the genes of this tree. Sotargesl looking for seeds of the tree

from other parts [of the country] to cross themthst these trees will be strong in the
future, to improve [them].

This work with tree seeds was what had actualljuerfced Arabella’s decision to
start with organic agriculture, and she and mahgist have taken the work with seeds to the
maintenance of agro-biodiversity, as well. Thisra very active network of seed exchange
among farmers, done with the goal to preserve mpdave the genetic diversity of the plants
through circulating and mixing the seeds (see Gliafttree for detailed description).

Organic farmers also contribute to biodiversity senvation by consciously changing
their farming practices in order to utilize lesadaand thus not contribute to loss of forests
and biodiversity. Many organic farmers told mettatier acquiring their land, either from
relatives, other farmers, or from IDA, they coneelrtit back from pastureland to more
productive land, adding nutrients to the soil talge it to produce crops and vegetables.
They explain that this is a way to reduce the rfeedeforestation and combat the erosion of
precious soll.

One of the most striking things about many of tihgaaic farms | visited in Costa

Rica was the sheer diversity of crops being produnehese incredibly small areas. Many

farms were not much more than a hectare, butpstifluced over 50 different products, and
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several farms in the five to ten hectare range to&l they have from 150- 250 different
products on their farms.

This diversity is the result of conscious efforisfarmers to produce as much as they
can from a small plot of land. Antonio inheritet Isix hectare farm from his father as
pastureland fifteen years ago, but now producesdliéent products. He says that many
small farmers are surprised by the diversity offarsn, but he emphasizes that there are no
“recipes.” He takes lessons from the forest whbere are no weeds, and he mimics the
forest system in his planting, encouraging divgrsither than having clear and tidy plots
and rows of crops. His agriculture is “more thagamic,” he explained, it is more like
“natural farming.” Through this, he said, he hadrfd a spiritual equilibrium as well, for
both his family and his soil.

Many farmers in Costa Rica speak about trying toiminatural systems, and many
are working with microorganisms from forest ecosys$, to make a fermented compost
fertilizer, called “bokaschi” which was introducég the Japanese advisor who was one of
the first to bring ideas about organic agriculttweCosta Rica in the late 1980s. Using these
methods has helped farmers maintain soil fertditg diversify their farms. Others are using
more intensive vegetable cultivation methods todpoe more food from a smaller area.
“Grow biointensive” is a production method tradeksat by John Jeavons of California, that
combines “ancient farming” methods such as raisstsbcomposting, companion planting
and other elements in order to produce vegetabtee mtensively in small areas (Ecology
Action n.d.). The method is spread through sersinand one such seminar was held in
Costa Rica and then replicated for other farmers.

These methods often mean that farmers no longgoreextensive grazing. Rather,
they stable only a few animals for milk, manure aimajas production. They “cut and carry”

the pasture grass and other feed to the animafgy the rest of the land for vegetable, grain,
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and fruit production. One farmer complained tothm his father is still using his land very
inefficiently with extensive grazing, but that los/n dream is to stable only a few animals
for manure and cheese production, in order to husedsources more efficiently.

Those organic farmers who are still grazing angmiake extra precautions to avoid
erosion. At one seminar, a discussion formedratHwabout studies of the benefits that trees
have within pasture areas. Farmers commentedrinttyat they help maintain moisture, the
leaf litter provides nutrients to the soil, and thats provide extra nutrients to the animals.
Thus, rather than eliminating trees from grazingitties as in Latvia, farmers are
considering ways to reintroduce them.

These changes in production practices are cloasbpciated with the landscape
changes discussed in the previous chapter. Besamusaich deforestation and erosion has
been attributed directly to the conversion of ftset® pastureland, many farmers are very
directly trying to reclaim the land and recreate tbrests of the landscapes of the past.

This combination of conservation of forests anddhiersity with sustainable
agricultural production methods is fundamentahi tision that many of the organic farmers
have for the future. Several of the larger orgasnganizations are now working within
projects like the Talamanca Central Volcanic Biatady Corridor that was established in
2000 to protect over 70,000 hectares of land (Rear@havez 2006). This is not a protected
area in the sense of a National Park that autoaitiexcludes people, but more of a “soft
conservation” approach. The approach is to makdhalders’ practices more sustainable
within the area, rather than expropriating thendand excluding them.

The Association of Organic Producers of TurrialB®2QT) farmers’ group is on the
steering committee for the project, and their sl work with the agricultural communities

in the zone to try to teach them more sustainableorganic farming practices, using
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campesino a campesir{armer-to-farmer) education approaches. Martinp vidh working

with APOT explained:
What we never want to say to the people is “expadgi because it sounds like
something terrible. Those who want to sell cah sdlo aren’t interested in the land.
Where we are, we are talking about soil that isgoatd for agriculture... [but] people
are producing sugar cane and coffee ... This sailot for that, so it is causing soil
degradation and has been affecting the environmenhhere are at least 20-25 lakes
that have dried up; there has been lots of dama&®. we are trying to get money
from the Ministry of Environment as Payment for Eammental Services to support
families who want to work with improved pastureggawith trees in the pasture
lands... to get them involved in organic or susthia production processes.
| went one day with two organic farmers from APOTawisited a community of
conventional farmers to teach them seed-saving sl improvement practices. The
conventional farmers, who until now had only everghased seed and fertilizers, were
visibly impressed. After listening for two hourbaat the different compost recipes and
methods, one farmer looked up in amazement and..s&b God gave us everything we
need- the fertilizer, the land, [the seeds]...”sTsihows that not only are the organic farmers
contributing to conservation through their own refsation and seed selection work, but

they are also doing far more to encourage othergatticipate in conservation than the

previous approaches of excluding people from ptetkareas.

Back to the landscape
These examples from both Latvia and Costa Ricavshow organic farmers,

through engaging in a set of agricultural practicase also actively contributing to

biodiversity conservation efforts. At the ecolmgilevel, they are engaging with the same
problems as the scientists and policy-makers, bhutheir own terms. They are integrating
conservation into their farming in ways that aredfecial to them but also combat the main
problems that have been identified, be it aforestabr deforestation. Through these

practices, the farmers are developing social nésvtitat support these conservation efforts,
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not only with other organic farmers, but in Cost@eRbeginning to involve conventional
farmers, as well, and in Latvia, building new parships with animals like the wild horses
and cattle.

All of these examples show that for these orgaarenérs, their land is part of a
cultural landscape that they are helping to creételatvia the natural grazing areas contain
important microelements that only the farmers habserved and know, and that are
intimately related to both to ecological processed their own farming practices. Similarly
in Costa Rica, farmers like Araballea observe attBons among the forest, the animals, and
the seeds, in ways that transform their land frow abstract plot to a particular place and
landscape with which they have very personal egpegs and connections.

Thus, these are not examples only of how orgamodes are attempting to conserve
endangered plants and animals. Rather, the iritegraf these elements in these farmers’
practices are reconfigurations and reimaginingghef cultural and ecological landscapes
described in Chapter One. For example, each tinabdella and other Costa Rican farmers
exchange seeds to improve the genes of trees ps,cand every season that Anita lets the
wild horses graze on the encroaching bushes -e thessall transformations of the landscape
that become embodied as steps in the long-termepses of landscape change.

Falling through the gaps....

Tsing (2005:195) notes that when biologists andiasoscientists talk past one
another, they leave “gaps” of reality that arelligible to neither group. She describes how
shifting cultivators of the Meratus mountains planid harvest crops and “claim” trees in
ways that do not conform to either developers’ onservationists’ understandings of the

world. She describes gaps as “zones of erasurénanthprehensibility. Gaps occur where
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metropolitan projects do not reach so far or deefpachange everything according to their
plans...Gaps are always being produced as dis@troirs are made.”

We see, then, how the organic farmers in Latvia@osta Rica also seem to fall into
a gap of the kind that Tsing identifies. Theirqtiges, as described above, are often not
taken seriously as the actions of efficient anddpobive farmers, and their land does not
meet the criteria of “actively farmed land.” Thase also not, for the most part, involved in
official community-based conservation programs, atitus do not “count” as
conservationists. It is clear that there is stdime discomfort with groups who do not fit
these ideas by the way that laws in both countliesl with these new farmer practices.
While there is a push to make Latvian organic fasmeto more efficient farmers, there are
efforts to institutionalize Costa Rican organiari@rs as conservationists.

In Latvia, the EU Agri—-environmental support pragr for Biologically Valuable
Grasslands described is part of the EU's effortetorm the "trade-distorting subsidies” of
the Common Agricultural Policy, by decoupling sulss from production, encouraging
instead low input agriculture and rural developmerkhis European "post-productivist”
approach to rural development has not been entuetontroversial however, within the
post-Soviet context of Latvia, where production hisady fallen dramatically and farmers
and Ministry officials alike feel that productioreeds to be supported in order to be able to
compete with older EU member states. For instancaticle on the Latvian Fund for Nature
website states that "it is wonderful that in thévian countryside the love for orderliness and
work has not disappeared, but it is a shame th#tareghe hay, milk, or cows are needed by
anyone anymore" (Baje, Kabucis et al. 2006). Indeed economic hardsmigan that many
small farmers no longer produce for market, andBblesupport payments are one of their
only sources of income. The article concludes byingathat even "ordinary” meadows

should be properly cared for and managed, and they too may someday become
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"biologically valuable,"” and thus be an additiosaurce of income. This can be seen as a
sign that in the eyes of policy-makers, simply @wation of nature or biodiversity is not the
appropriate role for a farmer: even if farmers pmatecting nature, then there should at least
be a productive element to it as well.

In 2008 the Agri-environment payments were in fattanged to tie them to
production as an attempt to increase productivithe farmers. This policy response reflects
an interesting counter-reaction to the EU CAP mafobecause it is a re-prioritization of
production as a criterion to receive support paysen a post-productivist Europe (see
Chapter Six).

In Costa Rica, there is a legislative push in ttleodirection, attempting to define
organic farmers more as conservationists. One @fbilj accomplishments of the Organic
Law (described in more detail in Chapter Sevemas it defines organic agriculture as a part
of the public interest, thus making organic farmedigible to participate in the “Payments for
Environmental Services” program that until now baen designated only for reforestation
activities. Now their farming practices themselwesuld make farmers eligible for the

support payments, in effect turning all productetivities into a form of conservation.

Biodiversity as a process
The organic farmers who are engaging in bioditerebnservation practices are

doing so as a way of creating and recreating @lltand ecological landscapes. Through
their practices, organic farmers are actually adgphe idea of biodiversity conservation to

their own situation- and broadening the concepdoh case- to move towards a new model
that includes national agricultural traditions, raodinnovations, and in-depth knowledge of

the ecosystems in which they live and work as caltplaces and landscapes.
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The idea of landscapes has also become a ternstaséd in conservation planning.
Landscape ecology approaches take the heterogesfeibe landscape into account. From
this perspective, it is important for protectedasréo cover a large enough territory to meet
the needs of “landscape species,” mostly the largenmals at the top of the food chain, and
for there to be areas through which animals camategrom one piece of habitat to the next
(Sanderson, Redford et al. 2002). Thus, the tymgocultural development that surrounds
protected areas also becomes very important. \ared and Perfecto (2007) show that
low-intensity agricultural production, such as angashade-grown coffee, make for easier
migration of species through a fragmented habitatlany studies have also shown that
having more integrated and diverse farms that farmosaic pattern, or agricultural matrix,
rather than large monocultures, will be much marmedeicive to forming this landscape that
is better both for the animals and for the humdsséet 1999; Vandermeer and Perfecto
2007).

Given these problems caused by dividing landscapeszones of conservation and
zones of development outlined by scholars such asdermeer and Perfecto (1995), it is
crucial to take the practices of organic farmersossly as ways of redefining both
biodiversity conservation and agricultural prodocti Much of the literature on landscape
ecology, however, still considers humans at bestasholders with something to gain, or at
worst as a type of threat posed to conservationd&aon, Redford et al. 2002), or have
argued for the intensification of agriculture irder to spare land for conservation. Various
authors have also noted that it is crucial to réttthe role of communities in conservation
projects, and the role that anthropology can ptayidening that understanding (Berkes
2004; Remis and Hardin 2007).

The examples described here perhaps show thaalisasnecessary for conservation

practitioners also to imagine landscapes not jsistedierogeneous physical spaces, but also as
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cultural places, where people, animals and ecasygsterm particular places. These places
are in a continual process of change, where hestoleave their traces and futures are
envisioned and embodied in practice. Trying to usidad the role of human communities in
this context may lead to policies that can helplifate, rather than deter, the types of
practices described here. This is particularly ongnt in attempting to develop new

schemes for encouraging conservation in non-parkasar such as Payments for
Environmental Services programs that have not avis@en effective.

Extrapolating further from the anthropologicaktature that views landscapes as a
process (Hirsch 1995; Ingold 2000) it may be ustduthink about biodiversity as a process
as well. Until now, biodiversity has been in parglobal political process that prioritizes
certain types of ecosystems as “hotspots,” su¢heasropical rainforests of Costa Rica, over
less diverse, but perhaps equally ecologically @arturally landscapes such as the meadows
in Latvia. This reinforces and perpetuates theatposand relative “importance” of such
regions in the global imaginary. Rather than faogi®nly on indicators of species richness,
lists of endangered species, or the classificatibthreats to ecosystems, a process-based
understanding of biodiversity, and the culturalgticees that contribute to it at the landscape
level, could be a more dynamic way of approachind anderstanding the complexity of
actions of human populations and their interactiith the environment. Rather than just
presuming humans to be stakeholders with the patetat destroy nature, or enlightened
noble community members with the sole intentiod@oserve the resources, it is important
to value their combined conservation and producpixectices and the larger cultural and

ecological processes within which these practiceembedded.
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SECTION II:
COMMODIFICATION AND NON-COMMODIFICATION

CHAPTER 3
Seeds of kin, kin of seeds:
the production of organic seeds, subjects, and sathetworks

Seeds are a gift of nature, of past generationglaedse cultures....

Seeds are the first link in the food chain, andetmdodiment of

biological and cultural diversity, and the repositof life’s future evolution.
- Manifesto on the Future of Seeds

(International Commission on the Future of Food Agriculture 2006)

As we turned back from the field to head towards House, | reached into my
“research bag” and pulled out a little satchel ajamic herbal tea from Latvia that | had
brought over as gifts for people in Costa Rica \Wwhd taken the time to talk to me and show
me around their farms. | thanked Victoria and le@hder the little bag. As | was explaining
to her about the tea, she looked closely at tlghthyi crushed dried leaves and flowers and
looked up at me expectantly, asking, “Are theredsei@a there?” | laughed, and said that
probably there are some, but that I'm not so sore Well they would grow in tropical soil.
“Well, we'll try it,” she reassured me, smiling. sAve were saying our goodbyes, her teenage
son came out, looked casually at the bag on thke tabd asked: “What seeds has she

brought?” A similar version of this dialogue happdnover and over as | presented my
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interview subjects with the samples of tea, reitgctthe importance of seeds and seed
exchange for Costa Rican organic farmers.

This chapter explores the role that organic seextiymtion and use play in the
different cultural and historical contexts of thatdian and Costa Rican organic agriculture
movements. In Costa Rica, a long tradition of sea@dng and exchange exists, and was
recently recognized as a right in the new Law ogadic Agriculture. In Latvia, seed saving
traditions and legislation have changed along wlthnges in political regimes. A longer
tradition of specialized breeding programs exid&ging back to the late 1800s, as well as a
history of centralized seed production and salewNaccording to EU laws, seeds must be
certified and adhere to intellectual property rggregulations.

Metaphors of kinship and relatedness are usedrikingfly different ways in these
two sets of legislation. In Costa Rica, they engea the genetic mixing and social
exchange networks of seeds, while in Latvia theynyote the genetic purity and protection
of registered varieties. | argue here that thpldeement of kinship from the social networks
to the seed itself is a necessary step for the cafification and control of seeds, and brings
significant environmental and social consequencd$he model of farmer seed-saving,
selection, and exchange used in Costa Rica pronatdarm biodiversity conservation,
strong social networks and farmer knowledge systemsontrast, expert breeding and use
of exclusive varieties has already contributeddsiderable genetic erosion in the European
context, promoting in Latvia expert-farmer hieraeshand devaluing farmers’ experiential

knowledge.

Seed stories
When we arrived at the University of Costa Rica pasin Turrialba at 7 am on a

Saturday morning to help set up for the markewas already bustling. Tents had been set
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up, for the very likely occurrence of rain in thigeanoon, and one was already being moved
to evade the attack of ants in one area of the. yardanother corner, tortillagallo pinto(a
traditional meal of rice mixed together with black red beans and assorted spices), and
coffee were being prepared, and in another musicigere setting up their instruments.
Before long, the first guests started to arriveking for organic produce. A few farmers
were selling fruits and vegetables, baked goodd, aafts. The food and the consumers
were not the main focus of this market, howevecabse it was the Third Annual Festival of
Semiillas Criollagcreole or heirloom seeds) in Turrialba, northeds$an Jose in the coffee-
producing foothills.

From my perch at the information and t-shirt tabatched as farmers moved back
and forth between stands. About 20 small tableshen set up, with farmers from all parts
of the country, some having traveled for two dagsvarious buses in order to arrive. On
their tables were a somewhat messy array of reptg;open fruit, seedlings, cuttings, and
seeds. Some had carefully packaged and labelesk#us, but many had simple plastic bags
with names scrawled on them in a way legible omlyttiemselves, or no labels at all.
Farmers seemed to be following unwritten rulesingkurns to visit the other tables, so that
everyone was not away from their posts at the dame Some brought a pen and paper to
take notes; others just listened to the instrustiand nodded as they filled up their bags of
goods.

| strolled around the tables asking people bothtwhey brought in to exchange, and
what they had received from others. One farmeugisoshowed me the assortment on his
table, describing the properties and uses of edctheo seven varieties of beans, three
varieties (and colors) of corn, and an assortmémiedds and tubers. He mentioned which
are best at preventing erosion, which are goodnigroving the soil, and which are used to

feed various animals. He had selected some opldr@s that were resistant to fire, others
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that proved strongest after acid rain. Some farralss mentioned that the exchange of seeds
works as a security mechanism. If farmers havéaxged seeds with a neighbor and their
own crop fails for some reason, they can recupdhee. And if farmers have seeds, they
don’t need to go to the supermarket to buy foodn&darmers told me they participate in
these seed exchanges to preserve the genetic itfivefsthe seeds, others as a way of
practicing food sovereignty and resisting the thref transgenics, and still others to
recuperate their identity and culture as farmers.

But besides these properties and uses, each seeldaal a personal story. “This one
came from my father, who had had it for over 50rgea This one comes from my
grandfather. And this amaranth | got from an iedigus farmer several years back.” This
scenario repeated itself as | spoke with variouméas. | was impressed by the detailed
memories that farmers have of where each seednot phme from. “This one | got from an
abandoned field, this one | got fromgeango | knew 10 years ago, and this one is from my
husband’s father. These my cousin smuggled fronxidde..” There was a tangible
excitement also as farmers told me what they hadived from other farmers that day.
Andrea’s eyes shined as she showed me what sheohacdted. Her bag was full of no fewer
than 20 different types of plant material, aboutstraf which she could tell me from whom
she got it, and what its optimal growing conditi@msl properties were.

The detailed memory of the origin of each seed shthat seeds are more than a
mere input in Costa Rican organic farming systdviemy of the farmers said that they never
purchase any seeds at all, and use only seedstathéom their parents or received in
exchange from other farmers. A few said they bomes lettuce or carrot seeds, because
vegetable seeds are more difficult to obtain inrttlénate, but that’s all.

Many farmers spoke in particular of the personainaztions the seed exchanges

foster with their families and with other farmerBor instance, Juan has a farm that is more
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like a backyard, less than half a hectare, butbdradght 19 varieties of beans, several types
of chiles and fruit. He summed up by telling rhattit is important to reproduce the seeds
so as not to lose them, because if he lost thessémdwould lose his commitment to his
father and grandfather, as well as to his daughtees felt he must respect this commitment
to his family, as well as to the other farmers withom he exchanges, to plant and reproduce
what he has gained from them. Throughout time, jgeopme and go, but the seeds are the
link that must continue, he concluded.

Juan also told me his father used to exchange saduhis bothers, but now they are
conventional farmers, and are more interested inkgeconomic gains, but seed selection
and reproduction is slow. Another farmer, Carlatso told me that his brothers are
conventional farmers, and that his ties with theamenbeen weakened through his conversion
to organic agriculture. This made the connectimnbke-minded organic farmers, fostered
through the seed exchanges, all the more imporgeeds have thus become a mediator of
these new social networks.

Janet Carsten (1995) has introduced the tetatednesss a way of describing how
Malay people become kin by living and consumingetbgr, rather than through blood ties.
This is part of recent literature in anthropologgtthas been exploring non-biological ways
of understanding social networks after Schneidgd984) critique of the Western
assumptions implicit in biological kinship theofyhe relation between seed knowledge and
kinship networks has also been reported elsewher&enya, a recent study found that seed
knowledge is mostly passed down through kinshp (i@ptot, Franzel et al. 2006).

The stories of Paolo and Carlos suggest that tbialswetworks created through seed
exchanges in Costa Rica are an extension of edliernetworks, where seeds were
traditionally exchanged with family members, toeawork of relatedness with peers. These

new relationships may also begin to mimic familyatens. Andrea summed up her
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experiences with seed exchange thus:

Seed exchange has given me the possibility to pesgile in all parts of the country.
The exchange of seeds with people changes theoredhip to them, makes them
more familiar, and later these relationships arentamed. | see them as part of my
family. | have the possibility that they can cotoany house, stay with us. Now we
have a closer relationship.

The voices of these farmers show that the socislar&s that they are forming through seed
exchanges are emerging into fictive kin groups, etomes replacing ties with family, and at
other times complementing relations to family memsb&he exchange of seeds, then, is used

to affirm and create relationships and social nekgowith both biological and fictive kin.

Saving seeds
Seed-saving and selection are important elementseaf farming practice for many

organic farmers. When | visited farms, they showeslthe bins upon bins of seeds that they
collect. They try them first in a small plot oretfarm, to see if they take at all, and if so,
plant more the next year. One farmer from CostaaRicote passionately about her seed-
saving practices for the Planet Diversity meetimg8onn in 2008:

Farmers used to harvest and save their seedspwit s different. It is easier to go

to the grocery store and buy canned food thanaot@omething. People ask me why
| like saving seeds, and | explain: | prepare th€ make a hole, place the seed in it,
and cover it up. Then | wait patiently for the seéedyerminate, asking my God to

give me a hand. Finally the first little plants egeeform the soil. This is the moment
to give them a little organic fertilizer, and thelymb with the help of a post, and

begin to flower. It is very moving to see the vas@ollinators arrive, such as bees,
carpenter bees, ladybugs, butterflies, hummingpiadsl orchid bees... There is no
greater emotion than to see a pod full of eighteor beans of an intense red color
when you are about to harvest them, or when yoecs¢he best pods for saving
seeds (Mora 2008).

Many farmers also mentioned that an important camemt comes with seed
exchange. One older woman says she always remgntathom she has given seeds, and
asks the recipient if they have planted them.dfy/thave not, she will stop giving them seeds:

“Once, twice, maybe, but after that...” she comrednther voice trailing off with a

dismissive wave of the hand. Often as | walkedugh farmers’ fields, they showed me
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along the edges their small experiments: “This amidr | got from some colleagues from
Talamanca a few years ago. The first year it didiork so well, but look now, it's looking
better...” The farmers’ fields, then, are emboditagquite literally, of the seed exchanges in
which the farmers have participated. These fieldstbus be seen as an agricultural variation
on the notion of personhood in Melanesia, wheresqgres come to be composed of other
persons with whom they have engaged in ceremonighanges (Strathern 1991). The
commitments and communication that continue afterdct of exchange serve to reinforce
the importance of the seed exchanges socially.
Seed symbols

| attended four such seed exchange festivals inad®&a. They were organized by
MAOCO and its member organizations, intended tormie the exchange of seeds and
knowledge about seeds, and in later phases, higlyy d&armers devote larger areas of their
farms specifically to improving seed production hwets and techniques. A larger seed
project, funded by the United Nations DevelopmemgPam, was an attempt to bring
together the experience of several similar projétas had been or were still being carried
out by smaller farmer-NGO networks. What all thpsaiects have in common is that they
are based on an understanding of the farmer astpert on seed production and the
necessity to promote the sharing and exchangeavktiowledge, along with the seeds.

While the seed projects were ways of promotingh&arinformation and knowledge
exchange, seeds were also being used as a powetfutal symbol, intended to spread
information to the broader public about both thepamance of organic and traditional
agriculture, and the threats that farmers percetedpassage of CAFTA would hold for
their way of life (Carazo, Lizano et al. 2007).

Several of the seed exchange festivals were held¢omunction with cultural
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festivals, in one case together with the 30 yeaivansary of Agua Zarcas’ student orchestra,
and in another with the celebration of the patramtsof the town of San Ramoén. In San

Ramén there were two days of activities plannedtlier seed festival, and on Sunday, all

those present participated in a mass, where amaenys had been made with the Priest that
the mass that day would have the theme of seeds.

When we arrived to the Cathedral, it was still hathpty, and everyone walked
around looking at the floats and statues of otbemns’ patron saints. In the next half hour,
however, the Cathedral filled up to the point whaot even standing room was left, and
many people were still crowded around outside thgous entrances. About halfway
through the ceremony, various representatives eftttwn had the opportunity to bring
objects up to the altar to be blessed. As pathefprocession, an older gentleman and a
young woman representing MAOCO, each took one sfdgebasket of seeds and brought it
up to the altar. After the seeds had been bleshedPriest addressed seeds in the sermon
too, connecting them directly to families, emphasgjzthat love and nurture are the most
important elements in maintaining a family, justlasy are in cultivating plants and seeds.

At the end of mass, as people embraced those aetttetn to spread peace, the
representatives of MAOCO began handing the blesssoh seeds around. As the beans
slowly progressed, hand-to-hand, throughout thd&hal, | saw people excitedly reaching
for them and discussing them. One of the organiddcs me later on the way home how
moved she was as she handed the seeds to pedpke Ghurch, because people had really
wanted them, and some had even come up and askewfe. She explained that she could
tell that many of them were farmers by their cadledi and worked hands, and that for them
these seeds were a real treasure.

The popular appeal of this seed ritual in the credvdCathedral suggests that the

importance and symbolic value of seeds, and the&hange, is much more widespread than
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just among a select group of organic farmers. dddmany farmers told me that their
conventional smallholder neighbors don’t buy alttleéir seeds either, but save them. Thus
for conventional farmers also farmer-saved seectksemts a degree of autonomy in farming
that they have maintained despite their increasgtignce on other inputs.

Seeds were used repeatedly as a cultural symbothat events as well. At a
Sustainable Schools project event, children retthadioons with little paper bags of organic
seeds tied to them, so that wherever the ballommd, lorganic plants would grow. A seed-
spreading ritual similar to the one performed ia @hurch was planned by MAOCO later
that year at a large anti-CAFTA protest outside Ragliament building, because passage of
the free-trade agreement would introduce new laganding intellectual property rights for
plant genetic material, thus potentially threatgnthe tradition of seed exchantje.So
worried were farmers in Costa Rica about the futfréheir seeds, and the social networks
with which they are linked, that when | casuallyntiened to an organizer in San Ramon
that they are fortunate to have such seed exchabgesuse they are in effect already illegal
in Latvia, | was immediately taken over to a jouistawith a microphone, and asked to tell
the story on a radio interview for farmers, to destoate the type of threats that they foresaw

the ratification of CAFTA could bring.

Downgrading “seeds”
The story | told during the interview in San Ranvaes of a very different scene that

had unfolded in Latvia only months before. As Iswaking notes at the LBLA General
Assembly, | looked up in amazement. ‘Am | reallyderstanding this correctly?’ | thought

to myself. | checked later with some other paraas, and they confirmed it was true. It

% After the CAFTA Referendum, however, as the stteggainst the so-called Implementation Agenda
continued, several organizations were planningoéegt at the houses of the Members of Parliament wh
were planning on voting for the UPQV intellectuabperty rights agreement. The end of the protest w
planned as a “shower of seeds” to be directedeatittors and windows of the houses. This changes
dramatically the symbol of the seed from one ofnemtions to one that shows new divisions in society
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was now two years after the EU Regulation on MamgaDrganic Seed had taken effect in
Latvia, and an official from one of the organic tderation inspection agencies was
explaining the new rules. As part of the “fietdfork” organic approach, the regulations had
been made stricter, requiring organic farmers ® arganic seeds for all crops where they
were commercially available. For the new EU mengiates, with few or no commercial
organic seed producers, and only a few State Bnge8iations that produce organic seed,
this regulation would cause a headache, to sayed®. According to the regulation, if
organic seed was not readily available, farmerddcoequest a derogation, or temporary
exception, to use conventional seed. In the festr of implementation, there was a blanket
derogation for everyone, and little had changed.

For the second year, the Ministry of Agriculturedidecided that it was not helping
the situation to have a blanket derogation, becthusg at least needed information on who
was planting what, in order to know what types afamic seeds should be produced or
imported. At the General Assembly, farmers’ jawspihed as they listened to the proposed
changes. Starting with the current season, therddabe no more blanket derogation for use
of conventional seeds, and each farmer would haask in advance for a permission to buy
the specific variety and amount of conventionatise@at he or she need®d.

More shockingly however, farmer-saved seed wangdr to be considered “seed”
at all, but was now to re-classified dggstoSie graudior “germinating grain.” Although
farmers would be allowed to continue using thein@aveddigstosie graudiall seeds they
were planning on obtaining from outside their ownni had to be certified seed, meaning
that they have to be registered with and testethbyState Plant Protection Department to

meet varietal purity and minimal quality standards,effect criminalizing farmer seed

3% They were told not to worry, that as long as thvens were filled out correctly (which often is rast simple as it
sounds- see Chapter 6 on land surveying and adraitive problems), they would be granted the deioga.
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exchange or trade.

This meant that organic seeds must henceforth bblel@ertified- first as seed, and
then as organic. This was the result of the semgibus implementation the Organic Seed
regulation together with the EU Seed Marketing lathat require seed certification
(requirements explained in more detail below). M/tine Seed Marketing laws had been in
effect since EU accession in 2004, organic cersifiead not been checking where seed came
from. The requirement for double-certified seedseal a variety of problems for farmers,
who since they regained their farms, had begunngasind trading seed with neighbors.
Initially at least, this was done mostly to saveney Verdery (2003) notes that in Romania
farmers returned to seed-saving practices in tmediof economic hardship immediately
following the collapse of socialism. But duringeth5 years of independence, some organic
farmers in Latvia had invested much energy in dadgpeeds to local and organic growing
conditions. The new problem for most farmers nows wiat ensuring that their seed was
certified organic, because all of their farms wateeady certified as organic. The real
problem was ensuring the “quality” of the seed tigto seed certification. The perverse effect
that emerged from the implementation of these tets sf laws together was that the use of
imported, conventional seed was favored over nativecally-adapted organic se&d.

At the meeting, as farmers began to raise theicesiin protest, asking various
guestions about the way the new system of obtaipemnissions for conventional seeds
would work, the discussion was soon cut short byo#icial: “Really, you, as organic
farmers should be thinking about how to producedlmiain organic seed, not how to get
permissions for conventional seed. | was toldH® seed compariKurzemes &klas’ that

they have imported organic seed that no one isnguyiWhile many organic farmers agree

“0 An official at the Plant Protection Office noted2f07 that unofficial and barter exchanges wertaudy still
happening and could not be effectively controlled.
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that organic seeds are important for the produaticorganic food, | heard many grumblings
afterwards about the new regulation. Some claitheg had calle&Kurzemes &las and all

the Breeding Stations and that there were in fanoerof the seeds they needed. Others were
dismayed that they could no longer buy seeds froeir tcolleagues, whose “germinating
grains” they knew and trusted.

At various points | also heard exasperation froatesbfficials about the fact that so
few farmers had registered as seed growers, dethgitéact that new subsidies were being
offered to encourage this specialization. In ir& fyear, most of the subsidies went unused.
From the perspective of the farmers, however, thegss is not so simple. At a seminar an
older farmer, Natlija, told me that she still recalled how her mathised to produce carrot
seeds in a special plot further away from othdd$ieand she remembered the various stages
in the process. She was considering taking ousdeel growers’ subsidy, because she knew
that most of the younger people in her vegetabtgemtive had never actually participated
in the seed production process. She explainedtiigttheir grandparents would remember,
because seed production had been centraliz&dlbnzesduring Soviet times. She wanted to
share her knowledge with her younger colleagueghé&tnext meeting of the vegetable co-
op, they discussed the possibility. One by one leestarted saying what they knew about the
requirements, however, and many feared that theyldmt be able to meet them. They
would also need large initial investments that tbeyld not afford at the moment, and finally

decided not to apply for the subsidy.
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Figure 3.1:Diagram of steps required for seed fiation in Latvia (please refer to text below for
explanation) Source: http://www.vaad.gov.lv/defadpx?tablD=12&lang=1&id=49.

According to the complicated diagram on the StdatHProtection Agency’s website
(see Figure above), in order to certify seeds, gt@ver must be registered in the seed
growers’ registry, and the seed variety he or shgrowing must be registered in the Latvian
plant variety catalog. Then the grower must obpgmmission from the owner of the variety
to reproduce the seed. The seeds are tested rioinggion rates, moisture percentage and
disease, but also for exhibiting the charactesstitthe variety, and the uniformity of the
sample. All in all, the process includes six stapd twenty different types of administrative
paperwork. This does indeed add a whole new diransi the process of seed production,
and a whole new skill set to that which Bga& recalled that her parents used to do.

In 2007 | met some Latvian colleagues at an inteonal conference, eager to find
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out about what had changed and how the implementati the regulation had proceeded.
They explained that the Ministry had changed tHesronce again. Apparently there had
been problems with too many people asking for datiogs to use conventional seed, so they
had introduced a 7 Euro fee per derogation. Thuslevadd to the burdens on the farmers,
but not necessarily improve availability or useogdanic seeds.

Seed papers

As of the end of 2006, only four farms and sev@laht breeding stations in the
country had registered to produce double-certiBegd. | visited one of these farmers,
Marta, who conceded that she had had several pnsbigetting her seed certified. For
instance, she grows both red clover and timothygtagether in one field, because the
clover helps to fertilize the timothy in the organsystem. This was considered
contamination by the seed inspectors, however,thed told her they could not certify a
field with mixed crops. Marta was certain that egreople had not registered as seed
growers because the regulations were too strict.

As a seed grower, Marta must buy fresh “foundatiseéd stock from the breeding
station every few years to ensure that the gepetity of the material is not contaminated. |
asked Marta what would happen if she didn’t pureh@sw seeds every few years, but simply
let the grasses cross-pollinate, and selectedwerseeds. At first she was puzzled by the
idea, and said, “But then my documents would beodwirder...” Thinking about it more,
she added that the seed quality would be lost. éptained that the variety would lose its
characteristics, but prefaced her answers withnalmiguous “they say...,” and seemed to be
become less and less certain of her answers agpske. Finally she concluded that after all,
“selection is selection” and should be done by lheeding stations, not her, because they

have all the appropriate technology.
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There appears to be a relatively wide range of geactices in use. Some younger
farmers, like Linda, were surprised to hear abeatissaving practices in Costa Rica, because
it is not something that has ever occurred to Hghe studied in an agricultural vocational
school in the last years of the Soviet Union, dr&ytwere never taught anything about seed-
saving. She regained her family’s land in the ed®®0s, but seeds have always been
something she buys. Some older farmers told messdvat secretively, however, that they
save and reproduce tomato seeds, and several fgraiers mentioned that they use only
their own seeds. When | asked one grain farmerdften he purchased fresh seed stock, he
replied, “Well, if you select the best ones, thew gan keep using them. It’s just that most
people don’t.” And many farmers who have been waglorganically for a number of years
do have some old varieties- onions and fava beam$,some they have gotten from other
farmers* One grain farmer told me he has been selectmgwn varieties and has adapted
some dinkel wheat from Germany to local conditioAstepresentative of the State Plant
protection office confirmed that there is no relelata about how many people are
following the rules, and how many are still purdhgsgerminating grains from their
neighbors. If farmers do so, however, they mayeharoblems with the organic certifiers,
and their papers won't be in order. In Latvia,théis papers and permits, rather than seeds,
that are mediating social relations. Furthermahe, relationships get transformed from
relations among farmers, to relations between éx@erd farmers.

Legislating diversity or preserving purity
In both Costa Rica and Latvia, very recent chamgésgislation have had a key role

in the way that certain types of seeds, and presesssociated with the reproduction of those

“1 After independence imported seed became poputhmemy farmers who had been saving seeds from
old vegetable varieties in their private gardemsughout the Soviet years lost their seeds. Inasteten
years several genetic resources projects havessiemttists out to the countryside to search forvaldeties
still in use with little success.
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seeds, are being promoted or prevented. Whilethghasis in Costa Rica is on preserving
diversity, both of plants and growers, in Latviasion the purity of the seed stock. In Costa
Rica, the use, exchange and protectiorserhillas criollasis included as a measure in the
new Costa Rican Law on Organic Agriculture, apptbby the Legislative Assembly on
September 7, 2006 (see Chapter Seven for more on the process). laihe&arries strong
language about the significance and protectioncoddle” seeds. The law definsemillas
criollas as:
seeds that correspond to varieties cultivated anetldped by agricultural persons
and local communities. Independent of their originthey are adapted to local
agricultural practices and ecosystems [emphasisdjdtia Asamblea Legislativa de
la Republica de Costa Rica 2007).
This definition indicates that it is not the genataterial that is of primary importance, but
rather the people, practices, and environment inchvithey are cultivated. This is
noteworthy given the terrariollo, which originated to describe people of Spanistcdet
born in the Americas:
Let us clarify that the essential and determiniagdition of having been born in the
New World is not a mere phrase or an accident. |ahe, vegetation and climate that
the colonials found on the recently discovered ioent were so different from those
which they left on the other side of the sea, thahe process of adapting to these
new physical conditions, they improvise culturalusons, as well, that are distinct
from those in their communities of origin (Arrom39172).
This shows that even in this original usage the ioleadaptation was an incredibly important
aspect of what definectiollo.
This is not to say that isemillas criollasthe genetic material is not of any
importance at all. The law goes on to declareithatthe role of the State and its institutions

to:

promote, stimulate and protect the right of agtioal persons and organizations to
access, use, exchange, multiply and sareillas criollas with the aim of preserving

2 Due to a procedural error, the law had to be mramed by the Legislative Assembly in June 2007 gassed
unanimously again.
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thecreole genetic heritagior the benefit of current and future agricultypabducers
[emphasis added].

The combination of these two clauses reveals ttadrding to this law, the genetic heritage
that is worth preserving is not limited to certawientifically determined types, varieties, or
qualities of seeds, but rather to all the seedspaoplagating material that local farmers have
selected, preserved, and exchanged throughout ajemey.  Furthermore, the local
adaptation and mixing themselves are crucial. dfoee it establishes the social relations
surrounding production, reproduction, and exchasfgeeeds as the most important elements
of the system, and relates them directly to theeahigenetic heritage of the seeds.

This emphasis on the exchange of seeds has doenections with and implications
for biodiversity, because it promotes the use t#rge number and wide variety of species,
and the continuous cross-pollination of landraced astablishment of locally adapted
varieties. These landraces and local varieties,tduheir mixed genetic structure, are more
likely to be resistant to pests, diseases, or advgrowing conditions than are introduced
“improved” seeds (Cleveland, Soleri et al. 1994ydr 1999; vom Brocke, Christinck et al.
2003).

The emphasis on seeds as diverse and embeddedaincultural practices in the
Costa Rican context contrasts sharply with the exsighon purity in the European legislation
in place in Latvia. As noted above, the scenavi@iched unfold in Latvia was a result of the
simultaneous implementation of various EU regulaio The first one is the EU Regulation
on Mandatory Organic Seed (1452/2003), describedeb In addition, seed certification is
mandated by a set of European Council DirectivetherMarketing of Cereal, Beet, Fodder,
Seed Potatoes, and Seed of Oil and Fiber Plaet$iysh of which were passed in the 1960s.

To take one example, the Preamble to the Directivéhe Marketing of Cereal Seed

(66/402/EEC) establishes the rationale for the law:
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Whereas satisfactory results in cereal cultivatlepend to a large extent on the use

of appropriate seed; whereas to this end certaimipée States have for some time

restricted the marketing of cereal seed to highiyuseed; whereas they have been

able to take advantage of the systematic planttetework carried out over several

decades which has resulted in the developmentfiidisntly stable and uniform

cereal varieties which, by reason of their characfgromise to be of great value...

(1966).
The law does not define explicitly the terms “higlality seed”, or “character”, but
establishes minimal standards for varietal puritg &entity, and detailed criteria for seed
certification, such as specific distances that nhestmaintained between certain types of
crops to avoid “foreign” pollination. It also setsut maximum allowable levels of
“contamination” from seeds of other species orgestd minimal moisture content. The law
goes on to define the descent lines and generatibeeeds that are acceptable at various
stages of seed certification to maintain the genmirity of seeds.

The emphasis on purity has the opposite effectiogi\ersity thansemillas criollas
by restricting the number of varieties of seeds tam be marketed. Genetic erosion, or the
loss of old varieties, has been attributed diretdlythe exclusion of countless varieties of
plants from the European Common Catalogue (Magg604). It was not until 1998 that the
EU began working on a Conservation Variety dirextior the production of seeds in small
guantities for conservation purposes rather thamfarketing as agricultural commodities.
Even the Conservation Varieties directive, howetdegs not really go far enough in the eyes
of its critics, because it limits the use of thesgieties to certain geographic areas of their
origin and to very restricted amounts (GRAIN 2008)Yhus the potential for genetic
exchange to the extent seen in Costa Rica, ahgrstdticed throughout many countries with
traditional agricultural systems, is still limited.

Moreover, this emphasis on the genetic purity & skeed for seed certification, in

combination with the environmental purity required organic certification, puts a double

emphasis on purity, but in a way that can be cdidtary. The regulation for organic
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agriculture prohibits the use of chemical inputst &lso is aimed at maintaining ecosystem
health and biodiversity by using a holistic apptgaor which the promotion of landraces
and genetic mixing are also very important. Irgéngly, however, while derogations can be
obtained for the use of conventional seed whegaroc seed is not available, the same in
not true for obtaining derogations for use of ohlfigties or landraces that are not in the
Common Catalogu®& Thus, the organic integrity of the seed is sulmatgd to genetic
purity. The issue of seed certification was alsg antil recently, a key lobbying point by
the organic movement in Europe, because it is rbuchder than just an organic isstfe.

In addition to the requirements of EU regulatiohafvia’s new situation is also
influenced by its membership in UPOV, the Union fbe Protection of New Varieties of
Plants. This is an international convention potitgy breeders’ intellectual property rights
and regulating the registration of new varietiedhis Convention became incredibly
controversial in Costa Rica in 2008, but in Latp@ssed very quickly after independence
with hardly any debate from social movements (skapr Seven for more on the UPOV

controversy in Costa Rica).

Displaced kinship, cut networks

For rural persons, the cultivation, care and exgbaof semillas criollasis a
fundamental right.Semillas criollasare the future of our Latin American countries,
or Latin America will be left without a future. &k are part of our ancestral culture,
part of our history, and a piece of our lives.

-Manifesto on th&emilla Criolla (MAOCO 2007)

To provide and promote an effective system for {plamiety protection, with the aim

of encouraging the development of new varietieslants, for the benefit of society.
— Mission of the International Union fdhe
Protection of New Varieties of Plants (UPOV)

The fundamental difference then, as captured intwte quotes above, is between

31 did hear unofficial reports that inspectors ém® old Member States were making exceptions,Hisit t
is unconfirmed.

4 Some members of the IFOAM EU group are activehenQonservation Varieties directive, but the idea
of criticizing the entire system of seed certifioatwas controversial within the group.
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placing value on the diversity of seeds and théetyaof people who cultivate them, as an
embodiment of local cultures and histories, to weyarticular varietiesof plants, with the
genetic characteristics that they exhibit, andlireeders who have “created” them, for the
benefit of an anonymous and generic “society”. @a [evel, the difference between the two
legislations has elements of a “nature-nurture” atieb the European legislation putting
emphasis on the genetic characteristics of the aeddhe Costa Ricans on the adaptation of
the seeds to local conditions and their nurturewgvators.

Both of these legislative frameworks for seed pobidm rely on metaphors of
kinship or relatedness, but emphasize differemhetds of it. In Costa Rica it is the network
of kin (real and fictive) who trade the seed tha inportant, whereas in Latvia in the EU
legislation, it is the genealogy and heritage & deed itself that matters. Rather than
interpreting this as simply a difference in conteatween two field sites. | suggest that this is
a necessary transposition, to displace the idelnship from the social networks within
which the cultural significance of the seed is pwetl, to the seed itself. This is a necessary
step in order for the seed to be commodified androbled, and has important implications
for the social networks associated with seedss iBhsimilar to Marx’s concept of alienation
as a step in commodification, whereby a persorepamated from the fruits of his or her
labor. Only here, exchange is what in fact prodube seed in its current form, rather than
labor per se. The communities who are doing tleha@axging are thus being separated from
the fruits of their labor if their seeds are renth¥#®m exchange circles.

Franklin and Lury (2000) discuss the rise of h@noseed companies in the US,
which market landraces and old variety seeds aasyaofvpreserving both natural and cultural
biodiversity. They emphasize the kinship metaghat is used in marketing these seeds as
“heirloom:”

In such claims molecular genetic kinship is evoied fabric of interconnectedness,
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manifesting the biological imperative of diversignd thus the basis of life itself.

Genealogy is the master trope in this web of commes uniting ancient farmer-

cultivators with their modern-day descendents, weine similarly engaged in the

preservation of lineages of seed-value (81).

What is striking in comparing this analysis to tBesta Rican example above is that by
taking heirloom seeds out of the context in whibleyt have been selected, saved, and
exchanged for generations and turning them intoransodity in a global niche market, the
meaning of kinship in these seeds has been digplacd changed. For the Costa Rican
farmers, seed exchanges embody their kinship deddghip ties. Rather than being an
anonymous and imagined link between “ancient farcudivators and modern-day
descendents”, the exchange of seeds is a vernedabrk of past, present, and future ties.
Farmers inherit seeds from their parents and gianeds, yet also exchange them with
friends. They perhaps even expect the gift of seeslshown in the farmers’ reactions to my
gifts of tea, and in gifts of seeds | received @esprotests that | did not have any place to
plant them.

The new social ties are also maintained after tbenemt of the exchange, through
following up how the seeds have grown in the neWwauad returning new cross-pollinated
seeds to those who had supplied the original. h&t geed festival in Turrialba, Andrea
introduced me to her friend Anna and said, “Wet firet at a seed festival, and now every
time we go to the festivals, we hope to see ealbraigain.” And of course, the seeds are
also being preserved for future generations. Beitgienetic lineage of these seeds is directly
linked to, and dependent upon the social kin ndtazahrough which they are exchanged.
This means that the seeds themselves are actuatlg op of the all of the previous kin and
exchanges, in another variant of Melanesian pexsmhhAnd if the exchange stops, then so

will the preservation and potential of diversitgdause the genetic mixing will be arrested.

In the example of the heirloom seed company in N&xico, this sort of connection
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with people has been made impossible in a scendugoe a seed from some distant culture is
chosen from a catalogue, purchased by a gardenarNorth American suburb and most
likely not saved or exchanged again. Thus, thehtkprmetaphor gets placed onto the seed
itself- it becomes the seeds’ genetic history @gathan people’s social history) that makes it
“heirloom.” And while the seeds may in faefproducethe genetic history of a culture up to
a certain point in time, they do so in the absewicthe social structures of exchange that
have made those seeds into a cultural value tonb&gh. Unless they continue to be
exchanged and planted afterwards, they will slolelse that “heritage.” At a seeds and
biodiversity conference in Germany an African farrs®od up to express his disbelief at the
very idea of gene banks as a form of conservatbmtause this “freezes” the seed’s
development, thus missing the point all togethehim eyes. This poses a fundamental
challenge to the claim, and many people’s beliet tsimply purchasing and planting
heirloom seeds will somehow preserve cultural, el & natural, biodiversity.

The changes associated with this displacemeninshlp from the growers’ social
network to the seed itself are an example of whedtlgern (1996) has called “cutting the
network.” She describes how imposing property sght patents truncate social networks by
restricting the number of participants and cumdgilirelations between persons. This
displacement of kinship and cutting of the netwisrlevident in the European seed system,
where it is the genetic purity of the seed thatased and monitored. The seed reproduction
process necessary for seed certification relievatous genealogical idioms. Seeds are
reproduced in various “generations” and “lines.heTiirst generation is the “foundation” or
“basic” seed, or in kinship terms, the ancestoedted” by the breeder. The careful attention
to, and documenting of, the lineage of each seethéybreeder detracts attention from the
fact that the exchange of seeds among kin anddsiéas been replaced with monetary and

paperwork transactions, transforming the naturepmsgibility of social networks.
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This emphasis on different elements of the kinshgiaphor - on the social network
or on the seed itself- has a parallel to the dititn that Roberts (2007) draws between the
way in which US discourse surrounding embryos fewitro fertilization emphasizes the
“life” of the embryo, while in Ecuador, what is imgant is the embryo’s kin. This leads to
reservations about freezing and preserving “extnargos” in Ecuador, because they would
in effect be abandoned by their parents. In coptraghe US each embryo is considered a
“life” that has been donated by an anonymous doand that could be adopted by any,
anonymous, kin. This facilitates both the preseovaand the “free trade” of the embryos.
Similarly, the reversal of exchanging seeds with ko tracing the kin of seeds, enables seeds
to become anonymous commodities.

Bad seeds

This displacement of the kinship idiom has impartaffiects on how seed quality is
defined and how seeds interact with other elemeinégricultural systems. First, it isolates
distinct characteristics of the seed or plant,iasnduished by its variety, from other factors
in the agricultural system. This renders them elets that can be improved upon, rather
than seeing food production as a holistic syst@unn (2004), in describing the privatization
of a Polish baby-food company by Gerber, descrtheseffects of the turn towards “total
quality management” that has swept through indestwith the implementation of various
standards like the ISO (International Organization Standardization) and others. This
breaks the production process down into many repégtmeasurable steps. The qualities of
the inputs or products, like carrots, also get mesasindividually in order to determine if the
carrots are useable. Similarly, then, the isolabbrthe seed and its genetic characteristics
that must be met to be designated a uniform aruestariety, divorces the seed from the

rest of the agricultural production process, amdiees the seed replaceable. This is a version
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of atomization in the steps towards commodification

The normative language of the EU regulations eistads a clear difference between
appropriate, or good seeds, and bad ones. In Ldtwdten heard representatives of the
Association and various lecturers at extension sEsimention the bad quality of seeds in
Latvia, referring usually to germination rate anelg. This was considered one of the main
reasons why seed certification was important. @tvweas a general concern that yields are
lower than in Western Europe, and that promotirggube of certified seed will help resolve
this issue. When | shared some stories with #téulom LBLA about colleagues from other
groups within Europe who were working on tryingfight double certification, she said:
“Yes, but we have the problem with quality...” Thennection between seed quality and
varietal purity is also taken for granted by maaynfers in Latvia, as shown by Marta’s
response about her seed papers and quality.

Indeed, the concern with quality of Latvian seedwidespread. When | followed up
with some Western Europeans about their experiantethese regulations, | got a reply
from a colleague who noted that some farmers shbeldurged to specialize in seed
production, because at any rate, “to ensure higtitguit is best to have seeds certified. In
fact at a European conference on organic farmir@yiss researcher who had been to Latvia
approached me after | had asked a question abauhbw Member States like Latvia should
deal with implementing these new regulations. Hiel 0o me, “But you really do need to
improve the quality of seeds in Latvia.” | explainéhat from what | had seen, organic
agriculture in Latvia did not have one simple pesblthat could be solved by buying better
seeds. On many Latvian organic farms, there amynssues interacting at once that make
the issue of “seed quality” a moot point. Take, ifstance, the case of Anita, who had no
stable market to sell her organic potatoes dueowo donsumer purchasing power in the

countryside and high transportation costs to trartgpem to the capital. There were also no
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certified processing facilities where she could $&m, so most of the potatoes were used in
the home, given away to friends and relatives,faddo the pigs. The pigs, of course, could
also not be sold as organic, because there arertibier! slaughterhouses, so they were also
mostly used at the subsistence level. So whatdvsié gain by purchasing “higher quality”
seed potatoes, besides more expensive pork for luse® The purchase of higher quality
seeds would not help resolve the broader rangea-sconomic issues that attribute to the
problems that Latvian organic farmers are expengn¢see Chapter Four for more on the
economic problems). And if problems do lie at lénel of seed quality, is seed certification
the only way of solving them, or could carefully miored farmer seed-selection accomplish
the same goals?

In contrast, in Costa Rica no one ever mentionedl dpaality seeds. Whenever
farmers spoke of traded or saved seeds that hadroain successfully on their land, they
explained it either as a case of the seed notdatkdrthe soil, climate, or even the farmer
him/herself, but never talked about “bad qualitgdse” This is not to say that they did not
recognize that there might be some seeds that wailderminate because they had not been
stored properly, etc., but “quality” was not usedaam umbrella category for problems at the
farm level. When asked to define good quality sedusy looked just as puzzled as Marta
had looked at my suggestion that she could selercbtvn seeds. “Well, it starts with the
whole growing process....you look at the healthigants, the vines with the most pods, the
pods with the most beans, the intensity of thercolo

This attention to the entire growing process, najbst measuring certain isolated
gualities of an isolated seed point to the fact tha&Costa Rica seeds are embedded not only
in a social network of people who exchange them,it@an ecological web as well. Since
seeds are not considered good or bad, then iteigtbwing conditions, or the techniques

used, or most likely, a combination of factors tdatermine a seed’s success. Thus, a
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grower may try unsuccessful seeds in a differeatel or give them to others who have
different growing conditions. This approach enem@&s more experimentation as well.
Indeed, nearly every farmer with whom | spoke abowgjanic farming mentioned
experimentation as one of the most important elésneh their farming practice. And
another element in the new Costa Rican law on acgagriculture is support for “farmer-
experimenters” who use innovative approaches anfidmens.

Assuming that improving quality is the main intemtior effect of seed certification is
perhaps misleading. The history of seed certificatin the US is instructive for
understanding the role that it might play in Latdiaring its continued post-socialist, post-
EU accession transition. Collection of plant genataterial began in the US in 1839 with
the Global plant germplasm collection at the USRaOffice, and the first seed certification
programs in both the US and Western Europe begtreiearly 1900s (Kloppenburg 1988).
Seed certification was useful to US farmers att-fite help fight against deceitful seed
companies. This effect was quite unlike the daskjleffect that came with the introduction
of hybrid corn 30 years later (Cooke 2002). Aftiee introduction of hybrid corn in 1935,
however, there was much greater incentive for peiveeed companies to invest in plant
breeding. This is because they had gained comivel the seed as a commodity by
separating the functions of production and reprtdac by making hybrids where the first
generation of plants is extremely healthy, butdeeond one practically unviable. This kept
farmers coming back to the seed store. In the ®sudlicg decades private seed companies
tried to eliminate competition from public instimts and land grant Universities in
breeding. In the 1960s when negotiating the UStRlanety Protection Act, seed companies
fought hard against mandatory seed regulation ag@adéhst including “quality” as a criterion
for seed certification. This allows US seed conaio register and market almost identical

seeds, thus making certification more of a markettool than insurance of quality
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(Kloppenburg 1988). In fact Kloppenburg sees the spheres of science and marketing as
so closely linked in this case that he conclud@snbvel and useful way of thinking about
agricultural research is to view it as the incogtimn of science into the historical process of
primitive accumulation and commaodification”(10).

Seed certification in the EU is also closely coriedcto the marketing and
commercialization of seed. The series of EU dives which mandate seed certification for
commercial agricultural crops are the Seed Marketrectives, and while they do still
include quality measures, these are not their rabjactive. On the contrary, the point is to
restrict marketing to only the highest-yielding ieéies. This is partially because the laws
were introduced in the post-War Europe when pradiigtwas a prime concern. Now,
however, large seeds companies own the majoritiyeofjlobal seedstock, and do not want to
let go of that power. In 2000, the top ten glotedd companies controlled 31% of the global
seed market, and owned hundreds of small seed coespaThe largest companies are in
fact the largest agro-chemical producers as welthsas Pioneer, Monsanto, Novartis,
Syngenta, Dupont, and others (RAFI 2000). In lathowever, the distinction between
quality and control over commodities has been palarly obscured because implementation
of the Seed Marketing laws came together with dgulation on Mandatory Organic Seed,
and many farmers did not realize that it was abtualo separate laws.

Making seeds legible

The EU’s Seed Marketing laws are also a good examiphow the EU laws attempt
to make “legible” the various complicated practioésts Member States and their farmers.
The first laws passed in the 1960s, when the EU alas interested in what could be
considered the “high modernist” goals (Scott 1988)romoting high-yielding varieties and

increasing agricultural productivity. The laws ateuctured by commodity groups, which
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correspond directly to the ideas of monocroppirg} there part of the post- World War Il
Green Revolution agricultural model. The EU hasleneonsiderable progress in reforming
its agricultural system in the past ten years sondintle many of the productivst tenets of the
Common Agricultural Policy and introduce alternatpractices such as Agri-environmental
schemes and Rural Development programs to decpagi®ents from production and place
a greater emphasis on the environment. Given ithis,surprising that exactly these trade
laws have not come under tighter scrutiny and séfry such weight. Thus, much like the
forestry and agricultural schemes that Scott (19983cribes, the seed marketing laws
simplify and standardize breeding procedures aqdimements, with the aim of producing a
common variety catalogue for the European Communityis is an “administrative ordering
of nature and society” (4) that will make the magiants and seeds easier to “count,
manipulate, measure and assess” (15).

This rendering legible of plant breeding practiG@so has social implications,
because along with the isolation of particular eb#gristics of plants and varieties, it isolates
the producers and deskills them. Several authave Bhown how the increasing emphasis
on “quality” in food production, as described abovas also put new demands on the
laborers. In the Gerber plant in post-socialistaRd, Dunn (2004) points out that through
the process of testing the quality of the carrois the baby food, the workers themselves get
“privatized” along with the food products, or reédcto an aggregate of qualities that can be
measured separately and improved upon, or ultimateplaced. In Alaskan salmon
fisheries, the demands of having wild—caught fiseemthe same quality standards as
farmed fish puts new pressure on fishers to haadtk clean the fish, and even the boats,
differently than they had traditionalli{i€bert2008).

While a similar phenomenon can be observed inrtidementation of organic food

certification in Latvia, the issue of seed quaigydifferent, because it in effect takes testing
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for seed quality out of the realm of the farmer ptetely. Quality, based on objective
measurable values such as germination rate andemoe of pests, is through the UPOV
Convention on variety protection also associatedhwhe exhibition of the *“true”
characteristics of the variety, and its stabilitydauniqueness. This means that ordinary
farmers can never test all elements of their oved spiality; it must be done at a laboratory
by professionals and officials. Furthermore, it@mages specialization in seed production,
thus breaking the insurance of self-sufficiencyflmmers who produce their own seeds and
food. Only breeders can now produce legible, mistiand uniform seeds that meet official
standards. This creates hierarchical relationsbgieen farmers, scientists, and officials,
mediated through the exchange of bureaucratic dentsnrather than vertical connections
among farmers, mediated through the exchange dksee

Hébert (2008) discusses how for salmon, ensuringlfty” comes down to a process
of erasing the marks of labor, so that it appelaas the fish have “sprung effortlessly from
the water to the plate.” For seeds then, it ispileess of erasing nature- there should be no
cross-pollination or adaptation — the seed, adkpred in the field, should be as identical as
possible to that which the breeder “created” antlfel in a laboratory. Thus, both “nature”
and the grower are controlled by the state, inwwetjon with the “invisible hand” of the
market. In the modern quality control systems, pla@er trail also becomes Foucault’'s
“paper panopticum” which controls the worker (Du2®04). This is certainly true of seed
certification, where both the seed producer andvtréety have to be registered, and each
step must be controlled and tested along the watyalso applies to organic certification in

general (see Chapter Six).

Knowing seeds
The production of legible seeds mandates legilibgests, as well as a particular type
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of knowledge. If at the Costa Rican seed exchatige$armer is the expert, the one doing
the cultivating, selecting, and protecting, in Liafwthe farmer, and his or her knowledge, get
“downgraded” together with farmer-saved séedConsider the contrast between the
atmosphere of friendly exchange of seeds and irdbom among farmers described in the
seed festival above, to a Latvian organic agricaltaourse on seed production which |
attended.

At first the room went silent, as the organic farmetarted working on their
assignment, then slowly hands went up to ask te&uctor questions, and people began
consulting with one another, whispering or speakiog loud. “What does ‘a’ stand for
again?” one farmer asked, with a frustrated expyass Suddenly the organic agriculture
courses, free on a first-come first-served basighe first time in 2005 due to funding from
the EU, had turned into a high school math clasgaaners tried to apply the new formula
they had just been taught for testing the gernonatate of their seeds. The instructor asked
them how many had done this before for their semus most sheepishly looked down, while
a few protested that they simply judge by inspectimeir fields which seeds will be worth
harvesting and did not test them.

| saw these frustrated expressions on farmergsfat a variety of extension courses
and EU-funded seminars. In one seminar on anie®al,fthe instructor was teaching farmers
to calculate the exact amount of grasses and peotiieir cows need, depending on the
animal’'s weight, sex, and whether the animal igpaat, lactating, etc. At one point the

instructor asked the audience: “Do you know what timit is called for calculating feed

* There is a conscious effort by many of the NG@s support and cooperate with MAOCO to develop
the expertise and confidence of the farmer. Thstimoportant is th€ampesino a campesii{barmer to
farmer) program run by Coprolade, where a few membgteach local group become agroecological
promoters, or consultants that visit their colleagjdarmers and give advice as consultants. Thoidah
widespread throughout Cuba, Nicaragua and othartdes in Latin America is both a way to make up fo
the lack of adequate extension services and toltagk the idea of extension as something thatng dhy
experts otécnicos
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rations?” One participant offered a respondmribas viema” (feed unit). The instructor
seemed almost a little pleased to say, “No, thidwes Soviet unit that we used to use. It's
been out of date for almost 20 years. Now we édeF and ‘NDF,” which are used all
across Europe.” As he explained the English aecranyor “Acid Detergent Fiber” and
“Neutral Detergent Fiber,” and how their calculasodiffer from the Soviet “feed units,”
some participants took notes. The farmer sittisgtio me, Sandra, who is also a trained
veterinarian, leaned over and whispered to me, ‘iBybu just put out enough hay and
silage, the animal eats what it needs.” But agwéhrough the grueling calculations of just
how much of each food source is needed in the gixample, she seems to second-guess
herself: “Well, maybe it is wasteful, to have toaich there that they just trample with their
feet. The little bit of extra adds up over time.”

The new names, units, and formulas brought intoLiiitvian countryside along with
EU accession have replaced the Soviet terms, whitlrn replaced the Latvian terms from
the first independence period, and represent sessmmn of political shifts of domination and
control as embodied in farming practices and pedici One farmer recalled how red clover
for cattle feed had been identified as a “bourgboidover” by the Soviets when Khrushchev
tried to introduce corn production. Her theory waat the Latvian workers on th@lhoz
had secretly sabotaged the corn harvest througifeotitzation, so that they could plant
barley or more traditional crops afterwards. Wtite one level there is a clear qualitative
difference between Soviet occupation involving @atccollectivization, and peaceful,
voluntary EU accession that has brought a variétyeoefits, in practical everyday terms, it
makes little difference to the farmendo is telling them how to farm. EU skepticism has
been growing steadily since accession, and it watsumcommon at seminars to hear
exasperated farmers conclude that they had begiysintown “from one Union to another,”

and that Moscow had actually been easier to uratedghan Brussels.
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Seeds of the past vs. seeds of change
Why is the issue of seeds being dealt with so idiffdy in these two contexts, even

by the farmers’ organizations, and what does it usl about how these two movements
understand the role of organic agriculture in ruddvelopment in the context of
regionalization and globalization? The historyseked legislation in each country helps to
explain the different reactions by the two moversdotthese issues. This shows how the
notion of certified seeds fits into the history andtural imagination of each movement.
These different attitudes towards seed re-producteflect different histories of seed
production, use, and testing in the two countiges] also shed light on the different ways in
which each country’s organic movement sees its molan increasingly regionalized and
globalized world.

The Latvian State Plant Protection Service welgiteidly proclaims the long history
of Latvian seed testing and control. The firstitgs office, mostly for research purposes,
was opened in 1875 (still under the Russian czarg),the first commercial testing began in
1923, during Latvia’s first, and brief, independengeriod. The site states that it was
discovered that more than half of all seeds weoanfaetely useless for planting.” This led
to implementation of voluntary seed-certificationidglines based on the Danish model in
1924. Due to low participation in this scheme, boer, it was made mandatory in 1929, and
the office soon also began controlling exported andorted clover and linseeds (Valsts
augu aizsardbas dienests 2005). Finally, the department unelerwarious name changes
but continued functioning through the Soviet peridde history of seed control and testing
is presented as continuous and almost seamlessl8@to the present.

On several occasions representatives of LBLA dnstentific institutions told me,
“The biggest problem is that they made seed conamod testing voluntary after

independence. That's where all these problems doong” referring to problems with seed
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quality. The brief removal of control between indedence and EU accession, then, had
been the break with the system according to th&smats, not the current renewal of seed
certification. As discussed in Chapter One, in Lathe first independence period is also the
reference point for many farmers as a prosperons, tromanticized by many who felt that
the Soviet period was a break with the Europeaotyishat began then (Eglitis 2002). This
means that going back to the traditions of the peeselence period in the post-socialist era is
seen as a “return to Europe” by integrating inte turrent form of the European Union.
Thus the fact that seed certification and breediagted as early in Latvia as it did in other
parts of Europe also symbolically affirms Latvia agpart of Europe. Drawing on these
“seeds of the past” is in its own way a reenactn@nthe kinship metaphor, by tracing
Latvian national ancestry in the family of Eurdfe.

This situation is different in Costa Rica. Althoughan international conference | did
see a Nicaraguan farmer wearing a baseball captingtlogo “I use certified seed for a better
crop,” which he said he had received from the Nigaan extension service, it is significant
that during my whole initial period of fieldwork i€osta Rica, no one mentioned the
National Seeds Office or seed certification, antl oxdy until | began looking it up, did |
realize that similar seed certification procedutsalready exist in Costa Rica, even though
they were not yet legally required and were notluseany of the organic farmers.

The history of the National Seeds Office in CdRtea is very different than that of
the Latvian history of seed certification. The i@éfwas created only in 1981, as an outcome

of the 1978 Seed law. This coincides with manytha neoliberal reforms that farmers

“5 As | will discuss elsewhere in the dissertatiomwaver, the romanticized notion of “returning tor&pe”
is complicated by the fact that Europe itself Hasmyed so much, especially in terms of agricultural
policies. Thus, while seed certification in th@8 and 1930s might really have been more aboutiegs
quality, as Cooke claims it was in the US, it hizady taken on new functions for marketing and
commodification that may be less compatible with tieeds of Latvia’s current farmers. Cooke, K. 2002
Expertise, book farming, and government agricultlitee origins of agricultural seed certificationtire
United StatesAgricultural History 76:524-545.
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protested so vehemently in the 1980s, becausestheythem as a breach of the traditions of
the social welfare state (Edelman 1999). CAFTAesrsby many as the next and final stage
in that “take-over” of the agricultural sector bySUnterests, because it would force seed
certification and variety testing on them througha UPOV convention ( see Chapter Seven).
Thus, rather than symbolizing the “seeds of the,p@AFTA, UPOV and seed certification

are the “seeds of change” and the “cutting ofrteevork” that the Costa Ricans are trying to

prevent, just as they are trying to minimize trentdscape of change.”
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CHAPTER 4
Between “conventionalizations:”
organic markets on the margins

In April 2006, | accompanied a group of Latvian amg farmers on a tour to visit
organic farms in Austria, Hungary, and Slovenian t@e first day in Austria, before leaving
the city, the bus stopped in an organic supermarket some of the participants on the tour,
this was their first time in such a large exclugn@ganic store in Western Europe. Farmers
began walking through the dizzying array of frutggetables, countless cheeses, meats,
breads, grains, wines, processed foods, cosmetdupts and textiles. People were mostly
browsing as tourists, but occasionally also pickmg items to bring home as souvenirs.
After a while, one farmer turned and asked incredsiy “Do you really think all of this is
organic?” Farmers’ discussions after the stopumhetl a series of similarly skeptical
guestions about how it is possible to do all thatcpssing according to regulations, how
people afford the food, and surprise that so midhefood was imported from all over the
world. These farmers’ surprise and disbelief fiehe very different situation in organic
stores and markets in both Latvia and Costa Rara the one that many consumers take for
granted in North America and Western Europe, am@roindustrialized countries. While
organic sectors in the *“North” and “West” are comesl primarily about the
“conventionalization” of organic markets, or th&iecoming more similar to and slowly
bought out by conventional agri-business industtiesse in the “South” and “East” are still

having trouble getting off the ground. This isn{part chapter in which | analyze, in part
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one, what and how is being sold in a range organaitkets, stores, and regular supermarkets

in Latvia and Costa Rica, and in part two, what ahy is not being sold.

Part I: To market, to market
Agnew (1986) has argued that markets in Englan@ wansformed from a place to a

set of processes from the sixteenth to the -eigtheeenturies, and compared the
development of markets to that of the theater. @ogymarkets and marketing in Latvia and
Costa Rica are a complex intermingling of localtioraal and global level processes that
influence the determination of the physical maedces and the possibilities that farmers
have for selling their products. The first parttlois chapter will discuss the various organic
markets and sales points in each country and theement strategies that have led to these

market designs to construct them as particularegland to achieve certain goals.

Market-places
Organic markets, like all markets, must serve weritunctions at once, combining

the social, cultural and economic spheres. Yetabse organic sectors are positioned
somewhere between a productive sphere of the egpoaoch a social movement, they often

try to add other elements as well, such as the@mviental and health spheres and a political
agenda.

Markets are quintessentially social spaces, givem thade and exchange is related to
social interaction and social relations. For exan@lark (1994) has shown how “market
gueens” in Ghana negotiate their gender and famelationships at and through the
marketplace. Market locations and locations withnarkets can also serve to marginalize
certain groups, as with the proliferation of noedanarkets with imported goods that sprang
up in Lithuania in the mid-1990s that were pushather and further away from the capital

because they were seen to harbor dangerous ele(ktiitaen 2003). Callon et al. (2002)
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have called markets "hybrid forums" because th&glue an ever greater variety of actors,
and through this become ever more complex integhmgs of actors’ ethical and political
stances with the qualities of the products theysatkng.

Next, markets are inherently performative spaceberes the organizers and
merchants assemble things in a particular way édrticular site for a particular audience
(MacKenzie, Muniesa et al. 2007). In the organt@e this performative aspect is amplified
because the seller must demonstrate to consumerbethefits of the goods and convince
them that the product is healthier, more envirortadgnfriendly, and often worth a higher
price. Because these are qualities mostly impeildepwith the senses, the producers are up
against what Ulrich Beck describes in Risk Soci@d§92) or what Adam (1998) calls the
timescapes of modernity: the same logic of nottregdo imperceptible risks that prevents
people from worrying about chemicals or radiati®@cduse health-risks are so far in the
future may make consumers loathe to pay extraniperceptible potential long-term health
benefits. This makes it even more necessary farocgoroducers to position their products
as the assemblage of qualities that will meet coress’ needs (Callon, Meadel et al. 2002).

Finally, and most fundamentally, a market must settve economic function of
selling goods and providing a livelihood for theogucers, and for many of the organic
farmers this is their first and primary concerithe necessity to pay attention to all the other
aspects of market performance mentioned here isidered a burden by many organic
growers who lack marketing experience. Hohnen 320@s described a similar situation in
Lithuania, where people had to learn and in pastmh how to be a trader in the post-socialist
era. Many organic farmers in Latvia declare opehbt they would rather just concentrate
on production, and have someone else take cafeedddlling. There is not agreement on

this, however, and others are quick to call anymme@nnecessary intermediary who is taking
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money from the farmers. Tensions often arise oter various priorities given to these
different aspects by one actor or another.

Such debates over how best to organize the mérketever, become part of what
Smith has described the reflexive reinvention & thles of the game that govern markets
(cited in Callon, Meadel et al. 2002). In organiarkets in Latvia and Costa Rica, movement
leaders, sector organizers and farmers have begagiay in a constant reimagining of the
best ways to address various problems they arerierpeng in the face of the limitations
they perceive.

Costa Rica: Staying local

My arrival to Costa Rica in the summer of 2006ncaied with the main organic
event of the year in San José: Bemana Agroecologicar Agroceological Week. During
the week, there were numerous panel discussiomsatehe University of Costa Rica. An
award ceremony for elementary school student digsvon the theme of organic agriculture
in conjunction with the Sustainable Schools projeck place at the National Museum. On
Friday morning, there was a breakfast discussidgh policy-makers and the press about the
progress of the new Organic Agriculture law, whimought needed press attention to the
issue, and ultimately helped to push the drafttlaav had been in progress for four years to a
parliamentary vote (see Chapter Seven). On Saturiteere was an all-day planning
workshop with the environmental movement on oppwsito CAFTA.

The culmination of th&emana Agroecologicdowever, was on Sunday, with a full
program of events held by the National Museum extary center of San Joseé. It included
an immense organic market with representatives fsomducers’ groups from all parts of the
country. The colors and smells were overwhelmirggwas the sheer abundance of tropical

fruits, vegetables, crafts, and organic mealsdineg the length of an entire block.
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Figure 4.1 The yearly national organic market dyitime Semana Agroecologica in San Jose. Author's
photos.

On either end of the market were information tabiekks and video presentations about the
health, environmental, and nutritional benefits esfvironmental products. Inside the
courtyard of the museum, chefs prepared organidsnelwns entertained children and
painted their faces. Organic food was availablebferakfast and lunch for free for all farmers
and volunteers, and for purchase by guests anngsi At midday, a group afigantesthe
traditional masquerade figures that dance in ClRgtan street festivals, came out to entertain
the crowd. The day ended with afternoon perforreanioy several nationally renowned

artists who had agreed to accept baskets of dooatdiic food in lieu of royalty payments.
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Figure 4.2: Traditionagigantesdancing at th&emana AgroecologicaAuthor's photo.

The Semana Agroecologida thus the prime performative event of the yaad the
Sunday market and events are intended to do mugke than just sell organic products.
During the week all newspapers were teeming witbriation about organic agriculture,
and lawmakers started taking the issue more sdyiasswell. TheSemana Agroecologica
was an idea that had been imported by colleagoes Belgium, who had been among the
first donors to support organic educational ag#siin Costa Rica. It was implemented for
the first time in 2003 as a one day celebratioRiesta Agroecologicabut this year was the
second time that they had planned a full week t¥ities to promote organic agriculture to
the public. Each year the location, the events,taa@pproach are changed slightly, trying to
gauge what is most effective. After the week’sivétties have concluded, a whole day
evaluation session is held, trying to establishtwixas achieved and how to change things
the next year in order to better achieve the d@idmlance between informing the public,
selling food, and using limited resources effedyiveAt times the discussions are difficult,
but the changes agreed upon every year are intéodegbrove the performance.

For example, the 2006 Agroecological week, as ammh ®vent, was not problem-

free. Despite the full tables of goods that haghben display and for sale at the large market
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at the National Museum, many producers who hadicoadl did not show up. Of those who
had traveled far distances, many did not sell flheir goods. They had understood that
MAOCO would reimburse them for the products they dot sell, which turned out not be
the case, and so they returned home with spoiled é&md dampened spirits. These problems
reflect some of the larger problems faced by thgaoic movement with transportation,
packaging, infrastructure and communication. Diesfiiese problems, however, the larger
market helped to bring organic food to the attenttd San Jose consumers, and hopefully
attract them to the permanent weekly orgdeiia, or market:’

The long discussions about tBemana Agroecologicand the changes that happen
every year in the specific configuration of thedton, events, and engagement with the
public signal also how this event is performativet only in the sense of a theater
performance, but also experimental. Muniesa antol€g2007) show how economic
experiments of this nature are performative in thay attempt to not only observe but also
enact certain types of market relations. Becabhseweek’s events were successful as a
perfromative event, they were widely covered inghess, and anyone arriving in Costa Rica
that week would have felt that organic agricultwas a vibrant and growing sector. But by
creating this image in the press and to the outsided, the movement was also trying to
create itself in that image in a way that would laager than just that one week.

Everyday organics

On the Saturday morning of the Agroecological Weak,on any other Saturday
morning, an empty lot next to the Lutheran churffices in the Paso Ancho neighborhood
on the south side of San José gets transformedairdmall and friendly weekly organic

market. The lawn is covered with tables, tentsl amall stands where fifteen to twenty

*" There is a vibrant tradition of conventiongérias de agricultothat take place every weekend
throughout the country. This is important, becatiggeans that many consumer are accustomed to doing
their shopping for weekly fresh produce at filtwéa, so going to an organic one is not so much mduatef
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regular participants sell lush tropical fruit, suaf mango, papaya, pineapple, star-fruit and
citrus fruit and a wide selection of vegetableghsas carrots, potatoes, tomatoes, broccoli,

cabbage, and a variety of beans. Others sell hakeebbreads and pastries, ice creams,

yoghurts, cheeses, chicken and eggs, and craftslatiihg.

Figure 4.3: Weekly organieria El TruequeAuthor's photos.

The name of the organic marketisTrueque meaning barter, signaling the original
intent that organizers had of creating a marketespghat was alternative not only in the
produce it sells but also in its economic relatioddthough most Saturdays there is no sign
of barter exchange happening, on the SaturdayeoS#mana Agroecologicarganizers had
encouraged people to bring anything from their hotiat may be useful to someone else.
Some people brought in knick-knacks for exchangd, @e woman walked around offering
a used purse to all the producers until she finfaliyd a taker, but most exchanges still took
place in cash.

While many of the growers are certified organitaia number of them have farms in
transition, or that are not certified at all an@ dabeled accordingly. Instead, they have
earned consumer trust through years of personghcisnand inviting any doubting consumer

to come see the farm for him or herself. Opting @fucertification cuts down on costs and
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paperwork for producers who sell primarily on locahrkets. This system of trust-based
sales has also inspired a move towards innovafpagtitipatory certification” processes,
where panels of farmers and consumers do theicatiiin on behalf of the local community,
rather than relying on paid third-party certificatiby officials (see Chapter Seven for more
details). This sort of trust has arguably growredily out of the decision to create the market
as a deliberate social meeting place.

Although this market location has been stable foumber of years, it did not start
out here. The first market experiment took plamed short period in 1994. Thereafter the
first permanent organic market was located insidmmentional farmers' market in 1995,
but lasted only one year due to disagreements ammamgbers about the appropriateness of
the location. Only in 1999 was the market reingthtwith a conscious decision to create a
"meeting space which transcends a mere commenccduater, but rather builds personal
solidarity between producers and consumers” (ChamdsQesuada Chanto 2003:23). One
organizer explained to me that it was intended ataee where people can make “organic
friends,” pointing at the tables set up along odgeeof the market. Since the move, this
location has enjoyed stability, and a small buallgyroup of consumers come every week not
only to shop, but also to enjoy the free organiffeeor to purchase breakfast and sit and
chat. A publication analyzing various experimeatsl changes in the market’'s location
guotes some of the regular consumers as callingfénia a tertulia (Chaves and Qesuada
Chanto 2003), referring back to a tradition of mfal literary and cultural gatherings of the
1700s in Madrid and later in Iberoamercia (Anderand Anderson 1962). This implies that
the strategy of the market organizers is workirgngforming it from a simple shopping area
to a social institution.

Thus, this organic market is less showy but moablstthan that of th&emana

Agroecologica and has a loyal crowd of followers who wake ugieaon Saturdays than
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workdays in order to get the best products. Thekatattracts many foreigners as well as
locals, but very few simple passers-by due tontertionally marginal location. Through

choosing this market location, the organizers hawesen to prioritize social relations over
ease of access.

The growers who participate in tfexia are also organized into their own association,
and petitioned MAOCO to be included as a crosseregjiorganization, because this market
has come to define their affiliations and idensiteven more strongly than their local and
regional groups.

Neither the Agroecological week nor the local oigamarkets are confined to the
capital however. Agroecological week events todkce in 2006 in six different areas
throughout the country where strong local orgaiorest were interested in taking on
coordination of the event, though on a smallerest¢hn in San José. And in eight other
towns, organic products can be regularly foundhegitin a few separate stands of the
conventional farmer’s market or in a small dedidateganic market. These venues vary in
size and abundance of products, yet still do neinst recreate the atmosphere oérulia
that is achieved in San José. Nevertheless, tigeglbpart of a concerted strategy on the part
of MAOCO and its affiliated organizations to makeganic food available first to local
consumers, and only secondarily for export.

Big organics

Besides these organic markets, however, organit iio Costa Rica is also available
in several supermarkets. The first one to suppaganic products was the slightly more
upscale national chaisutomercadosand this was seen as a positive step in reachimigler
consumer base. But changes began when sevelta ¢drgest supermarket chains, as well

as a vegetable packaging intermediadfpytifrutti, were bought out by Wal-mart in 2005.
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Hortifruti had been the first large buyer of products fromrtiwest stable organic vegetable
cooperative in Costa Rica. According to represematof the smallOro Verde organic
marketing company, this radically changed marketadyics. Soon after entering the market,
Wal-mart announced to organic producers that itldvgay no more than a 10-20 per cent
premium above conventional prices on organic prtejuegardless of production costs. This
arbitrary calculation was a shock for organic prEs. Discussions began that under such
conditions, organic carrots, for example, wouldrsbecome extinct. Because Wal-mart now
controls such a large segment of the supermarkédrsehis decision was putting downward
price pressure on other chains, suctAa®mercadoswho must compete with supermarket
prices. This development made alternative salegpeven more important.

Despite the concerted emphasis on local markie¢setis also a significant export
market to both Europe and the US in commodity grepsh as coffee, bananas, cocoa, sugar,
orange juice, and pineapple (MAOCO 2008). Theseoexpectors have been growing
steadily in the last several years, but the dismxnomic benefits to producers from these
exports are varied. Only in some cases have tin@skets been able to secure significantly
different conditions than the export-oriented cortienal markets that are widely regarded
as exploitative. Examples from coffee and banam#ishe given in the second half of the
chapter. It is significant to note, however, tha activities of MAOCO have largely not
been directed at the sectors that are working wkport, partially because these groups
handle their own negotiations with buyers, andigbytbecause MAOCO has made local
market an explicit priority over export sectorsvill discuss this in more detail in the second

half of the chapter.
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Organic strategies
This history shows that the main market approaphasoted by MAOCO have been

to stay local, small, and socially oriented. Thas a direct influence on the type of market
arrangement that has been promoted, and can be ase@m attempt to demystify the
commodity relations of typical capitalist marketsdao reconnect consumers and producers
(Allen and Kovach 2000).

The strategies outlined here are the combined teffied work of several different
NGOs and networks working within the Costa Ricaganic sector, some with more political
agendas, others more market oriented. Due tooting &dnd sometimes difficult history that
Costa Rica has had with large foreign businessdasts operating in the agricultural sector,
the organic movement has sometimes been moregadiijjtthan economically oriented. This
was particularly true in the run-up to the CAFTAerendum. The main approach has been
to function as a social movement, and to demomstiiernative forms of livelihood. This
has raised some controversy within the movememtehkier, and some feel that there should
be more emphasis on market initiatives.

The cost of this approach, some argue, has beétraioe is limited mostly to fresh
products, direct sales, and a segment of the popalthat is willing to make a significant
effort to find and purchase organic food. One mendxpressed frustration that the mere
mention of markets and entrepreneurship has beem @& somehow taboo, or a sign of
selling out. An NGO member noted that the weakoé88AOCO is that it has developed its
political and social positions at the expense frgg economic propositions of how to move
forward. For example, work on developing an eas#iyognizable logo for local organic
products had continued for years, but was stillfmotly in place in 2008. The fact that most

organic products do not bear an organic label agd Imakes it difficult to attract more
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mainstream consumers. Although in 2008 MAOCO bedasigning various courses on
entrepreneurship and marketing, it remains to ba ew actively this branch will develop.

Many of the market developments have been supptstedEDECO, a local NGO
committed to alternative development and educat@#DECO was formed in 1984 and has
made organic market development one of its maioriggs. One of their initiatives was to
help found OroVerde, a socially responsible compiay processes, packages, and markets
organic products. They purchase only certified nigangredients but provide professional
packaging labels and help make contacts abroaey are the first such company, however,
and most of the organic products found in CostaaRie still fresh fruits and vegetables.
Even though most of CEDECO’s market projects antadly oriented, one of the organizers
explained laughingly that they have been accusedenng the neoliberal arm of the
movement.

Many of these projects in Costa Rica have beenilgesdue to funding form a
variety of international donors, such as the UNBRJ several European funding agencies,
such as HIVOS, VECO, and EcomercaffbsTwo of these donors have already pulled out
from Costa Rica partially or completely, howeves, goorer nations, which makes the
necessity to convert to self-sustaining financingraperative.

Latvia: Shifting markets

In the fall of 2001 and summer of 2002 while liyim Riga before beginning my

PhD studies, it was my Saturday morning ritual totg the organic farmers’ market at

Alberta laukums, and my impression of this orgamiarket and its organizers was at least

“8 Full names of these organizations are the UnitatioNs Development Program; the Dutch NGO- the
Humanist Institute for Cooperation with Developi@guntries (HIVOS), founded in 1968 that invests
heavily in Latin American projects; the Belgian NG&M@edeseilanden that has been working in the region
since 1990; and Ecomercados is a project finangeédebState Secretariat for Economic Affairs of
Switzerland, executed by INTERCOOPERATION (Switzed Foundation for the Development and the
International Cooperation) that began in 2005.

147



part of what inspired me to pursue the developroéttie organic agriculture movement as a
research topic. It was exciting because it wasfitise year that the city had had its own
regular organic market, and it was a big succe&scated on the edge of the historic old
town of Riga, in a cobbled, small square sandwicbetiveen buildings from various
centuries, the space temporarily hosted a replica wooden LiV*° village thought to have
existed on the spot in the 1200s. The replica leeh built for the 800 year anniversary
celebration of the founding of Riga in 2001. Tkelica was still standing, and it was agreed
that the organic market was the perfect thing togothe structure to life on Saturdays.
Farmers would arrive early from all over the courtb set up their wares. In one
corner, Dagnija would put out her cheeses at sihénmorning, with a long line of buyers
already waiting for her. The cheese and the oogeggs usually disappeared within the first
hour, but latecomers would not be disappointedhe BakeryZelta klingeris (Golden pretzel)
had a stand sellingklandarausi(a rye pastry with potato and carrot filling tydiaz the
Western region of Kurzeme), and pumpkin and cotidgeese pastries, as well as some of
the bespiragi (bacon rolls) in town. They were also sellingitlertified organic sourdough
rye and a dark rye bread by the loaf. Several grevinad baskets of countless varieties of
apples heaped high. Others were selling Brusgetauts, carrots, potatoes, onions, garlic,
and other vegetables. Reproductions of mediekadrsand bronze jewelry, handmade straw
ornaments by local craftspeople, and the lateses®f the environmental magazivigles

vestiscomplemented the array of food items.

9 The Livs were the original inhabitants of the d¢ahareas of part of Latvia and Estonia. Theyyan of
Finno-Ugric language group, and the language is cangidered extinct because less than 200 people
speak it. This choice of location is symbolic itsrassociation with history, traditional ways i land
authenticity.
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Figure 4.4: The Liv village was the first locatifor an organic market in 2001. Left: J. Sedols,
http://www.panoramio.com/photo/10658158; Right, wuwidesvestis.lv/content.asp?ID=100&what=6

By far the biggest attraction was on the far sidehe market, however, where
shoppers would gather after completing their pusebaaround the steaming cauldron of the
weekly organic stew prepared by the local chef arganic supporter Bttind RitinS. His
restaurantyincents,had been known for years as the best, and orfeeahbst expensive in
Latvia, and he regularly catered various embassygavernment events and served visiting
foreign dignitaries such as Prince Charles andJdyganese Emperor. But on Saturday
mornings at the organic market, anyone could samiglaffordably priced creative culinary
concoctions made from market-ingredients, suppléeserwith organic meat he had
purchased directly from the growers, since the wadkmarket did not have a permit for the

sale of meats.

Organic entrepreneurs
This organic market had in fact been the braincbilfartinS RitinS and the editor of

the magazine Vides 3étis, Anitra Tooma-Rijniece (Vaivare and Tooma-kRige 2002).
MartinS had been inspired by cooperative efforts he htamessed between chefs and organic
farmers while working as a chef in Canada, as aglby one of San Francisco’s premier

chefs, Alice Waters’ approach to food and cookidgitra, as a woman with a farm herself
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but who worked daily in Riga, was driven by sympdibr all those “poor people” she saw in
Riga who did not have easy access to good, hedtibg] products from the countryside.
The collaboration was a great success, but afigaiting the process, they felt it was time for
the organic farmers to take over the organizatiemiselves.

Besides MrtinS RitinS’ restaurant, there is also an organic cafeigaREkovirtuve
(Ecokitchen) run by Sandra Stabinge and her husband, thatschtene-style meals from
organic products to a weekday lunch crowd (Benf@ld@5). In one corner of the cozy cafe
is a cooler and a display case where people canbalg some organic products to bring
home. Neither restaurant is organically certiffemivever, because they are unable at this
point to purchase all organic ingredients, nor uargntee that the organic and conventional
products will be kept separate from one anotheeyTdo, however, use an asterisk on the
menu to indicate dishes that are made primarilgnfoyganic products. Through this they try
to educate consumers and encourage the wider wsganfic products.

When | returned to do fieldwork in Latvia in 200&e of my first questions was
when the market would start. The leaders of LBléplained that the market was no longer
operational. Alberta laukums had not been avagladhd it had been difficult to get permits
from the city for a different space. They notedttthere had been many logistical problems
with the Alberta laukums location anyhow. On oma@dh producers could not sell fresh meat
or dairy products because there was no electficitgetting up refrigerators. The location in
the old town made it difficult for farmers to puip and deliver their products, and made it
inconvenient for consumers, who could not drive guadtk their cars for their market
expedition. Also new EU hygiene regulations prdeitimost of the farmers from selling
their pre-prepared or packaged products on theehark

Many farmers with whom | spoke missed the marketyever. For them, it had been

a great opportunity to earn some money and builthections both consumers and with other

150



farmers at the common luncheon held after the magkery Saturday. In place of the
weekend market, twelve farms had founded a codperafT (for Zg/ais tirdzizS or Green
market) that had opened a permanent stand in theaC®arket. While the new stand was
more convenient for the sale of meat and milk potgiuits location in the urban market,
known more for lower prices and pick-pockets than the high quality of products,
disadvantaged it in other ways. Its locationdesihe meat pavilion made it possible to sell
meat and dairy products, but eliminated it as aat@enter for consumers wanting to chat
over stew, and made it a less logical stopping tpfain vegetarians or others who simply
wanted to pick up some fresh vegetables. The markeiation also did not solve the parking
and transportation problems that the Alberta laukspace had had.

In response to these concerns, in 2006, the Zperative decided to open another
new store in the business center agd& where street parking was available. The cozy
interior with a few tables in the corner to sampiganic tea and readides stis made it
more attractive as a meeting spot and more acdéedsila larger group of people. Although
the beginning was slow, with almost no publicitpydanearly a year of losses, the popularity
of the store grew increasingly, with the numbersbbppers doubling within the first year

(Bumane 2007).
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Figure 4.5: New organic store opened by ZT cooperat Riga, Latvia.

In the first years, however, the store had greaiblpms with supply of fresh fruit and
vegetables. Tomatoes, for instance, were in sigih demand that people reserved them in
advance. This is not for a lack of tomatoes inatentryside, but because each farmer grows
only a small amount, which makes transportatioriscegcessive. Even farmers who are in
cooperatives fear that if they invest in a spenglivehicle that is certified by the health and
hygiene department to transport goods to markett, tthey will not be able to fill it to
capacity every week in order to recover the expefsethe vehicle, since many vegetables
and greens are lightweight but take up lots of room

Meanwhile, the growing success of the new stor& tagsiness away from the only
other local store that had until then been selbrganic products in the city center, a small
health-food store located unfortunately only a faacks away. The close proximity of the
only affordable piece of real estate availableh® ZT cooperative had meant that the new
store posed competition for the existing healthdfstore rather than attracting entirely new

clients. The health food store ultimately closegear late?’ There have been similar

0 There may well be other circumstances that leti¢aclosing of the helath food store. The owner
declined an interview at various points.
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attempts to start small stores and market stand&anor three other cities, but they have
been struggling to keep the shelves full and custercoming in, and some have closed as
others open.

By 2008, the ZT store was doing much better, aad & wider variety of fresh
products that a few farmers closer to Riga had beguring. It had also benefited from a
large-scale EU- funded marketing campaign run byABhat tried to get information about
organic products into mass media outlets from 280&ARd organized several special markets
and events. In the past two years, there havebalepn several new developments in organic
marketing venues. In 2007aMinS RitinS helped to reinstitute a biweekly Saturday farfers
market, but this time iBerga bazrs, an upmarket outdoor shopping area in the center of
town. The setting ilBerga Bazrs is more formal and up-scale than in the previoasket in
the Liv village, and the clientele also accordingty A small but regular group of organic
farmers participate, as well as farmers from thes hatvian branch of Slow Food. And
rather than cooking up a stew in a cauldron, Vitsataff prepare gourmet delights on an
electric hotplate, as cafe guests sip their cagpasan the shopping area.

In addition, the first official internet-based argc home delivery grocery service,
begun by two young women who had traveled to Wedkemrope and been inspired by box
schemes and the type of rural-urban connectiors® tfeestered, began in 2007. They try to
pay organic farmers a fair price, but must covasirttown expenses, and want to foster
professional and aesthetically pleasing packagiaterials. Therefore their final prices are
relatively high, and again encourage a more up-atadkentele. By 2008, some loyal
customers were beginning to buy directly from tlaenfers rather than go through the
delivery service.

Consumer interest in and recognition of organmdpcts is growing, but substantial

barriers remain. One of these is that there ierapeting logo calledZa/a karoté' (Green
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Spoon), that was developed by the Agricultural Méirlg Council and is used to designate
foods produced in Latvia. Because of the associatiith “green” however, many people
actually believe that this is the symbol for orgaproducts. The LBLA organic logo,
“Latvijas ekoprodukts,’bearing a horseshoe and a clover leaf (see plmmee® is much
rarer, and therefore less recognized. Despitthalefforts made by the Association to date,
95% of organic products still do not bear the orgéogo (Saktha 2007), either because they
get sold to conventional processors, are sold i@t clients who do not ask for a logo, or
never make it to the market at all.
Broadening organics

The various shifts in the history of organic markatiatives in Latvia reflect the
various priorities and problems of the organic sect For many farmers, selling their
products was still a piecemeal activity rather tlaaroutine part of their schedule. In one
farm where | volunteered between the ending of Allgerta laukums market and the
beginning of theBerga bazrs market, for example, a consumer called one daayahat he
wanted some meat and vegetables delivered to fhitacand had a few friends who might
also be interested in some products. This resufteal whole unplanned day of suddenly
weighing, packaging and pricing items for sale,ahhivas in effect a disruption of the farm
rhythm rather than a part of it. Even now that ¢hare many different venues to sell
products, farmers tell me that the processors,lksegers, and cafes owe them backpayments
for deliveries that makes it hard to invest in otfe@m needs. Coordination between farmers
and the small business-owners regarding suppliffisudt, because for a small cafe or store
it is risky to make purchase contracts one yeadwance not knowing how business will be,
while for farmers it is difficult to promise a cam amount of products in advance, fearing

potential problems with weather and bad harvedtsisTthe imperfect dance of supply and
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demand is coordinated on a weekly or monthly basi$, frequent disappointments for both
sides, rather than humming along as a well-greasszhine.

The changes in market locations have all been awatet to try to move closer to
the consumer and make products available in monérateand convenient ways. This is
largely a response to increasing trends of conswshepping in supermarkets rather than
traditional markets, and many in the Associatiorvehdhe ultimate goal of selling to
supermarket chains. To date only a few individuabpcers have entered supermarkets with
products such as sprouts, bread, and goat cheepertéd organic products such as coffee
and tea are available in several of the largernshdiut almost no fresh organic products are
available.

Although the last years have brought the first sigh disillusionment with the big
chain supermarket stores as prices have beguseapitiis undeniable that their embodiment
as the complete opposite of the empty shelves &aildl ldbels of the Soviet era held a real
draw for consumers in the first years of their exggan. There are also signs, however, that
in the emerging disillusionment with the EU, thganmic sector is starting to take back some
of that simplicity as well. One of the large adising posters included in the EU marketing
project proclaimed: “We know our labels are simglest like our list of ingredients.”

Quite the opposite from the Costa Rican movemeBitA has organized itself more
as a producers’ association than explicitly as @asanovement. EU funds have been
targeted at trying to make farmers individual emtemeurs, and indeed the amount of
business planning in which small farmers now endageanage their grants, bank loans, and
bookkeeping is impressive. Many farmers feel, havethat the ever increasing amounts of
paperwork prevent them from actually farming. $amty, the attention to these issues and

the new regulations has kept the movement too lny&yg to understand, negotiate and
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implement the minutiae of the current EU regulatido begin to develop new market
initiatives.

The constant changes in market and store locatindsapproaches have also meant
that there is not one clear performative messaggglsent to one clear audience, and has
prevented the sort of organic social group fronmimig as has at th€ruequemarket in San
José. The recent move towards targeting more upsuahsumers leaves out a certain
segment of the population. The marketing campéiguaed by the EU left some farmers
disappointed because so much money was spent ahuies and items with the logo
imprinted on them, but not on actually improvingrked circumstances.

In the second part of the chapter | turn to th@mlex problems that prevent a larger

variety of products from being sold by more farmarboth countries.

Part II: The non-commodification of organic food
In July 2006 | attended my first board meetingMAOCO. As | listened to the

discussion around me, | got a strange feeling ¢é &@. | had traveled west across the
Atlantic Ocean and south nearly to the Equator,\@iduddenly the conversation happening
around me made me feel as if | had never left batWroducers and movement organizers in
Costa Rica were debating the very same issues astiva organic farmers’ association in
Latvia had been discussing only a few weeks agoblpms with insufficient levels of
production, expensive and overly bureaucratic feation procedures, lack of processing
facilities, and poor infrastructure and transpastatopportunities for selling their organic
products. It was striking that the two movementsemexperiencing such similar problems
despite the fact that they had taken such diffeapptoaches to developing their movements
and markets. These differences were also markgtigrent than the “conventionalization”

experienced by organic sectors in developed castas | will discuss later in this chapter.
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If the first part of this chapter explained whatdrmow is sold in organic markets and
stores, this one will seek to show whlaesn’tget sold, and why. The social sciences have a
good record of writing about what is happeningha world, but perhaps less about what is
not happeningdespite the fact that the latter is the greabqeepation of the majority of
NGOs and social movements that are struggling bogbabout change. While there are
dozens of books and articles about the commodidicadf everything, and the effects this
has on social relations and subjects (Appadurabl®ick, Getz et al. 1997; Haugerud,
Stone et al. 2000), there are surprisingly few thtd about the potato that awaits spring in
the potato cellar, uneaten and unsold, or the gauteat does not get made, the bread that
does not get baked. Yet in both Latvia and Costa,Rand | surmise that in many organic
and other productive sectors and social movemanighat are considered second and third
world countries, there is an impressive numberhafigs not happening Or at least not
happening in the way that the organic movementddvde them to.

This is not an ethnography of collapse, crisidyamkruptcy. For in both countries, as
| have tried to show in other chapters, aitohappening, and there are few signs of acute
crisis. Rather there is a protracted concern aadility to get to the bottom of why certain
things are not happening. Thus, perhaps more dhgthing, this part of the chapter is an
ethnography of frustration. | propose here thatha farmers and movement organizers who
have been working for years to make things happenviall too well, there is no one simple
cause, no one institution, organization, or tremttlame. Rather, it is the combination of a
variety of marginalities on one hand, and unevemegtions on the other, that combine to
produce these webs of frustration. Somewhat sindlahe cumulative effects of everyday
common sense decisions that result in a cumulatagedy in Biehl's (2005) account of
social abandonment, the situations that have erddrgee are accumulations of historic and

current events and trends that add up to a seris#hrmovements of being “stuck.”
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In the remainder of the chapter | analyze the a@muation that despite the fact that
the organic movements in Latvia and Costa Ricas#tmted in such different ecological,
historical, and political contexts and have takearty opposite strategies both to movement
organizing and to marketing of organic food, thegm in many ways “stuck” in a similar
position. They face similar barriers in terms obgessing, selling and distributing food at
the local and international levels and to furtheveloping their organic sectors. | analyze
how these problems are related to the marginalith® organic sectors within their national
economies and of the countries’ marginality withegional and global economies. 1 reflect
on what this indicates about the geographical dnectsiral positions and possibilities of
these smallholder farmers in small country econenieeated on the margins of capital-
intense development patterns, and the implicatibm®lds for the future of these organic
sectors. | consider the extent to which signs arfventionalization, as discussed in the
introduction, are appearing in the two organic eexst and the relationship between
conventionalization, marginality, and globalization
The nested marginality of places

Anna Tsing has investigated the temarginsas “a conceptual site from which to
explore the imaginative quality and the specifiafythe local/global cultural formation.” She
defines margins as “the zones of unpredictabilittha edges of discursive stability, where
contradictory discourses overlap, or where disarefands of meaning-making converge”
(Tsing 1994:279). Thus, unlike the concept of ‘pheripheral” from world systems theory
(Wallerstein 1974) that conveys mostly conditiorfsstructural and geographical limits,
marginality is an interplay of those limits withetlereative tension they might imply.

| will explore here the nested marginalities tidtuence the development of the

organic sectors in Latvia and Costa Rica. | sugges Chapter One how differently these
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two groups of organic farmers are positioned imtreh to their agricultural histories and
cultural landscapes. While Latvian organic farntease recently emerged from one system
together with all other farmers in the country amd starting a new trajectory, Costa Rican
organic farmers are engaged in resistance agaisistribal processes of global economic
integration that they see continuing into the fatulret in both cases organic farmers are still
somehow marginal to the idea of development, and f&ll into the “gap” of
incomprehensibility between conservation and agucal production. This idea of being on
the margins of mainstream agricultural sectors camtefrequently in conversations with
farmers in both countries, where farmers sharedest@f how their neighbors thought they
were crazy when they began with organics, and rstilhyeel this stigma attached.

The concept of marginality is also useful for ursti@nding the position of the
Latvian and Costa Rican organic agriculture sectissa-vis the global marketplace. As
many of the problems described in this chapter slwhe Latvian economy, as a “second-
world” nation, the infrastructure and administrativureaucratic culture are still disorganized
in ways that make it difficult to imagine that déy@ment and growth could happen at the
nation-state level through local investors deveigpia national organic sector that is
equivalent to that of Germany, Austria, or othedt 8U Member States. In short, for the
organic farmers to imagine the Austrian organiacgrg store in Latvia is a far-off or nearly
impossible dream.

Costa Rica’s history positions it very differentlyjthin the global economy. The
long history of being in the periphery of US ecomomtevelopments has fostered a growing
resentment and resistance not only among orgamitefs but also in a large segment of the
broader population. The connections to global migrkhave come at a cost, thus organic
farmers foster a desire to forge new or differesrinections than implicated by that history

and the status quo. Thus the Costa Rican movepiaceés an emphasis on local markets,
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and the idea of an organic supermarket such asnieén Austria, might even be viewed with
suspicion.

Thus, the organic farming sectors in these countaree dually marginal, falling
through the gaps of comprehensibility within theiational settings, and as countries,
positioned in subordinate roles to Western Eurape dorth America. Likewise, there is a
third geographical marginality that occurs withirese countries. These differences have a
great influence on the way markets and product@veldeveloped in different parts of the
country. Because both Latvia and Costa Rica haavyhconcentrations of population and
resources in and around their respective capitidscithe areas further removed are
peripheral to the core of the capital. In CostaaRithis is particularly pronounced
geographically, as traveling form the Central alli® the lowlands requires crossing
mountain ranges. For example heading east, osé¢ ecnoss the ominously name€erro de
la muerte Summit of death), the highest point along the higivat an altitude of 3,500
meters, which is notorious for the accidents calmsethe heavy fog that obscures visibility.
The Inter-American highway itself is only a recentute connecting these areas, and the
cultural separation between the “cosmopolitan” @e#nfalley and the “backwards” province
of Limén, home to Afro-Caribbean communities andiggnous populations, stems from the
1700s and is still quite marked (Palmer 1977). miagority of indigenous groups farm using
traditional methods and thus are in effect “orgamycdefault,” even though they are less
active in movement activities. At meetings theyeofexpress disappointment that they
should be the ones to need certification, rathan tthose using chemicals. Thus their
marginality connects them to the organic sectguarticular ways.

In Latvia the perceived distance among regions iwitiihe country is not less
pronounced, despite the lack of such obvious physsmd geographical barriers. The

Southeastern region of Latgale still proudly ussssown dialect and cultivates its own

160



traditions. It is also the region with the highpstcentage of Russian-speaking minorities,
had the highest rates of people voting againstEtein the 2003 referendum, and has the
highest proportion of people converting to orgaaggiculture. The closer one gets to the
eastern borders of the country with Russia andrBglahe more pronounced was the feeling
of loss of eastern markets as contributing to cunpeoblems of market stagnation.

Thus, these perceptions of organic farmers as beotgyuite-farmers, not-quite-
developed, and geographically and culturally sepdrérom the mainstream and the center
combine in various ways, much like the Cohen (1998&3cribes how the intersections of
race, class and sexuality position gay, black, A$im communities on the margins of the
margins. Throughout the following sections of dmapter | will come back to these various
types of marginalities that are influencing moveimsinategies and possibilities. But these
positions do not imply complete static immobility.this and subsequent chapters | will also
discuss how the organic movements imagine theisiptities and have been organizing to
attempt to overcome their structural limitationsotigh markets, politics, re-positionings and
re-imaginings.

Mainstream marginalizations, creative connections

Throughout my fieldwork, | attended numerous semsinaneetings, workshops,
discussions and planning sessions in both couptndarger and smaller groups, that were
devoted to solving the host of problems experienogdhe movements. Some were run
more autocratically, others were very participatsgme were facilitated by local organizers
themselves, others by expensive professional ctamsal using state-of-the-art
methodologies; and some were aimed at strategianangg skills, while others were
targeted at entrepreneurial development. Nealrlyfdhem, however, included an activity on

the identification of problems. It seemed thabrie could just identify the key problem, it
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would be possible to start working together to owere some of the barriers and
contradictions that were preventing the organi¢caedrom developing beyond the marginal
positions they occupied.

In many ways there were striking similarities hretproblems identified in both
countries. To summarize, at the farm level, fasiack resources to expand their farms and
increase the amount of production for sale. Funtioee, they do not have access to a wide
range of stable markets to sell their food. Neweaneither are not joining the movement, as
in the case of Costa Rica, or are converting ensendsit not increasing the amount of
organic produce available on the market as in #ee ©f Latvia. Bank loans that would
allow farmers to expand and increase production @astly and risky, yet donor or
government funds are targeted more at training #tgoroduction. Strict certification and
hygiene regulations often prevent people from fyéng their farms or processing facilities.
A lack of local investment capital hinders new @sging initiatives from starting, severely
limiting the amount of organic food that can beelal as organic on the market. The lack of
processed food and poor infrastructure and coaidméimit the diversity and availability of
products at sales points. Small processing fagslitiave problems selling their products or
repaying their loans. Consumers, besides a smailipgof loyal supporters, do not have
information about the products that are availalirie to the limited supply, however, it is
risky to advertise too widely for fear that demavitl increase more quickly than supply.

The biggest differences in the problems identifigdhe movements were that while
in Latvia, problems with paperwork and bureaucrasgociated with new EU norms and
support payments were among the most often citedtaCRica had more problems with
private sector entities, such as Wal-mart. In lagtior example, the management of the new
ZT store in the center of town was not easy astdtgigiene regulations both for processors

and vendors meant that the selection of organidyms remained limited, and the sale of
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highly demanded products like farm-smoked bacorevetitl not legally possible. Farmers
and consumers alike consider home-smoked prodéitiglwer quality than factory-produced
products, and several farmers commented to me'tioaie of our ancestors ever died form
eating home-prepared products,” yet it has proviicudt for these facilities to get hygiene
certification, and thus the products can not ballggold in the organic store. There is only
one certified organic slaughterhouse for cattles fur fowl, and none for pigs. In addition,
paperwork and filling out of “self-control” regisgetook up much time and energy in setting
up the new store. Disputes with the hygiene obmispectors arose over issues such as the
newly renovated naturally-stained wood floor, bessauhe larger cracks between the
floorboards that gave it a rustic look were deeneebe open breeding grounds for bacteria.
Also, to meet the regulations, staff were requitedengage in redundant tasks such as
recording several times a day the readings on falifomated refrigeration units.  All of
these activities focused on meeting regulations empelople feel like it kept them from
farming or developing their businesses.

Given how many of these problems in both countniese focused not on farming or
selling, but on the intermediary steps of procegspackaging and labeling organic food,
many of the proposed solutions focused on thesgesta | will therefore analyze how
multiple marginalities converge by examining a fewtempts at solving the processing

barriers in each country.

Adding value
One of the best known “traps” for developing coig#tiis that they have traditionally

been exporters of raw materials, while intermedmiin industrialized countries reap the
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benefits from the processing stageThe proposed solution to this sort of exploitatien
generally seen as *“adding value” to the productrabhgh adding labor, or somehow
processing the product, in order to capture motbefeturn.

A seemingly technical economics term, the ideaaafding value” was very present
on the lips and in the minds of many organic fasriarboth countries. Indeed, one of the
most commonly discussed proposed solutions to tbelgms in the organic sectors in both
countries was to “add value” to the agriculturabgucts, either for sale on local markets or
for export. At one seminar on entrepreneurial tigy@ent in Costa Rica, the facilitator
stressed that farmers’ groups should try to imagimpeoduct that is innovative, processed or
preserved to increase shelf-life, attractively laleand packaged. This product would
become their image, and embodied the solution eéoptioblems of transportation and short
shelf-life of fresh products by adding value.

In both of these countries, some of the maimgits to add value have been with
some of the traditional agricultural crops. In @oRica, the two most notable attempts |
observed made by groups associated with MAOCO wsile coffee and bananas, which
have historically been two of the main export cropshe country. In Latvia, it was in the
traditionally important dairy sector and increagmip herbal teas from the meadows. The
type of processing initiatives that were takingcplan each country were still primary
processing and packaging, rather than more congtigareparation of pre-assembled meals
or frozen foods as is characteristic in industzedi countries. In Costa Rica these included
transforming bananas to banana puree or bananaaringnd roasting, grinding and
packaging coffee before selling it, while in Lattleey included packaging milk or making

cheese and drying and packaging herbal teas aimysdlied herbs for use in other products.

*lIn the late 1970s, Latin American scholars of depeient coined the term “dependency theory” to
describe how this trend toward underdevelopmenksyand promoted import substitution as a way of
countering this trend. See for example Fernandaitige Cardoso 1979.
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These initiatives have met with varied degreesuatcess, however, in part due to the way
various marginalities and connections interact.
Costa Rica: Reclaiming export markets

While there have been some initiatives in CostaaRicexperiment with processing
original products, such as “cat’'s-claw” candies] aome farmers were baking products for
sale at the organic markets, processing initiatmese much more visible for the two
traditional export products of bananas and coffee.

The experience with bananas shows how a serieesbéah marginalities can make it
difficult to sell products, or at least to sell thequitably. At one of the first board meetings
of MAOCO that | attended, | was surprised to lednat almost a third of all of the organic
producers in the country were in Talamanca, theldod zones of the Caribbean in the
northeast of the country. Despite these numbars,region was among the least visibly
active in the movement. Their main products wearamas and cacao for export, although
many producers had moved away from the productia@acao because of problems with a
fungus. Many of the main production areas werengigenous zones, and most of the
growers were members in one of four main orgariclpcers’ organizations.

Banana is a crop that many rural houses have at &dew trees of themselves,
therefore it has more chances as an export craptthde sold in large quantities on local
markets. Yet bananas are very susceptible to blesj which make organic bananas
difficult to transport as a fresh product. Thisoige of the reasons that conventional banana
plantations use pesticide-impregnated plastic laggrotect the fruit. Instead, organic
farmers in Talamanca bring truckloads of bananasryeweek to each organization’'s
packaging center, where they are paid accordingwéight, and the cooperative or

organization manages the sale to intermediaries, pvbcess it into banana puree for export.
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Some indigenous zones have no road access andasaaantransported by boats down the

river to the main collection points.

Figure 4.6: Transporting bananas to the intermgalawnriver in Talamanca. Author’s photo.

While the high rates of organic production and aigation in the region are positive,
the coordination among the four main organizatibas suffered for years. Old conflicts
linger and prevent the groups from negotiatingtjgiwith their one primary buyer, Gerber,
despite growing dissatisfaction with the terms ohtcact that they offer. Gerber has a
processing facility where it makes the bananas iee for baby food, thus adding and
capturing the value of the product, and paying &smwock-bottom prices.

At the time of my research, Gerber had decreasedspaid to cooperatives from 20
cents/ kilo to 13 cents/ kilo, meaning that indixadl farmers received even less, since the
organizations had to cover certification and tramsgiion costs. One farmer calculated that
he sold 120 kilos a week from his one-hectare faaming approximately 10-12 USD per
week. Others may sell up to 300 kilos per week,dmverty in the region was extremely

visible.
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Figure 4.7: Very basic living standards are stiirenon for small scale producers in Talamanca. Algho
photo.

Each organization was granted a quota, but Gerdnddcand often did, change the
guotas at a moment’s notice. This had just happémeweek | visited one of the packaging
centers. Their quota had been 16,000 kilos a warekhad just been reduced to 13,000. The
sales manager of the organization was on the prsmmambling to find where to sell the
extra 3,000 kilos that they could no longer sellGerber. One organization had begun
working with Fair Trade, which at the time was payil8 cents a kilo, thus also not
significantly reducing the poverty of the producers

The Gerber organic baby food website proudly pioda

Deep in the lush tropics, your baby's bananas rawwigg naturally. And once they're

harvested, they'll be peeled by hand to make sowe lpaby gets a naturally sweet

ripe banana taste. It's just another way we tag&etira step to make Gerber Organic
just right for your baby (Gerber).
Two 3.5 ounce containers of Gerber’s organic baimdfsell for $1.89 as a special online
price.

Although each of the four organizations lacked peaver to influence their contracts

with Gerber, each was trying to find alternativéueaadded products into which to transform

the bananas. One group was producing dehydratednbhanand had started their own

chocolate production. Another was trying to maledtwvn banana puree. Representatives
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from such organizations must then travel to largernational trade fairs like Biofach, held
every February in Nuremburg, Germany, to searclefport clients. Although the process
of looking for clients for their products was timmensuming and expensive, there was a sense
that one successful long-term contract could dremalt change the outlook for the
producers and the organic sector. At one semmdhe eastern part of Costa Rica, an
enthusiastic entrepreneur showed up trying to cmeviuncertain banana farmers to get
involved in the production of banana and plantdiips for export to the US. “Why let the
gringos do it, if we can do it here?” he asked poatively.

Another one of the organizations came up with tm@ovative idea of producing
banana vinegar and selling it for use in Caribbemipes, salad dressings, etc. The leaders
of the organization studied production methodse#ted in processing facilities, and began
to try to market their product both domesticallydanternationally. The vinegar sells for
$1.40/ liter. Progress has been slow, howevet,lamdreds of bottles of organic banana
vinegar linger unsold in the small warehouse nextthie packing center. At the
entrepreneurial development seminar, when theitici suggested that producers need to
think of products that are innovative, processed, @ttractively packaged with a long shelf-
life, an organizer from Talamanca responded, “Butlmanana vinegar is all of those things,
so why do we still have so many bottles left in terehouse?” His comment reflects the
fact that “adding value” is often easier said thdone, and that despite many years of
continued efforts, the development of organic misrkar traditional export crops under more
equitable conditions remains difficult.

The organic coffee sector has been trying to sldvdgin recapturing lost markets
through a series of creative connections. The ttuaut recent history of coffee production
in Costa Rica was most visibly encapsulated foroma trip with friends to the south of the

country. An exhausting seven hour drive from SaséJover mountains and through
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enormous potholes on the highway, the region istrag the Panamanian border and has in
many ways more connections with its neighbors théh the capital. We visited the old
Coopabuena coffeleeneficios? which brought home in a very visceral way the eeftrash

of the 1990S® Our host, José, was a coffee producer withra fafrfour hectares, who used
to be involved in the local coffee cooperative. Toeperative was founded in 1963 on land
abandoned by a large landowner. The coffee inatka had been conventional and sun-
grown, and for many years it was a successful eoffgporter, processing three million
pounds a year at its highpoint. After coffee gsi¢ell, the cooperative started experimenting
both with fair trade and more sustainable agricaltpractices, but neither had been enough
to save the coop (Smith 2007).

When we drove up to the beneficio, a chain witlbek on it was blocking the
entrance. In the yard stood a sign proclaimingféiedity to be property of the bank. The
huge facility had been seized when the coop wenkro@t in 2004. The guard let us in
however, because he recognized our guide as afemgoyee and colleague. José showed
us around with a bittersweet pride. It was a hiagdity which used to process coffee from
800 small producers in the area, and had madetmeass in new processing facilities not
too long before the seizure. Now, because the lbackreclaimed the equipment, it was
slowly rusting to beyond repair. Though it hadrbseized and was officially for sale, it was
of no use to anyone, because given the coffeesctisere would be few buyers for a large
beneficio

In 2005, a new cooperative was formed by 46 fasiitieat are now working with

shade-grown coffee, sustainable practices, and eratpg with the Community

2 The Spanish tertbeneficiorefers to the coffee processing plant. The teraifismbodies the idea of
adding value, or benefit, to the coffee.

*3 Increased world-wide coffee production from eniiyp the market by various new producers such as
Vietnam, as well as abandonment of the InternatiGoffee Agreement that helped stabilize pricessedu
a severe price downturn.
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Agroecology Network based out of the UniversityGalifornia at Santa Cruz to bring interns
to help them develop direct marketing initiativeiimthe University as an alternative form of
fair trade (Smith 2007). To see this empty struetstanding there rusting away, however,
brought to mind the other 750 families in this towfone, that were now out of work. The
town itself was also changed from the crisis, Wil departure of the bank, theater and other
institutions. In a cruel irony, the newly formedop has to rent Beneficioin San Vito, an
hour away on a rough road, with high transportatosts. On the way, they must pass by
the old Coopabuenieneficie a ghost of the invisible hand of the markettingsaway in
the middle of town.

Smith (2007) uses the Coopabuena example to shanwFair Trade has not lived up
to its promise. Many other scholars point outhibaefits which it has brought to consumers
(Raynolds 2002). When coffee prices crashed, maogyzers turned to organic coffee
production as a way out. Once conventional prloegan recovering again, however, and
approaching organic prices, many producers coryegck to conventional production.
This is one of the main explanations for the drofhe number of certified organic producers
in Costa Rica from 2004-2006 (MAOCO 2008).

Some small organic producer groups, however, ar tmging on their own to
overcome the problems of the market and to “adde’ato the organic coffee beans before
selling them on the local market or exporting the®POT is one of the associations that has
taken on coffee roasting and packaging, and tryangell it directly to clients both locally
and abroad, rather than through intermediariesanlimpressive operation, APOT has rented
an old beneficiofrom CATIE>* hired several employees, and begun learning abodit

experimenting with coffee processing. Farmers ftbenregion bring the green coffee beans

** The Centro Agronémico Tropical de InvestigacidBnsefianza or Tropical Agricultural Research and
Higher Education Center. This was only a tempoaargngement, after which APOT acquired its own
facilities.
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to thebeneficio,where they are sorted into categories and setoodty. Several employees
move the beans around periodically to keep moisftoen accumulating and mold from
growing. Once they have reached the proper drymessl, they are brought to the
warehouse in large sacks. Two women work in theelw@ause and are responsible for the
roasting, grinding, packaging, and negotiating watlents, and have become experts at
telling the quality of the green coffee beans sirttook and smell. In 2006, the two women
were roasting and packaging 50 kilos per months&de on local markets. Although these
first steps have been small, they have made soowrgss in breaking the traditional model
of export-oriented production, and demand has kgewing steadily. They now have
several institutional clients in Costa Rica ancew tirect export clients in the US. Several
other small coffee farmer associations had alsdestgprocessing and roasting their own
beans for sale on local markets, thus adding valwehat has traditionally been exported as a
raw material.

These examples from Costa Rica show the multiplegmalities that combine to
hinder progress. In the southeast of the courlry, Coopabuena cooperative had gone
bankrupt due to Costa Rica’s position as periph&rdahe core, and the region’s periphery
within the country was making it difficult to recew In Talamanca, banana producers
separated by mountains and rivers from both Saé dod North American consumers are
still struggling to break traditional models of porate exploitation. The organic farmers in
these regions, paradoxically so intimately conmédi® and dependent upon the global
marketplace, were less connected to MAOCO, manynbavever heard of it, even though
their regional associations were members. And n@nthe organic banana producers in
Talamance told me that, having heard positive ngessan the TV about the benefits that
CAFTA would bring, they were hopeful that perhapwould help them, too. This was not

true, however, in indigenous communities, who aredyCAFTA from the perspective of the
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ways it might threaten their cultural heritage andonomy. The coffee producers in the
Central Valley highlands of Turrialba are faringgbtly better, able to make institutional
connections with and through CATIE, and more ablegach the capital. Producers were
also more informed about and positioned against TRAF These examples show that
marginality can be reinforced and recreated throomglitiple channels in powerful ways.
This inability to break with patterns of the pastthe banana industry, where US control
stretches back to the days of Minor Keith, mirddesdin’s concept of concessionary politics,
where colonial era forest concessions still haveoke in determining present day

conservation politics and policies (Hardin 2002).

Latvia: Repositioning meadows
Processing remains one of the biggest bottleneckse organic sector in Latvia, as

well. It is in some ways felt even more acutelyLatvia than in Costa Rica, because of the
short growing season and smaller diversity of frigalts and vegetables for sale. The need
to meet EU regulations even for domestic sale h#&isap enormous strain on farmers who
might otherwise have sold home-made cheeses, bgkeds, smoked meats or other
traditional products. EU entry made many such haomade products illegal overnight,
unless the farm could certify its kitchen as a fpoocessing facility. For most farm kitchens,
this would require substantial investments in inwgraents such as installing running hot and
cold water, separate indoor toilet facilities, dilsurfaces, and multiple entries and exits to
manage product flow. In 2007, long-awaited regotet finally made it possible to register
as a “home-processor,” which allowed farmers tceheine a list of their risk points and
submit processing registers in order to be alloweskll their products at farmers’ markets.

Due to this a selection of home-made cheeses bppeared at thBerga baars market.
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In 2006, there were 14 certified organic proceg&atilities: one dairy, one goat milk
dairy, two bakeries, three slaughterhouses, twbaldea production facilities, 2 vegetable
packing plants, two fruit packing plants, and orandy processor (Latvian Ministry of
Agriculture 2007). This number has been growingyvsiowly, despite the exponential
growth in the number of certified organic farms aadd area. There have also been
casualties, such as when one of two certified acgaakeries in the country went bankrupt in
2007 because it was unable to repay loans and reahagtax burden of a small business.
Thus, even if more farmers are producing more fadyreat amount of it gets sold as
conventional because of the lack of certified pssagg facilities. As noted, the vast majority
of organic food is not labeled as such (Sak2007). The bottleneck has formed because
recently formed farmers’ cooperatives also stitlklacapital and business skills needed in
order to develop their own processing plants. €hweko have tried have suffered countless
setbacks trying to meet regulations such as thstezllabove that are designed primarily for
larger operations, only to then have the regulaticmanged again. So far, the organic sector
has not captured the imagination of local investorbusinesspeople who might have skills
and resources with which to set up new organicgssiag plants. Finally, for conventional
processors to open up special organic product Ma¢isin their conventional processing
plants also involves new investments, becausertjena@ production line must be separated
in time or space from all conventional processmg\oid contamination.

Without more processors, even if the number difesl farms keeps increasing, it is
difficult to increase the amount of certified foadailable for purchase. The majority of
dairy farmers are forced to sell their milk to centional dairies, beef cattle are sent to the
closest (conventional) slaughterhouses, and fresthaind vegetables have such a short shelf-
life and can be fragile and costly to transport,tisat they are used more for subsistence

rather than grown for sale.
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There have been a few efforts by farmers’ coopestand individual farmers to
develop value-added processing industries. The mgsortant sector, both culturally and
economically, in Latvian agriculture is the daigctor, as already described in Chapter One.
In 2005, almost 65% of organic farms were produamig, but more than half, or 851 farms,
had less than five dairy cows (Salkti2007). Despite this, there is only one smalboig
dairy processing plant, and it has had a rockyohyst The dairy was formed by a small
cooperative northeast ofigg. In 2006 they were processing half a ton okipér day, from
approximately 50 cows. For Laila, the manageragronomist and dairy farmer, rather than
a businesswoman, setting up the dairy plant waeat geat. She traveled to Germany to
learn about processing facilities and took outamlto buy equipment and start the business.
The dairy produces milk, sour cream, butter, anceise types of fresh cheeses. Milk is
thermally treated, but not pasteuriZedecause Laila insists on the fact that pastetisiza
and homogenization in effect “kills the milR®’She commented that organic milk producers
in Germany “homogenize and pasteurize the milkhabin the end it differs in no way from
the milk in those [tetrapak] packages...just thét in a glass bottle.” The un-pasteurized and
non-homogenized organic milk from her dairy iseflinto returnable and washable brown
glass bottles that protect the milk from light. eTproducts are sold at the few organic
specialty stores and market stands. Due to théelihsupply, short shelf life, and the brown
bottle design which is not aesthetically pleasinggdme customers, the milk is not sold at

chain supermarkets.

%5 Latvia and France are the only countries in thevéiére the pasteurization of milk is not requirgd b
law. To sell non-pasteurized milk, however, preoes are subjected to more rigirous laboratoryrtgst
for staph and other bacteria.

%% Interestingly, Michael Pollan ( 2001) quotes agamic dairy farmer in the US using this same phtase
describe the process or ultra-pasteurization, eglar pasteurization, reflecting a significanfetiénce in
perceptions.
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Figure 4.8: Organic dairy products focus on simplim Latvia. Source: www.videsvestis.lv

The dairy has also had many problems with sewdrahges in hygiene legislation
that have required several waves of renovation,pradlems with bank loans. For instance,
the dairy needs money for basic improvements lggairing the roof, but can not get loans
for this because it is not seen by the bank assméss expansion. Other investments for
which the dairy did obtain resources to make retiona required by the hygiene and
sanitation laws have turned out to be unnecesbagause the regulations have since been
changed and relaxed.

The issue of hygiene regulations is one of thetrdidcult for farmers who want to
engage in processing activities and for small coatpees. | heard constant complaints about
the absurdly strict requirements of the Food andetteary Department of the Ministry.
Representatives from the department insist that thgulations are not so difficult to meet,
and that inspectors are very open to consultatoasguestions about requirements. Farmers
and business owners, however, have repeatedly redd their experiences that local
regulations end up being overly detailed and strittan the EU requirements. In addition,
for many farmers the very process of inspectioomsetimidating, therefore they are loathe
to ask many questions in advance, or to questierfittal decisions by the inspectors (see

Chapter Six for more on certification and inspattio In addition, there is not uniform
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interpretation of these norms at all levels, aedah the newspaper article about inter-
agency disagreement over tree regulations quot&hapter Two. What one functionary at
the central office says may contradict what thall@gspector says, and the farmer feels stuck
in the middle.

There was a hopeful development in the organicydséctor in 2007, when a
farmers’ cooperative bought out the majority sharea cheese plant, and began producing
three different types of organic cheese. It wasfitts¢ time that a conventional dairy plant
agreed to buy organic milk with a price premiumg éimey signed a contract with the Drustu
farmer cooperative. This was a long-awaited pasitdevelopment for organic milk
producers, and many organic farmers cancelled prewvious milk sales contracts to make
new agreements with the Drustu cooperative. Thessd the new organic cheeses were not
as good as hoped, however, and they dairy announcédnuary 2008 that it would stop
buying the organic milk (Galkina 2007; Majore—£i2008).

These fits and starts in the organic dairy induséflect larger issues in the dairy
sector as a whole. According to EU regulationsryd&rmers may no longer milk their
animals by hand, and were required to make largesiments in their milk collection and
storage facilities in order to comply with regutets. EU funds were available to assist in
this transition, but it was still painful for smatiroducers. Furthermore, entry into the
Common Agricultural market meant that each prodweas assigned a milk quota to avoid
over-production. Dairy farmers were already dis§ad with this system, but then the large
milk processing plants lowered prices for smalldureers, claiming “optimization of routes.”
Small farmers were especially hard-hit, becauseymaare offered huge price cuts for their
milk due to the inconvenience of picking up suchabmuantities. These various issues
came to a head in May 2008 when dairy farmers dtagerotest against low milk prices in

the Dome Square of the old town ofigR, giving milk away for free in a symbolic
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representation of the fact that current pricesmditicover production costs, yet supermarkets
were selling the milk at double the prices thatrfars receive (BNS 2008). This came
amidst a general economic downturn and high imdiatiates, leaving many small farmers
suffering, and afraid they will default on theimbaoans.

The organic herbal tea sector, however, is an plamhere the idea of adding value
has been in some ways more successful, in parubedae required infrastructure is much
less complicated. There are several different $athat now have certified facilities for
drying and packaging of medicinal herbs for tedsarmers pick wild herbs form their
certified grasslands and meadows, as well as gp¥ietds of specific medicinal plants and
herbs. They make herbal blends of teas for speailficents or boosting immunity, based on
folk knowledge combined with medical knowledge bt tproperties of the plants. In
addition, they make little herbal pillows and saish sauna treatments, and spice mixes.
Through this adding of value, farmers have beer abl obtain much higher prices for
relatively simple products.

In one of the farthest northeast corners of Labtvily a few kilometers from Russia,
several farms have begin to specialize in the cttlea of these herbs form their meadows.
Anita collects herbs form her wild-horse grazingiteries and neighboring organic farms
also bring her what they collect. She has maden&ract for 25 different herbs and flowers
with a new local organic cosmetics company, th& fine in the country to be using certified
organic products to produce a line of lotions, osEas and skin care products.

In some ways, this can be seen as a reclaimingegrusitioning of the meadows and
grasslands not only as source of pasture-grassaioy animals, but also as sources of other

products in their own right. The farmers who pesste knowledge of the herbs become the

" This action had a doubly powerful social impadthile the farmers were aiming to demonstrate their
dire straits, the long line of pensioners lineceaply in the morning toting multiple empty milk caand
plastic bottles to receive their free milk reveatleat they might be worse off than the farmers.
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translators of the meadows, and through their ggingaof different types of herbal blends

for various types of teas, they are adding not ahéir labor, but their knowledge as well.

And for those farmers who are working with the matgrazing as described in Chapter Two,
this entails also a reimagining of the meadow, d®me for the wild horses, as a tourist
object for people who want to go see the wild hersed as a source of raw materials for
their value added products. These sorts of creatipositionings and creation of connections
seem to work as a way of transforming the margmehdows on the periphery of Europe
into a niche market, more so than the dairy sdwerbeen able to do.

Stuck?

What do these various stories about the approashesgsses and challenges of the
two countries’ organic sectors tell us? The CostafRand Latvian organic movements have
taken incredibly different approaches to certifimat processing, and marketing, yet have
strikingly similar problems. These problems ardrakrrelated and connected, so that there is
no one strand to pull to untangle the knot that tiem one to the other, making it seemingly
unmanageable. The Costa Rican movement beganyiog tto form a strong social and
political movement, with an alternative vision dartification and markets. Meanwhile, the
Latvian Organic Association has organized itselfrenas a professional association and
concentrated on assimilating to more mainstreanswoers’ needs, by developing a logo
and making market locations more accessible toeatgr variety of people. And while
progress slowly continues on some levels in botkements, they also both seem somehow
“stuck” at a threshold that is preventing them frdeveloping further.

In both Latvia and Costa Rica, the problems relatedstablishment of processing
facilities that would allow farmers or small busses to capture more of the returns from

their products are related to larger infrastrudteancerns and access to capital. As such,
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they reflect both the position of the organic seettthin the agricultural economy of the
country and the economic position of each counitiiw global markets. There is a sense of
stagnation, and that producers and processorscarabte to get past all the obstacles that
would allow them to expand to create profitableibesses.

What are the possibilities of getting out of tmsious circle? As one farmer/
processor in Latvia commented:

So those of us who have [organic] farms here..,wabl're existing.... | don’t
know...maybe we don’t know how to work...but we allen a similar situation. We
all lack the resources- the resources for prodaoctiacilities, transportation...so we
just exist... and dream that we will be able tovte consumers with good food.
They're good dreams...it's nice that people carehgewod dreams, but...” Later she
concludes: “Maybe we just need to sell the wholsil®ss to someone who can
develop it...”

A long-time participant in the Costa Rican movemexpressed her frustration that
the solutions were actually so very simple andigittéorward, but for years already, it
wasn’'t happening, because donors don’t fund practiork, yet there is also no one else to
invest in such solutions:

So what are we all working for?... is it to havethe time more people to certify?
No. Or to have more organic pineapple in the Dutarkets? No, no, no. I'm not
interested in that. To have more people who cantsalVal-mart? Not that either.
We want more small producers producing organicailyg more integrated way, that
can have a better quality of life- and through that will have more production
available in all parts. What do we gain by workmginformation on markets, more
certifications, credits for large investments? Ehier a budget of 14 million dollars
for a new government project. There is not a simglllar of this for small credits for
producers. Because they are all oriented thatptieelucer has to make a big
investment...no, we need to come back down to earttat are we talking about
here?... we need to start with diversification,dfamvereignty, with local markets,
with small credits...

She cited the example of Antonio, who had sufféradl times as a conventional producer,
but with his hard work and years of selling at fitiga had been able to educate all his sons,

build a new house, and even go on vacation occalbyonThis was the model that had
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proved frustratingly difficult to replicate on adger scale due to lack of adequate types of
funds. “It's so obvious,” she exclaimed in exaspen, but still so difficult to achieve.
Conventionalization on the margins

The problems described above are strikingly diffefeom those discussed in the
majority of the literature on organic sectors arathets that primarily focuses on cases from
North America, Western Europe, and Australia (seeduction). These are countries where
capitalist economies developed long ago and frorarevtthey have spread to other parts of
the world. In these countries, the pressure fromgelaompanies has forced a metaphorical
“conventionalization,” whereby organic productioacbmes little more than substitution of
organic inputs for synthetic ones, and organicascare co-opted by large companies and
“business as usual” models of processing.

The situation in small countries on the marginghsas Latvia and Costa Rica is
notably different, however, and discussions withmfars, shop-owners and small processors
reveal a chain of barriers to even getting orgémacl certified, packaged, and to the market
place. Thus, | would argue that in some ways thst&€ Rican and Latvian organic sectors
are stuck “between conventionalizations.” Duehe persistent bottlenecks in the organic
sector, producers are faced with a very different sf conventionalization than that which
threatens industrialized organic sectors. Hereairthe options seems to be to return quite
literally to conventional production, where infragiture and financing are better
coordinated. Or, at the sector level, to hope ¢th&breign investor will be able to invest
enough to develop beyond the recurring problems.

This raises the question of whether in small coestthat either still classify as
“developing” or “second world” such as Costa Ricadalatvia, the idea of

conventionalization can be separated from globatma What does the term
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conventionalization mean for small farmers who haeen crafting their own innovative
understandings of organic agriculture in respoosether large-scale changes, as described
in the previous chapters? What significance méyld for these two small countries that are
so differently integrated into large-scale globabmomies?

During my main fieldwork period from May 2005- Decker 2006, | carefully
considered the conventionalization debate as redaatiiia and Costa Rica. As | watched
the farmers and processors struggling to expangppak debts, or meet strict regulations,
and as | watched the market stands and speciatiweds struggle to fill their shelves, it
seemed that both of these places were still qaitérém the threat of conventionalization as
described in the literature. If anything, there wathreat that many farmers who had begun
using organic methods might succumb to this se¢goel of “conventionalization,” as some
coffee farmers in Costa Rica already had, decidmgeturn to conventional production
methods because the promise of organic producsopraviding either a stable and easy
export market niche or higher prices for local nedsk was not turning out to be true. In fact,
organic farmers seemed in some cases to have hggbduction costs, fewer marketing
possibilities, and the same farm-gate prices asvergional producers. Under such
circumstances, it might only be those who “approaxbanic agriculture almost as a
religion,” as expressed by one elderly woman farmeZosta Rica, that would remain in the
sector.

When | returned to Costa Rica in 2008 for folloprresearch, | was struck by various
new developments. First, a debate was in progiesst the expansion of organic pineapple
production in the north of the country. The trandexpanding pineapple production had
been continuing for several years, in some casesforming existing pasture area or banana
plantations to pineapple plantations, but alsortlganew areas of forest for new pineapple

production. The majority of this was conventionaheapple contracted from small
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producers by large intermediary companies. Thepeomnes provided farmers with thgos
(seedlings or starts from pineapple cuttings) aedessary inputs, and farmers sold them
back the pineapple. This type of “contract farmiihgs been heavily criticized for taking
control out of the hands of small farmers, thuseffect proletarizing small producers
(Lewontin 1998). In addition, such farming praeschave a deskilling effect, because
farmers only apply a “packet” of chemicals withauily understanding or engaging in the
agricultural processes. This type of “formula fargi can also result in over-application of
chemicals.

With increasing market demand for organic pineapple large pineapple buyers had
allegedly started simply providing a proprietarydanic packet” instead of a conventional
one to some producers, without truly engaging fasme all aspects of organic farming.
The debate that emerged in 2008 within the orgarmgement was surrounding the fact that
one of the large intermediaries had approached MBQ& develop a form of cooperation
with their organic farmers. The idea was to depedoproject whereby some of MAOCO’s
producers would train the company’s farmers in nig@roduction methods. While some in
the movement saw this as an opportunity to helga&®@uother farmers, and try to improve
the environmental and social practices of a lamyagany, others saw it as an attempt by the
company to steal the knowledge from the movemehatshers, use it to reduce their own
production costs, and eventually out-compete thallsproducers from whom they had
obtained the information. Regardless of the inbendf the company or the final outcome of
the negotiations, this dispute indicates that thheventionalization of production processes at
least in organic pineapple production has indeeshdly begun, and may well continue.

Wal-mart's hold on the Costa Rican supermarketosegas also tightening. While

few producers from MAOCO were selling to these sopekets, the demand for cheap
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organics that Wal-mart was promoting would like§cifitate also the expansion of larger
companies using contract farming to sell to thgtrsent of the retail sector.

Changes had also happened in Latvia in 2007 an8.20dost farmers were still
struggling to find markets for their goods, but thecess of the herbal tea production had
been validated by the fact that a German pharmae¢wompany placed a large order for
organic medicinal herbs from Latvia. In the seedar, | was told in 2007 that the majority
of seed varieties tested by experiment stationg werlonger the varieties locally developed
by the national Breeding stations, but ones thateco from large foreign seed companies,
because this simplified the process. Conventicerahérs recognized the name and often got
special deals on the seeds if they bought othertsnpAnd due to the lack of possibilities for
selling beef as organic due to a lack of slauglotesks, organic cattle ranchers were
increasingly beginning to sell live calves for expm Germany and Italy where they would
fetch higher prices.

Finally, the new subsidy structure introduced irtviza in 2008 that tied organic
payments to the revenue earned from productiom@etare had raised fears that only larger,
intensive, organic farmers would be able to keeiveng subsidy payments, and thus to
continue to survive at all. Some farmers who ke out large bank loans in order to build
or renovate primary processing facilities were navable to complete the construction due
to inflation or were in danger of defaulting dueriging costs of fuel and other inputs. One
farmer said, cynically, “So, who will buy them ou&?Latvian? Never! Maybe a German...”
Are these new developments signs of conventiortadizaglobalization, or both? One of the
big differences in these countries is that the ‘@ker of small businesses or niches is not
happening only by corporate actors, but by nec#gsareign corporate actors, because

these are the only sources of investment capitBhus, it seems that the lack of local
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development opportunities was leading to the giababn of the sector, prioritizing export
over local markets.

To some extent, the patterns in the organic sewioor the two countries’ positions
in world agricultural markets. Costa Rica has Idegn seen as a producer of agricultural
export commodities. Some of the organic develogrmeportunities, like the banana deals
with Gerber, mimic the same dynamic of purchaseredr pricing and corporate control of
the production chain. Meanwhile Latvia, having mecluded from European markets for
so long, is still struggling to find a way in. Tmew unity of old and new member states
within Europe is still fragile at best. At the Bagh trade fair in Germany, one German
researcher presenting on Eastern European marke¢sl nhat it was important for old
Member States to begin investing in the new omesyder to ensure the quality of potential
imports and avoid problems with possible food seateat would destabilize the entire
European organic sector. Thus, to the mind of &searcher, the strange new EU members
presented both a risk and an investment opportubity the idea that the sectors could
develop on their own was out of the question.

In Costa Rica, the long history of increasing Ushdwance in the agricultural sector
is perhaps what has spurred farmers, both orgacicanventional, to view their role in rural
development debates as a more political one abwsfpoints in timé® In this context, the
organic sector seems to be striving for protectiom both globalization of agriculture and
conventionalization of organic markets. While tennections to the US are part of what
have set Costa Rica apart from the rest of LatireAra, the Costa Rican social movements
are now trying to use their long-standing democrataditions, the other source of their

“exceptionalism,” as a tool to become less of acepkion in Latin America, in terms of the

%8 See for example Edelman, M. (1999). Peasants Ag&ilobalization: Rural Social Movements in Costa
Rica Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
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resistance to the US and its models of developntersiness, and culture (see Chapters Five
and Seven for more on Costa Rican democracy).

Latvia, as a small player in larger geopoliticaht@sts is now just as much, or
perhaps even more, on the margins of the Europesonlas it was on those of the Soviet
Union. Both organic farmers and many other citizane beginning to feel that they have
been tossed “from one Union to the next.” A grodpfawmers in the eastern part of the
country, Latgale, lamented the lost role for adtime that came with the dissolution of the
Soviet Union: “We used to grow enough potatoesetedfourselves and all of Petersburg.”
The markets to the east, from which they had nosnlmeit off, represented a lost stability.

This involves a shift from one margin, on the Wastedge of the Soviet Union, to
the eastern edge of the European Union. In marygwhis has been a fall from grace, from
being the esteemderibaltika, a term used to refer to the preferred Baltic iseagacation
spot for Soviet apparatchiks, to the eastern boodethe EU from whence women get
trafficked as sex workers, and trained doctors emgto Ireland to pick mushrooms for the
higher salary this downward mobility offers. Fbetagricultural sector as well, this has been
a sense of degradation, from being a prime expatenilk, potatoes, and other food to
Russia, to being nearly forbidden to sell anythomg already “Europeanized” domestic
markets.

Perhaps then, it is not really conventionalizatitmt reinforcement of existing
positions in relation to global markets that is pepng? At the national level, trends are
reinforcing Latvia’s marginality as a member of tisecond world” and Costa Rica’s global
insertion to the marketplace as a “third world”ypd®r of raw materials. But in both places,
the organic movements themselves may get incrdgsimgarginalized through
conventionalization processes. There are signs dbaventionalization, if it is going to

happen, might pass right by the movements themselveBecause if and where
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conventionalization is happening, it is not smalifiers or companies who are selling out, or
larger and medium farmers that are changing totispbstitution models. In Costa Rica,
where “conventionalization” is already happeninghe pineapple sector, certain companies
are establishing their own parallel industrial arigaworlds, imported as directly from the
North as the pineapples get exported to the Solths process will likely continue whether
or not the movement decides to cooperate with Thus the globalized organic export
markets may develop alongside these movementh#hat been trying to create their own
versions of organic agriculture, and eventuallyatzecompetition for them.

Connections across marginality

There is also subtle irony here about mainstreamntgmarginalization at the global
level. While the Latvian Ministry and Organic Asgation feel increasing pressure to join
the European mainstream, pushing for double-cedtifcommercially viable organic seeds,
and organic products in supermarkets, they becoarginalized because their post-socialist
past makes them European misfits. But not mangiealenough, it seems, for there is
another “Europe” at work in this story. In facvea as the Latvian Association struggles to
negotiate the labyrinths of the new EU regulatitamgely on its own, the main funding and
training in Costa Rica about seed-saving and intivearganic initiatives is coming from
various European organizations and internationaheigs.

In Costa Rica one of the most active organizattbas has been supporting MAOCO
is Vredeseilanden from Belgium. In projects abrtdasly had changed their name to VECO
because no one could pronounce the original, kay tere one of the main funders of the
organic and alternative rural development movemantSosta Rica and other countries in
Central America. They had organized exchangesaionérs from Costa Rica to visit groups

in Belgium, and introduced ideas for many of thestmguccessful projects in Costa Rica,
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such as th&emana Agroecologicthe sale of weekly vegetable baskets, and thaisable
schools project. Many other European groups antithehls were also active in Costa Rica.
Kokopelli, a French seed group, had come to teacmdrs how to produce and save
vegetable seeds, such as lettuce s€eH$VOS, a Dutch NGO, together with the UNDP
provided funding for the seed projects. And mamyodpean individuals have moved to
Costa Rica and are working in the sector with N®©as organic farmers themselves.

Many Europeans | met in Costa Rica asked witht@afhterest how Latvia is doing
with EU accession, and listened to my brief accewftthe sometimes harsh adjustment
process, but the interest usually stopped thermoy European and international funding
agencies there was no apparent interest in stgstiojgcts in Eastern Europe that would be
somehow similar to those being carried out in Cé3ta. In 2006, an NGO coalition from
Western Europe attended the European Regional FA&ings held in Riga. The groups
who attended were intrigued when | mentioned tlest&Vest issues within Europe might be
parallel to North-South issues in certain ways, adnhitted that they had never given much
thought to the inequalities or to possible activiamthis level. The Latvian participants from
the organic movement who attended, for their pggemed shocked that the NGOs were
promoting food sovereignty and small-scale subscsefarming, things that seemingly
clashed with all the signals they were getting fiéarope. And thus the dialog among these
groups did not continue.

This apparent oversight on the part of Europearddus and lack of cooperation
among NGOs stems in part from imagined structdifiérences, from assumptions that the
countries of Eastern Europe must be more develapedless in need than those in Latin

America, and in some ways that might be correasdsl on this assumption, most European

%9 Kokopelli is one of the few groups that have beetbroiled in lawsuits against intellectual property
rights on seeds at the European level, which cset®wn bridge to the Costa Rican experiencerdest
in Chapter Seven.
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foundations that funded any type of NGO work armining seminars pulled out of the
Baltics in the early 2000s. It was assumed thatttansition to democracy and to a market
economy were largely complete. But even then,pidwicular types of groups supporting
organic agriculture and alternative developmentg@ms were never present, and have
always worked more in Africa, Latin America and theveloping world.”

In this particular case, then, NGOs advocating gtdat may be considered marginal
within Europe, such as food sovereignty, conneqvads of the world that are considered
peripheral, but there is not a larger examinatiboooe, periphery, or marginality within the
new Europe. Eastern Europe is perhaps not “othregkotic enough, does not have the same
type of post-colonial connections with Western fparoand thus does not fit into the global
imaginary of solidarity towards a better future. @arhaps it is simply backwards, in the
ways it has been for centuries in the European imaéign (Wolff 1994). Thus despite, and
sometimes because of all of the new legislation aed activism, certain patterns are
perpetuated. The US and Western Europe are stifitothg the rules of the game, the Latin

Americans are still resisting, and the Eastern peaos are still “stuck in the middle.”
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SECTION IlI: IMAGINING A REGION

CHAPTER 5
“We will simply count the votes:”
democracy, hegemony, and the common sense of regbmation

“The real loser in the 2003 referendum was demograc
-Political commentary on
Latvia’s referendum on joining the EU (Auers 2003)

“Today democracy won.”

— President of the Costa Rican Supreme Tribunglextions,
Luis Antonio Sobrado of the CAFTA referendum (®ibos 2007)

On the morning of October 7, 2007, in a workingsslauburb outside of San Jose,

Costa Rica, | sat down on a bench outside thengphitation for the referendum on the

ratification of the Central American Free Trade égment (CAFTA). One of the

international observers sat down next to me and &aime casually, “Have you seen the

materials of the Si campaign? They're incredib®le pulled out a cartoon and handed it to

me. It depicted the future of Costa Rica with athaut CAFTA in two columns of cartoons.

In the left hand column, happyicos (as Costa Ricans call themselves) have shiny @esy c

fancy computers and medical equipment, securegotdseautiful nature preserves. Exports

roll onto a ship and happy shoppers browse thevebalf cheap imports. On the right hand

column, in a Costa Rica without CAFTA, a potholes Isavallowed up a car in the street,
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people are unemployed, goods linger unexportedadritle trees have been cut down due to
lack of money for nature protection. There is norenmedicine available, teenagers hang
around aimlessly and turn to theft, seeing no &itareducation and hard work.

| looked up, asking where she got the pamphlet- s pointed to the information
stand of the Si campaign, where staffers were taggipeople in finding their voting tables.
“They gave that to you?” | exclaimed incredulouslyhere was a ban on campaigning or
distributing information on the last three daysdoefthe referendum, let alone on election
day right outside the polling station. We congiilgth the other international observers, and
a colleague from Panama went to report the vialatiiothe election officials. The observers
became almost giddy afterwards about having suftdgsseported a violation. Their work
here had been worthwhile.

Costa Rica’s referendum on CAFTA was historic amuanber of levels. It was the
first country to hold a national referendum on thefication of a free trade agreemé&htFor
Costa Rica’s electorate, it was also the first oratl referendum in its 186 years of
independence. And for many voters throughout thetry, it was the first time that they got
involved in openly debating the future developmehtthe nation. The referendum was
characterized by the massive popular involvementciokens, especially those in the
opposition, who had initially called for the refadam. The anti-CAFTA campaign had at
first been led by the “usual suspects” of Uniorachers, farmers, and environmentalists, but
in the months leading up to it, was joined alsohwndreds of “neighborhood patriotic
committees” that formed spontaneously and canvadsedto-door getting other neighbors

involved. The day before the referendum, one womtained to the group of international

0 The EU has a separate free-trade agreement ¢aéi€guropean Free Trade Association ( EFTA).
Joining the EU is different because it includesolbgislative aspects for Member States.
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observers assembled that she had never been idvohany political campaigns before, but
that this was different, because it was not rupdiitical parties.

In Latvia in the summer of 2003, several montheiteethe referendum on joining the
European Union (EU), the atmosphere was quiterdiffie The government’s YES campaign
was going strong, filling newspaper columns and mihutes. Here, children’s school
groups, NGOs and pensioners were also rallyinghlferYES campaign. Voices of dissent
were few and far between, and mostly discounteslcasommunists or extreme nationalists,
while the majority of the population anticipatedrsimprovement in their lives from EU
accession.

This chapter discusses the ways that integratiom the regional economic and
political blocks of the European Union and the CanAmerican Free Trade Agreement
were proposed and discussed by the governmentstailand Costa Rica, respectively, and
reacted to by the media, general public, and satialements throught the referenda
processes. While in both countries, entry inte¢éhagreements was presented by proponents
largely as “common sense,” the reactions to thimmadzing discourse have been very
different. In Latvia, although many voters remainendecided until the last minute, there
was little public discussion and opposition growge highly marginalized. Meanwhile in
Costa Rica, the country was highly polarized, aacté debates preceded the referendum on
joining CAFTA. | show how governments and sociavements in both countries created
teleological narratives of historical relations asatial imaginaries of the regions they were
to “join”, which was a way of constructing their owersions of what was “common sense.”
Using Anna Tsing’s concept of “contingent lineageshow how this common sense was
“made” by connecting distinct imagined nationaltbiges with specific regional and global
futures. | suggest that the different resonanaettiese discourses had for the public in each

country is partially due to the way that such liges were constructed, the way social
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movements conceived of and deployed the ideas erhttracy,” regional imaginaries, and
global connections. In the conclusion, | reflectrmw in Costa Rica, participation by wider
publics and social movements transformed the NOt®ns of common sense into a counter-
hegemonic discourse, while the ones in Latvia wetesuccessful in doing so.

While other chapters of the dissertation focuscsjpally on organic farmers’
interpretations of the meanings and impacts ofomization, this chapter is meant to
contextualize the farmers and movements’ viewsiwidrger political debates, and does not
focus specifically on farmers but on broader sogialements and publics. | first give some
background on the two referenda and on the theatagrounding of the chapter, and then
turn to the analysis of the specific campaigns.

A tale of two referenda

Latvia’s accession to the European Union is a m®dkat began as early as 1994,
three years after Latvia's independence from thegiéddJnion, with the signing of an
Agreement on Free Trade and Trade Related Mattéhgive EU. An official application for
membership in the EU was submitted in 1995, andoftfieial accession negotiations took
place through 2002. In April of 2003, the EU Acsies Treaty was signed, followed by the
referendum in September (Ministry of Foreign Aféaaf the Republic of Latvia).

On September 20, 2003, the Latvian electorate viot@dnational referendum to join
the EU. The result was 67.4 percent in favor a2d ercent opposed. Electoral turnout
was about 72 percent of those eligible to votevie& result was the third lowest among
new Member States, but was a welcome victory fergioponents, because Latvia had had
consistently high rates of undecided voters anddBkeptics” in opinion poles in the four
years leading up to the referendum. Latvia's govemnt scheduled the referendum as the

last one of the ten accession countries in pad agategic decision to influence voters to
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vote YES, as their neighbors had (Pridham 2004yiaafficially joined the EU on May 1,
2004, along with nine other accession countriegaeaing the block from 15 to 25 Member
States. Bulgaria and Romania have also sincedplménging the total to 27.

Negotiations for CAFTA began in January 2003. Hureement was originally
signed by the US and the Central American counindday 2004, the Dominican Republic
was added in August, 2004, and was ratified byUiein July 2005. All other members
ratified the agreement through their Parliamentasyes, and the agreement has already
entered into force. Due to years of controverserothe agreement in Costa Rica,
Parliamentary ratification was continually postpdnand the opposition pressed for a public
referendum.

On October 7, 2007, Costa Rica became the firsbmah the world to hold a
referendum on the ratification of a free trade agrent. The national referendum on the
ratification of the CAFTA was initiated by its oppents, planned as the culmination of a
four-year long anti-CAFTA struggle. Despite théoes of these groups, voters approved the
ratification of CAFTA, with a narrow margin of 51@ercent in favor and 48.4 percent
opposed, with electoral turnout at around 60 pdrc&éhe defeat came as a shock to
opponents because opinion polls had been showisteady increase in opposition to
CAFTA, with the final poll three days before elects showing a 12 percent lead in anti-
CAFTA sentiment (Villalobos 2007). Following thete, there were many allegations of
media bias, intervention by politicians and votimgegularities but the result was not
overturned. Costa Rica’s President signed CAFTA latv on November 21, 2007. It will
enter into force in 2008 if remaining necessaryslegve changes are made by Parliament by

that timé* (see Chapter Seven).

®1 The established deadline for all legislative clemnp be made was 29 February 2008. Due to camtinu
resistance from the opposition parties in the Uatiise Assembly even after the referendum, the
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The agreement eliminates 80 percent of tariffs &edports to the Central American
countries immediately, and phases out tariffs @nrdmaining 20 % over a ten year period.
Central American countries already have preferbtr@e status under the Caribbean Basin
Initiative and Most Favored Nation programs, whigtows for duty-free imports of 80
percent of goods to the US from these countries these programs must be renewed by
Congress periodically. In addition to the genemallti-lateral agreement, each country
negotiated specific bilateral provisions as “sidéers” under the agreement with the US
(2004). In the case of Costa Rica, 13 nationak)ahe so-called “implementation agenda”
have to be changed still by the Legislative Assgnddter ratification in order for the
agreement to enter into force.

It is not the point of this chapter to compare tlontent of the agreements, but rather
the public discussions and debates surrounding.thins important to note however, that
although the EU is a political union, and thus cdased very different than just a free trade
agreement, that CAFTA is also rjost a trade agreement. As opponents to CAFTA in Costa
Rica emphasized in their campaigns, the agreementriucho mas all4 que el comefcio
(goes much beyond trade). Both the EU Accessioeesgent and CAFTA include numerous
non-trade related issues, such as environmentudigrie, investments, telecommunications,
finance, and intellectual property rights. It isaetly these non-trade related aspects of the
agreement that have been the most controversiala fatter of process, in both countries
the negotiations on these agreements have beening-fpr a number of years, often with
limited public involvement. The referenda, there anly one small step in processes with
their own institutional momentum. In the case lné €U, all of Latvia’s legislation had

already been changed before the referendum to ntacBU requirements, while in the case

government had to request an extension until Octbp2008. Gillers, G. (2008). Costa Rica Gets More
Time for CAFTA. Tico TimesSan Jose, 29 February 2008.
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of Costa Rica, the legislative changes are stifiriocess after ratification. This is important

because it changes the stakes considerably.

Making common sense

What is at stake is the nation that we want: wéretve are a country that can look
the world in the eyes, confronting the new chaléthat emerge, or whether we are
a country that turns its back on the present aeduture and thinks only of the
past...CAFTA is our great opportunity. Ensuringttthis opportunity becomes a
reality will be our great responsibility.
- Costa Rica referendum campaign materials foMsiri 2007)

Let us remember how historical injustice hurt- fhet that Latvia was
forcefully withdrawn from the rest of Europe. B40 had not happened, Latvia
would be equivalent to Denmark, Holland, FinlandSereden. Because that is what
Latvia was like before the occupation. That is wwhenust become again. Citizens of

Latvia! On the 28 of September we have the opportunity to correstohy, to make
safe our nation’s future development.

-Statement two weeks before the referendum wrlitebatvian composer

Mara Zalite and signed by 250 artists and intellectuaii(& 2003).

In both of the above quotes, the idea of votings®yin the respective national
referendum is presented as logical, wise and nagessThe future and the security of the
nation depend on this vote. Voting yes, then, nespnted as common sense. Geertz
(2000:75) has examined the cultural attributes loétwve call “common sense:”

There are a number of reasons why treating “comrsense” as a relatively

organized body of considered thought, rather thahwhat anyone clothed and in his

right mind knows, should lead to some useful cosiolus; but perhaps the most
important is that it is an inherent characterisficommon-sense thought precisely to
deny this and to affirm that its tenets are immiddeliverances of experience, not
deliberated reflections upon it. ...[Common sendeas] ...are conflated into
comprising one large realm of the given and und#ejaa catalog of in-the-grain-of-
nature realities so preemptory as to force themsselypon any mind sufficiently
unclouded to receive them. Yet this is clearly smt

Biehl, in his account of “zones of social abandonthén Brazil, invokes Geertz's
notion of common sense, to explain how an instindlized patient, Catarina, and countless

others, were madsocially dead long before thephysicaldeath. Biehl shows how every

decision made by Catarina’s family, doctors andpoesible institutions was perfectly
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understandable as common sense, yet that when ced)ldhey resulted in an abominable
violation of human rights, showing the lack of sanscommon sense.

Gramsci has shown that common sense is historiaatfyculturally situated:

Common sense is a collective noun...there is reitgne common sense, for that too

is a product of history and a part of the histdrpacess...Every social stratum has

its own ‘common sense’ and its own ‘good sense,ictvtare basically the most
widespread conception of life and of man. Everygsophical current leaves behind

a sedimentation of ‘common sense’ this is the duvent of its historical

effectiveness. Common sense is not something aigelimmobile, but is continually

transforming itself... (Hoare and Smith 1971:325-6

Thus common sense, often assumed to be unanimbelslyby the members of any
one society throughout time, is actually the atéitan of understandings of the past and
present, and is thus specific to both the cultime social group, and the particular moment in
time.

If we look more closely at the quotations from thve YES campaigns above, we see
that they present voting YES in the referendumhag town versions of common sense that
imply, and even require, contingency. They con@egarticular imagined national past with
an anticipated regional or global futdfeln such a teleological formula, the outcome @f th
referendum becomes the “plus” sign that conne@sethhistorical and future elements. This
contingency “makes” common sense by rendering aitpgons unimaginable. It is no secret
that campaign messages are carefully crafted irroto speak to the desires, fears, or
imagined “instincts” of voters. Seeking to undenst, however, how exactly these pasts,
futures, and the democratic processes that coitinect are constructed in these campaigns
can shed light on the various meanings of the eeftat and their outcomes.

In order to capture how the campaigners of the & “no” groups constructed

their particular ideas of common sense to offethto voters, | use Anna Tsing’s concept of

®2|n discussing the imagined past | am drawing oneBéct Anderson’s concept of “imagined
communities” and the scholarly traditions of shogvirow national narratives are romanticized and
mythologized. Anderson, B. (1983). Imagined ComrtiagiLondon: Verso.
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“contingent lineage.” Tsing (2005:127) invokes them “contingent lineages” as a way to
contextualize and historicize how social movemesdsmbine local, national and global
meanings:

we might call these shifting... histories ‘lineagedat is, shards of genealogies

through which present forms have emerged.... Cgeatih lineages show us the

world-embracing spread of cosmopolitanisms eventhes bring us into the

articulations through which these cosmopolitanibesome locally identifiable. ...the
confluences of contingent lineages refigure impmbitkeas, migrants, and materials
from all over the world as local. In these conjees, cultures are made and remade.

What is important in applying the idea of contingdéineages to these referenda
campaigns is that they go beyond the past and irasel into the future. | argue here that
both the proponents and opponents of the EU andT@A&re combining and transposing
national and global meanings in different waysrieo to situate specific lineages of national
histories firmly in a particular type of regionatdaglobal future imaginary. | suggest that
this act of tracing @electivenational history through to its logical, globalnotusion is the
way in which both the governments representing “‘thES” and the social movements
representing the “NO” campaigns constructed thein @ersions of common sense- which
was either to join or not join the EU and CAFTA. eTfability of each campaign to
successfully connect this imagined national histtirya particular future constrained the
range of alternative futures.

The process of the actual referendum, and howintagined, is incredibly important,
because it reflects a certain understanding of demey. Paley has reviewed the emerging
anthropological literature on democracy and showiaw differently the concept is used,
sometimes meaning the electoral system, other tiragsring to the number of NGOs
involved, and only sometimes meaning a real voiceé ele in decision-making (Paley

2002). Democracy is considered very importantathtof these settings, in Costa Rica as a

reflection of its long-standing democratic histoand in Latvia as proof of its newly re-
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gained democracy. The referendum is an importamibslic moment in affirming these
commitments to democracy, therefore it is importémtexamine how various actors
employed this idea of democracy. Thus, for eactheffour campaigns | will briefly reflect
on the way that the actual moment of the referendas envisioned as fitting into a broader
concept of democracy.

Global connections, as Anna Tsing (2005) has shasyrare messy. Thus, for both
Latvia and Costa Rica, there are a multitude obgla@onnections that have influenced the
way that these ideas of nation, region, and demsgcaze imagined. In each of the four
campaigns | attempt to link the discourses usetisohistory of global connections that have
helped inform and shape them.

The remainder of this chapter is organized into &®ctions, each one devoted to one
of the campaigns. Based on campaign materialpostgys’ statements, and observed events
and activities, | analyze for each campaign thegimed past and selected historical reference
points, the type of democratic process that issowed to connect this past with the future,
and the anticipated regional and global future glutbal connections that have helped to
shape the particular global imaginary. In the dasion | will briefly analyze how the
resulting collages of contingent pasts and futuesenated differently with supporters and
voters in each campaign, and what this tells ug #t®ihegemonic and counter-hegemonic

power of each of these competing versions of comsenise.

The common sense of yes

Latvia: all in the family
In Latvia, the yes campaign was successful becauses seen by many as a process

of the post-Soviet “normalization” of history. Eigi (2002) has argued that since Latvia

regained its independence, there have been vaefiods to restore “normality” through
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correcting history- imagined either temporally, t8turning to the norms of the interwar
independence period, or spatially, by returningvizaatto Europe (Eglitis 2002). In
statements by @ite and others, we see these two merged into oagvialis already part of
Europe, and would have been part of Europe haotibeen for the occupation by the Soviet
Union. Thus, the return to Europe was almost agimme conclusion.

This particular lineage of the past is importar@cdiuse it takes its starting point in
the independence period of the 1920s, rather thafoi instance, the 600 years of serfdom
under German rule beginning in the 1200s, or theogeof Nazi rule during World War I,
which are also examples of previous connection&uwmpe. This selective choice of a
historical reference point is significant becaussnables Europe as a region and as a cultural
imaginary to be equated with “progress.” Joinihg EU was presented by political elites,
and largely accepted by the public, to be an esdquart of reconstructing historical and
political ties to Western Europe and a proof ofihngweestablished democracy and created a
market economy. Joining the EU and NATO had besrosi the sole political goals in the
country since independence was regained in 19%was largely seen as “the only option.”
In this sense, the decision to try to join the Edd bbeen made long ago, and the referendum
came at a time after nearly ten years of changimg | policies, and even the constitution to

make EU accession a reality.

Figure 5.1:Campaign slogan in favor of joining Bld. The missing piece of the puzzle says “forfieT
place where it fits says “Latvia in Europe.” Souretp://politika.lv/index.php?id=6917
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Major political and cultural figures made impass&dn- and historically-framed —
pleas to the public to vote for accession. Primaidter Eirars RepSe called it one of the
three most important decisions in the country’ddms after its two independence votes in
1918 and 1990. The president, Vair&k&/Freiberga, emphasized the pact's symbolic value:
"For Latvia, it is putting the final full-stop tdh¢ sequels of the Second World War and
wiping out forever the divisions on the map of Epedhat the odious Molotov-Ribbentrop
Pact of 1939 had placed there" (BBC News 2003).

This sense of undoubted European heritage wasieveked by noted economists to
justify their study on the positive effects EU aggien would bring to Latvia’s economy:

The foundation of the study is not only modern Bpaan and generally accepted

Western values, but also the assumption that wiwjdres, are Europeans- a part of

Western civilization. That our place is in Europege assumed as a natural and

historical axiom. From this perspective, joiningrmt joining the EU is simply an

institutional question. It is not a marriage of eenience between Latvia and the EU.

We are already a family, we are all Europeans (B@fhmaa et al. 2003).

The metaphor of a European family was echoed bydplesentatives as they welcomed the
positive results of the referendum. The presidd#nthe European commission, Romano
Prodi, welcomed the Latvians into the European lgnaind the president of the European
Parliament, Pat Cox, congratulated the Latviangh&ir decision to “return back to their
proper place, their real home, Europe” (LETA 2008net zipas 2003).

In Latvia this return to Europe was also frametkasing an old “region” and joining
a new one. Getting out of the sphere of influebicRussia was seen as a strategic goal by
many that was more important than anything elsed fadeed, the idea of Russia and the
other “eastern” neighbors being both threatening &#ackwards runs through various
commentaries. Aivars Stranga, a Latvian historveimen asked about his opinion before the

referendum stated: “I don’t especially analyze wishould vote for Latvia joining the EU.

It just seems to me- it would be shameful if weysthoutside of the EU with Ukraine,
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Belarus, Russia and Moldova. ...l can’t think oy a@ason why Latvia would stay outside of
the EU” (Nagle 2003). This is a sentiment that gtievails now, even after disillusionment
with the EU has begun to appear. Thus, this idehifting from one, backwards, region to a
new (but simultaneously even older) one, was beyralysis even for a historian — it was,
simply, “common sense.”

The fact that it was seen to truly be part of Latvicommon sense” of the moment
was reflected by the fact that there seemed taobgatble alternatives. The only alternatives
discussed were isolation, or joining Russia, Bedamd others in the NIS. One commentator
portrays the absurdity of the idea of a tiny indegent country in Europe sandwiched
between the expanded EU and looming Russia. Atndepence held in Latvia one week
before the referendum, one of the main speakenessied the audience thus: “The question
to be answered remains: at what price is Latvidingilto isolate itself at the international
level?” (Bezina 2003). This lack of good alternatives leads semse of resignation. Raita
Karrite, Head of the Academy of Sciences Economicstiristadmitted that if she “listens to
her heart” then there are more arguments agaiast fibr joining, however “one must vote
‘for’ to choose shelter from one’s own weaknes$esn the problems of a small country”
(Nagle 2003). The lack of imaginable choice isoalsinforced by the seeming “end of
history” if Latvia refused entry. In the last feweeks before the referendum, an EU
Enlargement Commissioner was asked about the plitysith postponing entry for a couple
of years. He answered that such postponement wailtde possible, that if the population
voted no, that it would be the end of the procH#ss; EU investments and funds would be
withdrawn immediately (Raudseps and Og&[2003).

These strategies of totalizing and naturalizingalisse made it easy to discount the
opposition. Juris B&s, an economist, wrote in one of the daily papeas Yoting against the

EU would be a crime against the younger generatioaiscan not yet vote. He said he had
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come to the conclusion that all of the people whe against the EU were lazy, fools, or
criminals (B&s 2003). The economists cited above easily diseauat‘counterstudy” done
showing the potential negative effects of joinidge tEU as a radical left-wing Marxist-
influenced work, because the work speaks of glabtitn as a modern form of colonization,
and about the spread of wilgl¢sorigs) capitalism (Osis, Kalnnda et al. 2003). Since
Latvia’s future is one of leaving communism behikrxist interpretations were necessarily
lacking in common sense. Any continuity betweea 8oviet, communist past, and the
European future was portrayed as ridiculous. 0As commentator put it, even if the EU
bureaucracy has been criticized for a lack ofgpamency, “for a country that still suffers
from the remains of a sluggish Soviet bureaucrawy & syndrome of secrecy, it is hard to
imagine that the EU could be imagined as anythitigerothan a vitamin injection to de-
Sovietize the country and create a more open, aolerand friendly attitude towards
inhabitants” (Baerug 2003).

This transition from the Soviet to the Europeanld®had already been equated with
a simultaneous transition to democracy and to &ebtaconomy for nearly ten years. As in
many countries of the former Soviet block, aftee thighly mobilized pro-independence
protests had settled and economic problems beganial snovement activity in Latvia
declined rapidly. This demobilization has beemilaited to a variety of factors, such as
activist fatigue, new economic hardships, etc.leyPé2001) shows how in post-dictatorship
Chile the idea of “civil society,” particularly ahe type promoted so actively by USAID and
other donor agencies, served to demobilize soc@alements by encouraging only certain
kinds of participation. This participation make§&@8s complicit in state and international
projects, and even allows them to take over sonteeofunctions previously carried out by
the State. In Chile, demobilization happened alstause many local activists had different

types of participation in mind. This is exacthettype of promotion of “civil society” that
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happened in Latvia for the first ten years aftegareing independence, when new aid
programs descended to help institutionalize dentgaraEastern Europe. USAID, National
Endowment for Democracy, Baltic-American Partngydhiogram all have funded numerous
initiatives that define democratic process in tewhscivil society” (USAID 2002). In this
model of civil society, officially registered NG@suld apply for project- based funding, and
learn how to lobby government officials. Like in i@h this may have contributed to
demobilization in the post-independence period, ahsciplined participants into a
democracy that happens in offices and through iefficorrespondence rather than through
street protests.

In the pre-referendum period, registered civilistycorganizations were eligible to
apply for projects from the one million Euro EUanfation campaign of the government.
Specifically pro-European NGOs sprang up, and theanser of 2003 was filled with
discussions, cultural activities and civil sociempaigns promoting EU accession that were
sometimes difficult to distinguish from the offitigovernment campaign. Thus, for the
society that had been made civil, accession t&thevas in many ways accession to a ready-
made model of democracy, and open debate of thstedas was limited.

Thus we see that these naturalizing discourseiseo¥ ES campaign left no practical
alternatives. In their construction of a lineagethwa national history of robbed
independence, they made possible only one, commases future: the inevitable entry into
the EU to finalize that independence and rejoire ‘thmily of Europe.” Both European and
US connections had confirmed this inevitable futtineough year-long funding of the
transition to civil society, and threatening thenowal of EU funds if accession were not to

take place.
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Costa Rica: From poverty to progress
On the eve of the CAFTA referendum in October 20Bugenio Trejos, the main

spokesperson for the NO campaign in Costa Ricagdampeak to the group of international
observers to tell them about the process leading tipe Referendum. As he began to speak,
the room went silent. Trejos told the observeas th a private meeting with President Oscar
Arias shortly after his controversial election 008, he had suggested to the President that
he hold a referendum to decide the fate of CAFTIAe president had rejected the proposal,
indicating that the matter should be resolved by tlegislative Assembly. Once the
opposition had in effect forced the process throtigh Supreme Election Tribunal (TSE),
however, Arias announced the referendum as a grapartunity for the country:

I have full confidence that the Costa Rican peapik know how to choose the

correct path; that they will prefer to say yes ¢oncracy, yes to the creation of high-

quality jobs, yes to the future of our youth, yeste world; they will prefer to have a

country that advances with optimism and a clearsmua country with a government

capable of making decisions, solving problems, #ngking big. Let’s go, then, to
the ballot boxes to decide, at last, the fate oFTCA. But above all, let us go to the
ballot boxes to show the world that which the wdréts always known about us: that

in Costa Rica the democrats are in the majorityg@\6anchez 2007).

This quote shows how the government and the Si a@mptried to position the
referendum as part of Costa Rica’s mythologized atzatic past — and CAFTA as its
inevitable democratic outcome. “Few countries hasdeguiling an imagined past as Costa
Rica. Traditional historians, politicians and age citizens alike portray it as a redoubt of
democracy and peace in a Central America forevagyad by tyrannies and internecine
conflicts...” (Edelman 1999:45). Indeed, Costa R&#he only country in Central America
that has not had long periods of military dictabgps or civil wars since it gained
independence in 1821. This history is proudly celtdnl every September 15, and is part of

the foundation for Costa Rica’s “exceptionalism.Thus, the government and the Si

campaign actively tried to connect that democtasidition with the future under CAFTA.
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The referendum, as a voting process, was key tocarOscias’ conception of
democracy. In receiving the news that the TSE Ipglaved the referendum process he also
stated:

| receive this resolution with pride, because it emrich our democracy, because it is

a triumph for institutionalization and a failurer fthose who have threatened with

violence. We will decide the destiny of CAFTA imet form closest to our

idiosyncrasy: voting in peace and tranquility; notthe streets, but in the ballot
boxes. We will not count the heads or placards march, or in barricadeg/e will

simply count the votdemphasis added] (Arias Sanchez 2007).

This quote is very revealing. For Arias, it wagedief that the issue would be
removed from the streets, where it had residedhi®mprevious four years, and taken back to
the safe space of the ballot box. He, as a seagmiidian, and previous president of Costa
Rica (1986-1990), emphasized that he had “neveedean election.” For Arias and the
government, the division and debates in the cowryounding CAFTA seemed dangerous,
rather than a sign of a healthy democracy, anddladions became a peaceful alternative.

On the day of the referendum, the TSE celebratedattt that no violence had taken
place, thafTicos had known how to be “delegates for day.” Newspsyzerd TV reporters
interviewed these temporary decision-makers. Amtked, the atmosphere on election day
was one of festive excitement and anticipation.oSEhwho participated in the vote did so
with a sense of great responsibility. After victafythe “YES” was announced, Arias took
the referendum result as a final indication thapedvious debate should be erased. On the
night of the vote, after the results had been anoed he said: “[Now] the boundaries that
divide us disappear: we are no longer those oh8IiNo” (Villalobos 2007).

Like in Latvia, a more specific historic moment waso emphasized. This moment
in Costa Rica was the period that began 20 yearsaadCosta Rica’s “historic opening.” In

campaign materials it is emphasized as the beginninCosta Rica’s progression from

poverty to progress. “In the second half of 1982ha end of Rodrigo Carazo’s term, official
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statistics located the poverty level at 49%. Altrfwaf of all Costa Ricans were poor! Now,
the poverty index is around 20%. Thanks to thetetyy of opening to international trade, we
have diminished poverty significantly...” (Marti QD).

Another part of the mythologized past includes the stroeffare system, which was
developed with funds gained from abolishing CosieaR armed forces after a brief civil
war in 1948. But for the campaign materials fog @i, it was important to stress that the
welfare system was no longer viable: “Every dayneéce that public services are not what
they once were: long lines, poor quality. The Stzde not finance us anymore and this
affects all of us” (Alianza de$i 2007). Thus, the transition from a welfare state system
of open foreign investment was the logical solution

The future that was presented comes directly otth@frecent opening of markets to
the US and the continuity of those ties. Campangtierials emphasized that almost half of
Costa Rica’s imports already go to the US and 60%reign investment comes from there,
largely as a result of the Caribbean Basin Init&ti That initiative, however, was set to
expire in 2008, unless renegotiated with the USpénents emphasized that CAFTA was a
more secure replacement of that treaty becauseuidmot be renegotiated. Campaign
materials stated that, “we insist: because thed.t8a country to which we sell the most, and
also the country from which we buy the most, itaks enormous importance for the
development of Costa Rica that it be precisely W& with which we have a signed
agreement, to grant legal security to our relatigsis(Marti 2007). The Si campaign tried to
emphasize specifically the economic perspectivebefreaty, and thus the common sense of
it was that of course Costa Rica needs developrbetter roads, and security, and this is the
natural path that the country would take under CAFThis was the inevitable continuation

of the history begun 20 years ago.
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The campaign highlighted the significant losses thould result from the rejection
of the treaty and the discontinuation of those. tids was frequently mentioned that the
Caribbean Basin Initiative would be repealed, thatories and businesses would leave, new
investors would never come, massive unemploymentidvensue, the currency would have
to be devalued, inflation would rise (Alianza &#2007). It would certainly be common
sense to avoid such a bleak future, because ratidit with the past.

In Costa Rica, as in Latvia, the pro-CAFTA campaadso emphasized the lack of
viable alternatives. The alternatives to CAFTAgameted were either total abandonment, as
shown above, or an alliance with Fidel Castro, H@wmvez, and the discredited leftist
leaders of Latin America. One pro-CAFTA brochuyaically exclaimed about what would
happen if Costa Rica rejected the treaty: “We wdagddn the news! The international press
would comment on the strange small country thatiddec to leave up in the air its
connections to its main commercial partner, andctejhe free access of its products to the
largest market in the world.” Campaign materialasistently portrayed the process as a tug
of war between the US on the one side, and Cub&andzuela on the other. These leaders
were portrayed as threats to Costa Rica’s demogaay/thus an unnatural and unimaginable
future association for the country, as depictethenposterLas Caras del NgThe Faces of
No). The poster, depicted below, is a cynical itiota of a campaign strategy of the same

name used by the no campaign, that imitated a Batgiage.
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| LAs caras DL NO

o

Fidel Castro HugoChdvez Daniel Ortega

Los tres quieren desestabilizar nuestra
democracia y estdn detrds de quienes apoyan
€l No para lograrlo

NuEesTRA DEMOCRACIA ESTA EN RIESGO

S Al TLE!

1

|

| Y ratifiguemos nuestra voluntad de seguir
| viviendo libres,

[ sin extremismos nitotalitarismos

Figure 5.2: Campaign ad for the “Si”: “The FaceN@: These three want to destabilize our democracy
and are behind those of the No in order to achitev®ur democracy is at risk. Let’s say Yes toFIA
and ratify our will to continue living free, withbextremism or totalitarianism. Source:
www.concostarica.com

In Costa Rica the deliberate crafting of the Si paign, and the manufacturing of
common sense it entailed, was made obvious duestadalous memo that was leaked to
the press. A memo written in July 2007 by onehef Yice Presidents, Kevin Casas, and a
Member of Parliament, Fernando Sanchez, to thddamtsOscar Arias hit the press about
one month before the referendum. It was a mem@esimg some general tactics for
devising a campaign, such as founding a strategmnuttee and a wider social coalition.
The most revealing part of the memo, however, was that gave very specific
recommendations about how to run a wide media ceymnpand suggested that the most
effective way was to “stimulate fear.” It encourdgesing four types of fear that correspond
to the issues already discussed here. The merbhoratad on how to stimulate these fears:
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the fear of losing jobs (“here it is very recommablé to use intensely testimonials of very
simple people in precarious situations...”); fehan attack on democratic institutions (* the
argument in defense of democracy is the only resowe have left to mobilize themotions

of the people in favor of the Si...one thing mustumderstood: no one is ready to “die” for
free trade, but maybe for democracy”); fear okign interference on the side of the NO
(“The connections of the NO to Fidel, Chavez ante@x must be ‘pushed’ everywhere...it is
almost certain that this could have an impact enntiost simple people, and that's where we
have the most serious problems”); and fear ofdi&tabilizing effects the NO vote would
have on the government (“we should seed three ignssh the minds of the people to make
their finger tremble if they are considering votiN@: are they ready to put the stability of
the economy at risk...?...are they ready to go batke time of Abel [Pacheco]... when the
government had no clear path and nothing was hapgpénthe country?...have they thought
about who will be in charge if the NO wins?...”)a$as and Sanchez 2007). In addition it
threatened to not give economic support to maydrgse districts did not get a yes vote, to
debunk the idea that the agreement would incrdesgdp between rich and poor, and other
tactics.

The memo was a large blow to the Si campaign apdoged a decisive shift in
opinion polls. The Administration claimed thah#ad only been a brainstorming session, and
had never been implemented. The VP was forcedsigm, but the MP is still serving in the
Legislative Assembly. It is striking that even tigh the memo basically discredited the fear
tactics of implying practically an imminent onset @communism if CAFTA were not
approved, it is clear that the tactics continuedeaused. This was confirmed to me the day
before the referendum, when a friend of mine amet over to one of the Si offices. We
went in asking for information. It was clear tha weregringos not eligible voters, so their

interest at first was limited. The woman behind ttesk handed us some materials. Her
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colleague came out from a back room, and asked whkatvere looking for. When we
explained that we would like some information ab@AFTA, and about why so many
people are opposing CAFTA, she looked puzzled fee@nd, then said, “How can | explain
to you?....” Her face got red as she exclaimeds ‘that they're communists! They're
communists! They don’t want development for thertou..” She went on to explain the
irrationality — the lack of common sense — of tH@ hmpaign.

It remains unclear to me whether she thought tlas the only comment that good
Cold War-inspiredgringos would understand, or if this was her common reftai anyone
who asked about the No campaign. But the otheoffiie we visited that day still had
posted on the wall the campaign poster with “thee$aof NO” featuring Fidel Castro and
Hugo Chavez. When we asked about the connectibmebe the poster and the memo,
suggesting that perhaps that was simply a scatie that had been discredited by the memo,
she acknowledged that the memo had been bad,dmdt By the connections between the NO
campaign and communists. Thus the Si campaigd tdeportray the alternate future as a
communist one. Such a future was unimaginable usecat was the antithesis of the
democratic past for which Costa Rica stood.

The entire campaign in Costa Rica was marked aisahle participation and
intervention of US political voices. The last felays before the referendum, according to
Costa Rican law, no political campaigning was a#ldwbut these turned into very intensely
political days. In the month prior to the vote, d8mocratic senators opposed to CAFTA
had sent representatives to reassureTilbes that they would not suffer grave economic
consequences if they rejected the treaty. In respdoo the Democrats’ visits, the US Trade
Representative, Susan Schwab, made a press statswetays before the vote threatening
that the US would indeed end the Caribbean Bagiiatine. This started a three day flurry

of attacks within the US Congress and White Houstn the Democrats saying that Schwab
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had no authority to make such a statement, thea\Hhituse saying that it was true, and the
Democrats even introducing a Costa Rican FriendBlilipthat would make Costa Rica’s
trade benefits permanent.

The press reported on this flurry of politicaliaity, mostly emphasizing the threats
expressed by the US government rather than thea@nsy between both sides in the US
Congress. The most striking reporting techniqueecam the night before the referendum,
whenCNN Espafiohnnounced a “breaking news story,” strategicdiged at the exact time
when the most popular TV show in Costa RiBajlando por un suefio(Dancing for a
dream) was about to start. The report announcatdtiie government had received a memo
from Washington warning them of the grave consegegrof rejecting the treaty. The
opposition issued a complaint to the TSE that fithe “free” press coverage for the Si side
was a violation of the ban on campaigning threesdasfore the election, but regardless of
the outcome of the complaint, the impact wouldb®undoné&?

We see then, that the Si campaign painted a piaifia historic line of democracy
intermixed with a more recent connection to the U8is led to the logical conclusion of the
need for a continued connection to the US as a afagontinuing the progression toward
economic prosperity. The referendum was presesutea choice between two futures, only
one of which was truly imaginable, because it weas anly one that fit with Costa Rica’s
mythologized past of a democratic electoral traditand that would continue its recent

progression from poverty toward development.

% The TSE later ruled that it was news not campaigni
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Voices of dissent

Anti-CAFTA slogans in Costa Rica:

Anti-EU slogans in Latvia:

Sepamos ser libres, no siervos mengus
(We know how to be free, not tim
servants!)

No a la entrega de nuestra soberan
(No to handing over our sovereignty
Sera nuestro ultimo desfile (
independencia®Will this be our last marc
of independence?

Juntos por la patrig

(Together for the fatherland

Costa Rica no se vend

(Costa Rica is not for sale

No al miedo!

(No to fear!)

diNeticiet melu kampam! ES vajadmi vergi,
d donori, zeme!
(Don't believe the campaigns of lies! The EU
needs slaves, donors, and land!)

ial
) No Padomju Saviehas nés izglibamies,
le nehizisim galvu Eirob¥zu cilpz!

n (We saved ourselves from the Soviet Union!
) Now let's not put our heads in the noose of
Euro-cheats!")
) Eiropas Saviefina NAV tas patsakEiropa!
p! (The EU is not the same as Europe)
) Né ES! Latviju neprdosim!
(No to the EU! Latvia is not for sale!)

On August 23, 200%" the coalition

protest against joining the EU. It was atte

of NO campaign groups in Latviaamged a

ndecjpgroximately 250 people. On September

30, 2007, the anti-CAFTA campaign in Costa Ricaaaiged a National day of protest,

which was the largest demonstration in

the hiswiyCosta Rica, with estimates of the

number of participants ranging from 150,000-250,0ads perhaps striking that the slogans

and tactics of the opposition were similar in kegys;, although their reception was markedly

different.

“contingent lineages” of why rejecting the treatysvactually “common sense.”

| show here the different ways in whitte movements constructed their own

In the

conclusion that follows | reflect on what elemeotgshe NO discourses and strategies made

them more or less successful.

® This is the day of the signing of the Molotov-Répltrop agreement in 1939 between Hitler and Stalin,
that in effect ,traded away” the Baltic State die Soviet Union. During the independence struggléise
late 1980s it was one of the main commemoratives daywhich protests were organized.
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Figure 5.3:Anti-EU rally in Latvia less than one mtio before the referendum (left), and anti-CAFTA
demonstration in Costa Rica, one week before (rigBburces:
www.geocities.com/latvia_eu/against/demonstratiot @ww.concostarica.com

Latvia: “From one union to the next”
In Latvia, the opposition relied on sentiments dtriptism, nationalism, and

sovereignty to make its case. Rather than sete¢hia moment of the “robbing” of their
independence as a reference point, however, the mgortant moment was the regaining
of independence in 1991. This was also the retayquisition” of democracy, with the
opportunity to engage in decision-making. Onesadommented: “| see the referendum as
the first possibility in my life to vote for a freend independent Latvia. If | vote against
Latvia in the EU, my conscience will be clean- liviiave taken a stand for a sovereign
Latvia” (Nagle 2003).

The democratic process imaginable and enactabléhdypposition was severely
limited by the circumstances in which they foundrtiselves. In discussing the referendum
process, one commentator wrote: “The majority afvia’s elite united to push Latvia into
Europe. But at what price? In the future, wikth also be contentless ads in place of real
discussions? Then Latvia’s referenda will diffetldi from those organized by Latvia’s...
eastern neighbors, who we had so resolved to leabe past” (Auers 2003). The press was
seen as largely coopted by the state YES camp@iga.commentator stated that the Latvian

news on the EU had become just as predictable @s/rendings in Hollywood movies, and
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that this led to inevitable comparisons to the dafyState-controlled, heavily propagandized
media in the days of the Soviet Union (Baerug 200Bhe government also used political
influence and government funds to campaign on itie of “YES.” Auers pointed out that
the one million Euro government budget used foraoizing the referendum was
unabashedly used to campaign for accession (AW#)¥3)2 In contrast, other analysts noted
that in the Norwegian referendum on the EU, whi@swon by the NOs, equal amounts of
government funding were granted to both sides @pe2003). The opposition was
portrayed in the media not as part of the civilistycimagined by the “YES” campaign, but
rather as uncivil, as groups working with “undergrd” methods such as graffiti (Vanadziod
2003). Given the lack of resources for the NO caigp it is unclear if this was a conscious
and strategic choice or a necessity.

As a way of emphasizing the potential loss of seiggty and independence, the
opposition to the EU in Latvia made a clear digtorcbetween Europe, as a cultural image,
and the European Union as a political entity. Ogpds also emphasized that EU laws have
higher standing than national ones. This was ahsterstood as a threat to national identity.
Activists pointed out that national history will beplaced with world history in schools
(Rozenberga 2003). This was also then seen aoadss of independence.

The anti-EU group also attempted to equate the fg&aao Union with simply a
wealthier version of the Soviet Union, with therfarla “EU=USSR + $,” as shown below. A
study emphasizing the potential negative econorfécts of EU accession emphasized that
economic sovereignty would be lost. While it ig tlte same as Soviet central planning, the
EU does subject Member States to production quaesntually giving up the national
currency and Central bank control over it ($02003). This would also bring slowed
economic growth, inflation outstripping wage hikaed cheap imports. The “NO EU” group

pointed out that economic development rates agts&lwed in Greece, Portugal, Spain, and
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Ireland after entry into the EU (Rozenberga 2003jhus, the NO campaign in Latvia
countered the common sense portrayed by the YE$agm by showing the EU would

bring economic hardships and loss of recently ghsmwereignty.

Figure 5.4: Campaign poster of the NO in Latviamd&pendent, Latvian, Latvia-Yes; European Union-
No! EU= USSR +$” Source: www.geocities.com/latvia/against/demonstration

Similarly to the YES campaign, the NO campaign alsiced a need to “get away”
from Russia. For the NO side, however, stayingajuhe EU was the way to stay away
from Russia. They feared that it was only a maiféime before Russia also joined the EU,
due to the EU’s reliance on Russian natural ressu@nd the EU’s overproduction of
agricultural products. “It is completely unaccdpéato the members of the No EU group to
live together with Russia in one country again’dsdhe leader of the organization
(Rozenberga 2003).

Opponents of the EU were frustrated by the way ldek of alternatives were

portrayed. At a conference entitled “What will No the EU mean?” one participant
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exclaimed: “We are being offered two ditches inethio go, but neither the government, nor
anyone else one has talked about Latvia’s indepermeh. That is our biggest problem. If
we won’t be in the EU then it is immediately theSRIWhy? Why can’t we stay on our own
path? Like Iceland, Norway and Switzerland?&e{ida 2003).

Thus, the logical future of independence continfredn the recent regaining of
independence. The EU was seen as a threat tonttependence rather than a means of
solidifying it. The future was portrayed as oneevkr-increasing global integration, with
Russia joining the EU. For this reason, joining Ei¢ was unimaginable, because it entailed
recreating the Soviet past and increased economoiglggns. These constructed lineages

portray the lack of common sense in voting YESvilggonly the option of voting NO.

Costa Rica: more of the same
In August 2006, | accompanied an activist from‘td@®” side in Costa Rica to watch

one session of hearings on CAFTA at the Legislafiseembly. When we arrived, a guard
checked IDs as people entered the gates. Upstlagrgublic viewing area was flushed in
glaring fluorescent lights, and consisted of twavsoof white plastic, Mc-Donald’s-style
chairs bolted to the floor, the back row slightigher than the front. These rows lined the
long glass window on one side of the Legislativeexably meeting room. The window was
mostly sound-proof, and several speakers on théing®i broadcast the legislative
proceedings. When | entered, | was already swgris/ the set-up, but could never have
imagined how things would unfold. Both rows fillegp before the hearing began, as did
standing room between and behind seats, with reptatives from the different NGOs and
social movements that were scheduled to testiftydag.

| suppose | was expecting quiet, respectful listgrio the proceedings, perhaps with

occasional applause or booing, that would in tlmm,either unheard, ignored or at best
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respectfully acknowledged by the delegates. Whateeded, however, was something
between a sporting event and an interactive thgageiormance. Observers had arrived
armed with rolls of blank poster-sized paper andaasortment of magic markers. As
delegates and invited participants debated thevaeteissues, activists intently scrawled
relevant slogans in response, and taped them batglass wall. Loud cheers and jeers were
a constant accompaniment to the remarks of thekepea

The delegates were not impervious to the actionnbletine glass wall. Those who
supported the observers’ comments and slogans wmddn agreement, and even respond
to them in their speeches. Others who found thenoents disrespectful or incorrect would
reprimand the observers. At the end of the sessmoperfect coordination, as the social
movement speaker testifying to the Assembly putigplast slide, a picture of one of last
year’'s large street protests, the observers pusigps and chanted A”las calles, a las
calles!” (To the streets! To the streets!). All the gagldeobservers began chanting this
slogan in unison as a veiled threat that if CAFTasged in the Legislative Assembly, then
the real struggle would begin outside of the Asdgndn the street.

This practice reveals that the NO activists hddralamentally different conception
of democracy than the one held by Oscar Arias hedsi campaign. Before the referendum,
the opposition was circulating a board game desidryean activist that positions the current
struggle against CAFTA within a long history of sd@actions (see Figure 5.5). The title of
the game is “In order to not forget: a route thiodlge intense history of the participatory
democracy of Costa Rica.” Each space on the geaeseahtrivia question about various
strikes and protests from 1919-2007, against varidictators, monopolistic companies,
unjust laws, electoral fraud, privatization, pribé&kes in basic services, and for female
suffrage and social welfare benefits for all wogkeror the social movements involved in

these past struggles and in the current struggsnsig CAFTA, social justice has been
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achieved largely through this democracy on theesdrethrough the active and continuous
vigilance and participation by citizens of the, threir opinion, not-always-so-democratic
decisions of the Legislative Assembly. On numerocsasions, it has been exactly these
strikes and protests that have resulted in the etlation of laws already passed in the

Legislative Assembly, or put up for vote.

Rt

Figure 5.5:Board game designed by a member ofgipesition, placing the anti-CAFTA demonstrations
within a long line of successful social actions.

These events show that the conflict over the reftrm is not the real issue that
divides the government and the opposition, buterafomething far more fundamental: the
meaning of democracy itself. For Arias, and theeotCAFTA supporters, democracy was
embodied in a static moment, the moment of the,vatber than an ongoing process. Arias
was relieved that democracy would take shape thromgrely counting votes, yet the

opposition saw democracy as taking place — andsésrically having taken place — through
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very different ways of making their voice heardclsuas marches, rallies, and highly
participatory observation in the Legislative AssémbFor the activists, the entire process of
organizing the referendum, holding the marches,fanding neighborhood committees was
part of democracy, and for them democracy was agss) that began before and continued
after the referendum. Furthermore, their criticistmowed that simply organizing the
referendum was not enough. The way in which thelevprocess took place up to the vote,
including media access and relations, was alsac@ssary part of that democratic process.

As the election results came in on the night efiéferendum, so did accusations of
election fraud. Numerous cases of illegal spreadihcampaign materials, irregularities in
procedure, and voter intimidation came in from acbthe country. Though the majority of
these were considered minor infractions by the TWBE, opposition movement took them
very seriously, and even more so once the resutted out to be so close. Eugenio Trejos,
the main spokesperson of the NO campaign, categbrithe media’'s behavior, the
interference of Costa Rican and US governments ras“adfront on Costa Rican
democracy”’(Chacon 2007). The alternative mediatwerfar as to call it a “frauderendum”
(notlc.com 2007). The current administration’s goto work only within the Legislative
Assembly were seen by many activists as a revefshls previous tradition, and very much
in line with the neoliberal traditions inherent@AFTA itself. Disappointment with the state
of Costa Rican democracy deepened, when in midbiectihe Legislative Assembly ordered
the windows of the observation room polarized tevpnt delegates from seeing the
messages of observers. The alternative press headimarked: “Delegates do not want to
see the eyes of the people” (notlc.com 2007).

After the initial depression after the referendusgme NO supporters slowly
regrouped, and have kept organizing against théemmgntation agenda of 13 laws that still

needed to be changed before CAFTA could enter fimtoe. From the point of view of
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participatory democracy, the fact that the oppositontinued in its efforts to stop CAFTA
by trying to prevent the 13 laws from passing is surprising, but rather completely in line
with previous efforts to make their voices heardhi@ nation. Most notable was the initiation
of a new referendum, described in detail in Chataren. In deep disappointment about the
continuing efforts, the day Arias signed the ragéifion of CAFTA he said of the continued
resistance: “It is not ethical to oppose the wiltree majority” (BBC Mundo 2007).

This story of the democratic process also illunesatow the NO campaign took a
different view of history. The NO campaign takeshistorical reference point in connection
with the United States as the defeat of US filibusVilliam Walker, under the direction of
Juan Rafael Mora in 1856 (Picado 2007). OftenrtaikgTicosas their first real battle for
independence, it is a defining moment in the nafiomyth of independence and democracy.

As portrayed by the campaigners of the NO, sinaé dlefining moment in 1856, the
connection between the US and Costa Rica has beerobrecurring struggles against
domination. This is evidenced by the historic uefhice of US companies such as United
Fruit Company that resulted in massive strikes bykers and ended in bloodshed. The US
influence is clearly visible in the streets of Sksé, in the McDonald’s Pizza Hut and KFC
signs, and the Century 21 Real Estate ads thahddandscape in coastal areas. The future
as represented by CAFTA then, was “more of the saiméhe sense that its ratification was
seen as the final straw in a process of neolibefakrms that had been gradually sweeping
the nation since the 1980s, and began under teopeepresidency of Oscar Arias. Thus, the
NO campaign redefined the same historic momentntalg the Si campaign as the
“beginning of history” to be the “end of history.This was the moment when the highly
valued social welfare state began to be dismanted, has greatly affected the social

security system and agricultural price controladiag to wide protests (Edelman1999).
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The future offered by the NO campaign was one oftiaued participatory
democracy, rather than the farce of electoral deawyc It was characterized by the defense
and preservation of key values, which were threateyy all of the non-trade issues included
in CAFTA. Much of the struggle by the NO side wasexplain and portray how those non-
trade related issues would fundamentally challe@gsta Rican values. Key issues were
intellectual property rights on plants and livingganisms that would be imposed by joining
the UPOV (Union of the Protection of Plant Varisjidreaty (Carazo, Lizano et al. 2007).
Another is opening the country for investments sashhe production of arms, which goes
against Costa Rica’s pacifist history. Similatlye privatization of the telecommunications
monopoly ICE was halted by a general strike in 2@0@ now secretly included again as part
of the CAFTA negotiations.

An alternative future for the Costa Ricans wassugh a stretch of the imagination as
it might be in Latvia. It may indeed be commonseefior Costa Ricans to imagine their
future as different than their neighbors, becabeg tome from a different history. The NO
campaign took advantage of the fact that Cost Riational pride is built on the myth of
Costa Rican “exceptionalism.” Not only have thegimtained a democracy longer than any
other country in Central America, they are alsodhs/ country to have abolished its army
and invested the money in a social welfare systestead. Why could they not be the first
country to reject a free trade agreement, and € @aglternative, more just system? The NO
campaign made this continuity of difference andegtionalism the basis for their vision of a

different- and thus common sense- future.

From common sense to hegemony
| have attempted to show how even though the diseoand strategies used by the

Latvian and Costa Rican proponents and opponentgining regional economic and

221



political blocs shared many similarities, they wextkvery differently. Each of the campaigns

attempted to portray the joining or not joiningtbé given treaty as common sense, making
the decisions seem both natural and practical. GAsrtz (2000: 91) has stated, common
sense ideas rest on “the assumption, in fact thisteénce, that any person with faculties
reasonably intact can grasp common-sense concfysiand indeed, once they are

unequivocally enough stated, will not only grasp émbrace them.”

Once the votes have been counted, the results ef r¢fierenda become the
sedimentation of common sense in history that Gecaalkided to. But despite the fact that
the YES campaigns won in both countries, the NOpzagn was much more successful in
Costa Rica than in Latvia. | would like to sugg#wit it is due in part to the ability of the
Cost Rican NO campaign to present a counter-hegendgstourse in a way that the Latvian
campaign was not able to.

Gramsci traces how an idea transforms from beangy @ common sense, to being
part of a hegemonic movement. The key is in thesciomsness of attempting to create
another worldview:

Consciousness of being part of a particular heg&rfonce (that is to say, political

consciousness) is the first stage towards a fuphegressive self-consciousness in

which theory and practice will finally be one. ®hilne unity of theory and practice is
not just a matter of mechanical fact, but a partthed historical process whose
elementary and primitive phase is to be found & gbnse of being “different” and

“apart,” in an instinctive feeling of independenesad which progresses to the level

of real possession of a single and coherent coiocept the world. This is why it

must be stressed that the political developmettiotoncept of hegemony represents

a great philosophical advance as well as a polpirectical one. For it necessarily

supposes an intellectual unity and an ethic in @onity with a conception of reality

that has gone beyond common sense and has bedamégy, within narrow limits, a
critical conception (Hoare and Smith 1971:333-4).

The critical difference between the Latvian anagt@®Rican NO campaigns, in their

possibility of imagining this alternative worldviewas in their ability to both articulate and
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enact an alternative view of democracy. The higbdyticipatory notion of democracy
exhibited by the NO movement, as a process thatwally inclusive of a diverse range of
actors, was successful in engaging supporters gtad®ica, because as a process, it began
before and continued beyond the moment of theerterim, even if severely weakened. As
such, the NO movement itself was not completelytiogent upon the outcome of the
referendum. Rather, the referendum was one iriessef attempts to achieve a different
world. The consciousness of the actors that tlas possible was reinforced by previous
successes. Despite the defeat, the movement, leasitt part of it, could still envision
potential alternatives in preventing the implem#&ataagenda from moving forward (see
Chapter Seven).
Regardless of the outcome of the referenda, anfuitofe struggles, the stories of
these two referenda give us pause to consider thieatmaking of common sensebesin
the way it is done in many political and activiahgpaigns. It obscures the kinds of “double
binds” (Fortun 2001) that are actually behind éhges of decisions. Kim Fortun (2001:
13) describes double binds as “situations in whichividuals are confronted with dual or
multiple obligations that are related and equalblued but incongruent....Double bind
situations create a persistent mismatch betweelameqon and everyday life, forcing ethical
agents to “dream up” new ways of understanding emgiaging the world.” By creating
naturalized common sense solutions to these ddoiblds, the difficulty of the decision
becomes covered up, much in the way that Anna T&0§5: 89) shows that universals
cover up the connections out of which they emerfeis raises fundamental questions about

the compatibility of common sense, and its makinigf) truly participatory democracy.
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CHAPTER 6
Maps from space:
Latvian organic farmers negotiate their place in tle European Union

“Oh, dear God...l am seeking and asking only this,
that you make the honorable Master Surveyor df snind
that he grant me the meadow of the deep valleypdaefields on the hill,
and the small area of [forest] regrowth
along the Slamste and Smaak borders...”
-FarmerKencis’ prayer from
the noveMeérnieku laiki (Age of the Surveyors)
(Kaudzte and Kaudite 2006 [1879]:225)

On a cold morning in January 2006, | went to tlaévlan Ministry of Agriculture for
an information session for organic farmers abowt turopean Union’s (EU) Agri-
environment support program, expecting a straigiod, and perhaps rather dry
explanation of available programs, application remuents, and funding limits for the
coming year. | arrived, however, to find the ropacked with farmers from all over the
country. Once the question and answer sessidciedtany preconceptions | might have had
of a dull meeting were soon dispelled.

First one farmer stood up and asked, why, if sh@ ¢hanged nothing in her fields
since the previous year, was she being asked t@ piane for decreasing the area of organic
agricultural land on her farm? Farmers who receikganic support payments through the
EU Agri-environment support scheme sign an agreéinethe first year not to decrease the

amount of land they have in organic production dbleast five years, or repay the funds

received in previous years. The Organic Agric@t&upport program is part of the Agri-
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environment schemes that were introduced throughEid’'s Rural Development Program
and the EU’'s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) rafoprocess. The stated goal of the
reforms has been to shift EU funding away from agdtural commodity subsidies to

supporting more environmentally sustainable farnangd rural development.

At first | thought that this woman’s question ezfled simply an individual case of a
bureaucratic slip-up. As farmers stood up one g, dowever, asking similar questions,
realizing that they were not alone in their probderthe frustration and anger in the room
spread. By the end of the meeting, tensions werdgigh that another woman stood up and
exclaimed, “Do you imagine that just because wekwbe land, we are fools?” In anger, a
man suggested that the Ministry agency that adiensipayments change its name from the
Rural Support ServiceLduku atbalsta dienestsy LAD) to the Rural Destruction Agency.
With no easy resolution to the conflict in siglitbecame clear to me that this was not just a
simple administrative glitch, but a widespread jpeab that reflected a far larger clash of
perspectives, values, and imaginaries.

The implementation in 2004-2005 of a new systensI8 (Geographic Information
System) maps based on aerial orthographic photesgssary to administer EU Agri-
environmental support payments in Latvia, eruptet idisputes over farm boundaries,
appropriate surveying technologies, good agricaltpractices, and cultural landscapes. The
conversion of old aerial photos into new “Europeardps resulted in what was becoming an
all too familiar post-socialist bureaucratic prable Farmers whose land area had “changed”
along with the change in technology and regulatwase deemed in breach of their support
payment agreements, and had to repay the differé&aang many disillusioned with the EU
and considering withdrawal from the organic agtiatd support program.

| argue here that this case demonstrates the eaitipt of EU accession for the

residents of New Member States, revealing unint@érmmsequences of the implementation
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of European policies in post-socialist contextsd ameflecting tensions between local
practices, national ideals, and regional power dyos The disputes over the area of
organic land eligible for payments is not a simplerical or financial matter, but rather
reflects deeper cultural issues tied to the histofyforeign domination over the land.
Furthermore, it is a conflict of ideas of spacesusr place. Abstract “maps from space”
challenge farmers’ place-based knowledge and reltiamaginaries of agricultural
landscapes. This also led to disagreements oviitaes of good agricultural practices for
organic versus conventional farmers. On a broéalesl, this conflict reflects the tensions
between the “return to Europe” as a social imagi@ad a changed Europe as a political and
bureaucratic space. At the policy level, thisfbonmay have serious consequences for
Latvian organic farmers’ support of the EU projektthe same time, it reveals shortcomings
in the EU Common Agricultural Policy reform processd its implementation in new
Member States like Latvia.

First | describe the actual conflict and some tsf immediate socio-economic
consequences for the farmers. Next | root farneactions in Latvia’s history, cultural
symbols, and ecology, and show how the conflicea¢év contested ideas of space, place,
history, and landscapes. Then | explore the comgatieas of “Europe” that get used in
many of the conflicts, and the implications thereof
New maps, new problems

The implementation of a system for administering iaral support payments began
in 2004 after Latvia joined the EU. A "block-magystem, using aerial photos to create a
digital Geographic Information System (GIS) data&bass chosen to determine the area of
land for which support payments are to be paid.is Bystem was preferred over using

existing cadastral maps, as land had not beensawauring the land restitution process in
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the early 1990s due to the political necessityrtec@ss land claims quickly. Therefore, the
land cadastre is out of date, and the block systammdeemed more appropriate.

A “block” is a contiguous piece of agriculturalnty as delineated by natural
boundaries, such as bodies of water or forested. laBach numbered “block” is further
subdivided into fields that belong to individuatrfeers. These photos are then converted to
GIS maps that are used to ensure that two farneersotireceiving payments for the same
piece of land. In 2004, farmers who had registéoethe program were sent the block maps,
along with a lengthy instruction book, to fill otltteir applications for support payments. The
instructions asked them to use the information ten lilock map, or correct it if they saw
mistakes. The first year's payments were made chase these applications and were
processed quickly. When | began my fieldwork ie stummer of 2005, many farmers had
recently received these first payments and wenrg eptimistic about the future development

of organic farming in Latvia.

Figure 6.1:Sample block map like the ones recebyethrmers, showing agricultural land (in lightedar)
delineated by natural boundaries. Each “block” ratain several farmers’ fields. Source: Author’'s
photo.

In 2005, the Latvian Rural Support Servideafku atbalsta dienestdienceforth

LAD) started updating the aerial photos, and ibéar out that some of these photos were at
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least 10 years old, during which time shrubs andnger species had been slowly
encroaching on the agricultural land, changingrdi® of open-field to forest cover as seen
in aerial photos. Thus, even when farmers hadi@hged the contours of their fields from
2004 to 2005, many received new block maps in #worsd year which showed that their
fields were significantly smaller than the previoeesar. In fact, these farmers’ fields were
smaller than they had been at the date of theplastio, sometimes as long as ten years ago.
Some farmers who had been confused by the new heapalso filled out their applications
incorrectly, using the area on their land deedsiftbe 1990s as opposed to the area listed on
the maps, because the land deed was the mostidbfliocument they had. The area shown
on the block maps, however, was smaller than tba an their land deed, because only land
being "actively farmed" is eligible for support pagnts, not the entire area of the property.
The definition of “actively farmed” is outlined imguidelines for “Good Agricultural
Practices” developed by LAD, based on EU and loeglilations. Because most farmers had
never had their land surveyed since they regaibed the 1990s, due both to a lack of
resources and no pressing need to do so, they diagay of checking or contesting the
agency's data.

Farmers whose block maps showed a decrease invareadeemed to be in breach of
the aid agreements in which they had promisedadetrease the area of organic production
for five years. Farmers receiving letters thatthad broken their agreement had to pay back
the subsidies received the previous year for tlspuied area, which in turn stalled the
calculation of the current year's payments. At ineting of farmers, Ministry, and LAD
representatives in January 2006, only a handfuleairly one hundred farmers present said
they had not experienced problems with their cakohs. According to a LAD official,
approximately 1000 of 6000 applicants experiencedblpms in 2005. Some farmers who

had been expecting their payments in December hi#idnet received them, or even
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notification of their status, by March of the nexdar, causing serious problems with bank
payments, purchase of seeds and materials, anddeaany on the edge of financial ruin.

The amount of support payments for organicallynked land in 2005 was 139 EUR/
hectare for farms in the transition perf3cind 82 EUR/ hectare for certified organic farms.
To put this in perspective in financial terms, gr@verage monthly salaries outside of the
Riga region in 2005 averaged around 285 EUR/ monémtf@! Statistical Bureau). Thus, a
discrepancy of two hectares for a transition pefasth implies a loss equivalent to about one
month’s salary. While many farmers had discregsnan the one-two hectare range, some
farmers had to pay back support received for uprnaoor even 15 hectares, which can cause a
significant financial burden.

From the perspective of LAD, most of the problenese due to farmer, not agency
errors. A senior LAD official acknowledged thats® of the first photos and maps were up
to 10 years old, but also explained to me, usirgpilaral “we” form commonly used when
speaking about children when referring to the fagnthat farmers were just not reading the
instructions, and not fulfilling all of their respsibilities as farmers. “It's all described in
detail in this bookj estimate that this book is read maybe only byre¥eindredth or every
thousandth... well, maybe not every thousandth+yetendredth [farmer]..,” he says. He
adds that if the organic farmers had had their burdeyed, as a paid service just like other
paid services they use on their farm, then theylavdnave been able to enter the correct
numbers on the application to begin with, regait#Fsvhat the map photos showed.

There was a basic assumption underlying the LAfiziaf's tone and words that the

majority of the farmers were out to cheat the syste‘lf all the neighbors [in one block

8 According to the EU organic regulations, thera three year transition period before a farm can be
certified as organic. Transition-period supportrpants were set at a higher level in order to eraggei
the transition and compensate for the fact thdtgimight be lower and products cannot yet be asld
certified organic.

229



combined] declare more area than what is on our, thap we send letters to all of them,” he
explained. “And also if he decreases it himsetf {he second year], he gets an over-
declaration penalty.because he has originally wanted more money thaat Wl actually
deserves...”When | asked about different problem scenariosfdraners had relayed to me,
he refuted their possibility. Then | asked what gegs if the on-the-spot control by LAD
finds that a farmer actually has more land tharohshe declared. He answered that the
farmers would still receive payments only for whator she had originally declared, but then
added thatthen it's clear that someone [else] is cheatingatt someone has less...”

Besides the economic problems caused to ordamuters, many felt a strong sense
of humiliation from being accused of trying to ch#® system. Many farmers felt that they
were the ones who had suffered with every econamitpolicy shift in the last 15 years and
that “the farmer is always to blame.” They now lalittrust in the new EU system as well.
They felt so degraded by the experience of repsabeing asked for explanations and being
accused of violating their contracts that they ghily were planning to withdraw from the
organic support program after their five-year cactrperiod ended in 2009, preferring to
produce only for their families and friends. Onenfar exclaimed: “Everyone is wondering
why Latvians are going to work abroad. Here is ¢élplanation! How can we teach our
children to love this country if they see how we auffering? We could have left long ago,
but we don't want to. We want to work and devdiepe, but not rely on social welfare from
area payments." People were also worried about whald happen in the future: "This year
we will still survive- but what will happen next & There will be new measurements and
more mistakes? And how will we look our customershe eye when we have to tell them

we couldn't produce any food?"
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The situation was not completely resolved in 200&ubsequent yea?$. Farmers
did in fact have to pay back all of the “extra” pagnts they had received the first year, and
no apologies were issued for the inaccuracy ofairgal photos and the resulting problems.
At the meeting in January 2006, LAD officials p@&dtout that nothing could be done except
proposing changes to the new Rural Development flathe 2007-2013 planning period.
The organic farmers’ association, LBLA, has redylamollected farmer complaints and
guestions on these problems and publishes the LADMinistry responses in its monthly
bulletin.  In most cases where farmers’ questiposit to ways in which the regulations
clash with their real life experiences, howevehg officials’ responses simply restate and
qguote relevant articles of either EU or Latvian @ab of Ministry regulations. Officials
have made little attempt to understand the roosesuof the problems or resolve th&m.
Maps continue to be updated, many farmers havealdddional problems in the last two
years, and the general mistrust of the institutiomelved has not lessened.

Representatives of other state institutions algb bt have a very favorable
impression of LAD’s handling of the situation. Oextension agent said to me: “LAD will
continue doing this until they get a major lawstoim the farmers.” Other organizations that
have also had EU projects administered by LAD hawv@plained about problems with the

oversight of projects. Despite the widespread pisantment in the situation, the case

% In the August 2008 LBLA newsletter LAD noted tia®2007-2008 a third of all applicants had problems
of “overdeclaration” of their land area, the thivigihest rate among EU Member states, and thatuhder

of problems were increasing rather than decreasing.

" The Cabinet of Ministers regulations were ameride2D06 to allow that small discrepancies, resgltin

in less than 65 LVL (92 EUR) differences, needbmtrecovered by LAD. This was welcomed by farmers,
but interestingly, has not resulted in a significelmange of procedure. Farmers who have smallrdiffees

in map areas still receive the letters from LADlddog that they are in breach of their aid agreestsieand
LAD withholds the difference from the next yearayment. In an exchange in the April 2006 LBLA
bulletin, LAD explained that farmers should not egpthis new regulation to be an automatic “gift66

LVL, but rather that it permitted LAD to write offie debt if they were unable to recover it, rermgd
farmers to be more careful in their applications.
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mostly made it only into rural papers, and theres wa larger examination of how the
administrative system was working.

These problems have caused a serious questibyitige organic farmers affected of
both their place in the country and of Latvia'scplan the EU: "We are feeling very
confused- are we, as organic farmers, even needdtelcountry?”; "l voted most definitely
against [the EU]. If | had a chance to vote nowpolld picket on the streets and vote even
more strongly against [it]...You can't take a coyibat is still a huge mess and put it into an
even bigger mess." Some even went so far as testugtat the new EU system was just as
foreign and controlling as the Soviet system hadnbe This conflict, along with other
problems that | witnessed from 2005-2006, has leacbiss implications for the long-term
attitude of organic farmers towards the EU. Ommé& described her own shift in attitude as
one from “naive optimism to deep pessimism.” Thgeneral attitude of EU-skepticism
among organic farmers had not lessened when Inediin the summers of 2007 and 2698.
If anything, there was a sense of resignation anfargers, who reported in 2008 that they
had begun routinely reporting less land than treyin order to avoid problems.

Some of the farmer reactions to the conflict megmns exaggerated for what by many
outside observers would be considered simply alpdandled bureaucratic glitch that is
bound to be resolved in the coming years as theemsygets smoothed out. Such strong
emotional reactions, however, suggest the culsigaificance of the scandal, as it relates to
historical relations with the land, definitionsgidod farming practices, and local and national
landscape ideals. Furthermore, the conflict revaateries of interrelated deeper conflicts
between ideas of space versus place, private vprsulg control of space, and productivist

versus post-productivst interpretations of Europe.

% The causes of the EU-skepticism are of courseasiticted to this one conflict, but include incsed
level of regulation in general, higher levels afnfiadebt, and unfamiliar rules. | use this conftista case
study to illustrate only some of the problems emtered by organic farmers in the new EU system.
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Surveyors from space
Surveying of land has long been a means for Stgpeivate authorities to control the

rural population. As James Scott (1998:27) observes account of the history of surveying
in Europe, “every act of measurement was an ackedaoy the play of power relations.” He
emphasizes that cadastral maps have been a tabkef@tate to increase the “legibility” of its
subjects by gathering information about who farntetyand collecting taxes on it. Scott
likens the cadastral map to a still photograph ttegitures land use only at one given
moment. Thus, the value of the cadastral map “d#feim a curious way, on its abstract
sketchiness, its lack of detail — its thinness”)(4lespite the fact that other properties of the
land are often more important than the exact looatif its boundaries.

This political significance of surveying is espalyi true for Latvia. The controversy
surrounding the new block maps was a particulashe sssue for Latvian farmers, because
under various rulers, land surveying has playedhgortant role in maintaining systems of
control over the land, and by association, ruraglters. Latvian peasants were paying taxes
to Scandinavian absentee landlords as far badkeas¥ Century, and the cadastral system
and units of measurement have been revamped cssitithees over the centuries, changing
the units of measurement, the types of dues, amdethative worth of different types of land
with each successive ruler (Boruks 2003).

Due to this history, the act of surveying has Ipee@ cultural metaphor in Latvia for
control over rural populations. This is in partedio the fact that the novel quoted in the
chapter epitaphMeérnieku laiki (Age of the Surveyorsyas the very first modern novel
published in the Latvian language. The novel ubkesréal events of land surveying in the
1860-1870s in Vidzeme, the Northeastern regionhef ¢ountry, along with some literary
characters, to show how a community was divided, laow people suffered as a result of

greed brought about by the surveying and salemafdand houses.
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In the novel, German surveyors, assisted by Latm&dlemen, survey the German
manor lands worked by the Latvian peasants. Theas involved, both local and foreign,
are portrayed as anything but honest, and thréerelift rounds of bribery by the peasants are
necessary to guarantee, in turn, the drawing ofntiust favorable boundaries for each
landholder, the establishment of the lowest posgbbperty value (for tax purposes), and the
negotiation of the best house price. As a residt,community is divided into those who
achieve all of these goals, and those who do &gnificantly, the only family brought to
court and driven off the land is in fact the moshést one that has offered the smallest bribe,
after having been set up by the middleman. Meaewaiger landowners, who better knew
how to negotiate the system, profited.

Tellingly, then, at the January 2006 meeting betwdarmers and Ministry
representatives where this map problem was besgudgsed, one farmer stood up and said,
"And now we have the newMeérnieku laiki’..." This suggests that for many farmers, the
current problem with their land measurement is nibam just a bureaucratic issue. Rather,
it raises historically rooted fears of corruption the part of the local officials, of ultimate
domination by foreign rulers, and of smaller farmas perpetual losers within broader
geopolitical expansions or integrations such astimeent EU process.

The use of the metaphor is not restricted to fasnadone. The Latvian National
Theater in Riga opened its 2007 season witHvibnieku laiki, reset in the modern Latvian
countryside. The main daily newspajena, claimed in its review: “And, we, as today’s
audience, can only marvel at how incredibly clogbig seemingly non-pretentious account
of land surveying in Vidzeme fits Latvia’s reality 2007” (Adamaite 2007). The director
commented that the story is very contemporary, eedeverything we have experienced in
the last few years is one billérnieku laiki’ (Leta 2007) This sentiment also perhaps helps

explain the seemingly incongruent set of Eurobatempublic opinion survey results from
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April 2008, summed up in thBienaheadline “Latvians biggest ‘euroskeptics’ but dtillst
EU institutions more than national ones” (SupsfRas).

The technological shift involved in the methddsorveying “from space” in this case
is very significant, both because its novelty makasners mistrust it, and because the
resulting measurements differ from previous sumgyechnologies. Farmers on various
occasions referred to the block maps as “pictu@s Outer Space,” suggesting that to them,
these maps were quite literally an ‘alien’ repréagon of their farms. Part of what made
them alien, and suspicious, was that they arrivetlad the blue, not as the result of a
traditional surveying exercise. Ingold (2000:19lc@ntrasts the perception of the landscape
that results from “dwelling” in it, and that whichsults from trying to represent an image of
that landscape on a map or as a picture:

No doubt the surveyor, as he goes about his pedctasks, experiences the
landscape much as does everyone else whose businésslies there. Like other
people, he is mobile, yet unable to be in more tbae place at a time. In the
landscape, the distance between two places, A and 8xperienced as a journey
made, a bodily movement from one place to the ottwed the gradually changing
vistas along the route. The surveyor’s job, howei® to take the instrumental
measurements from a considerable number of locatem to combine these data to
produce a single picture which isdependentof any point of observation. This
picture is of the world as it could be directly agpended only by a consciousness
capable of being everywhere at once and nowhepaiticular (the nearest we can
get to this in practice is by taking an aerial mdis-eye view)....”
In the Latvian case, the technology itself was dedlby the farmers, because there was not
even a surveyor, like in Ingold’s text, walking rinopoint to point, bubnly the bird’s eye
view. Some farmers went and usedikulis (compass) to re-measure their land because
they doubted the measurements on the map. Mangeddhe Ministry agency of using the
new maps to contradict or somehow question thelitalof their knowledge and experience.
Furthermore, there are real differences betweem mbsults of the various

technologies. One farmer, who had received the iG&4ps had hired an extension agent to

come and survey the land using a Global Positiol8ggtem (GPS) device, and later an

235



official from LAD came to do an “on the spot chécklso with a GPS device. All three
measurements turned out to be different, but dmyUtAD measurements were considered
valid.  Moreover, the aerial photos, while theyymae considered more accurate and
“objective” than a drawing made by a surveyor, mstdt be interpreted by a human. A
technician must look at the photo, where fieldsvshup a lighter color than forests, and
determine which shade of gray to count as “activatyned land” and which as forest cover.
Exactly where this line gets drawn seems to vaoynfyear to year. Consider for example,
Anita, whose land area had already been re-measwied, and decreased successively in
size, resulting in fluctuating payments every yedn July 2007 she showed me three
different maps that she had received in the last,y8nd asked incredulously, “How can it be
that between November and April [when nothing iswgng], my fields have decreased by
almost 20%?” According to GIS specialists | cotestll such a difference must be either a
human or technical error, but the farmers have ligcourse.

Thus, the block maps that result from these agqifadtos are similar to Scott's
cadastral maps, in their thinness or lack of degaitl the control they embody. Indeed, many
Latvian organic farmers were upset not just aboeitrheasurements, but also with the maps’
lack of attention to other meaningful qualitiestioéir farms, qualities that make it part of a
broader cultural landscape and a place, ratherjtisamn abstract piece of land, or space.
Mapping political spaces and places

Recent literature in geography, anthropology ahdopophy has focused on the
difference between space, as a universal, and,@ace particular (Hirsch 1995; Casey 1996;
Feld and Basso 1996). Casey (1996:43) arguessigagome anthropological literature that
treats “place as something carved out of spacespersnposed on space.” In contrast for

Casey, place is “the most fundamental form of endzbéxperience — the site of a powerful
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fusion of self, space, and time” (Feld and Bass#619. | will discuss here the tension that
results between the maps’ construction of spacetathrmers’ interpretation of their farms
as places. The difference between the abstracs mag the farmers’ lived experiences on
their land parallels the distinction between spae place, and debates about the definition
of landscape.

Like the act of surveying, the maps that reBolin the process are also political. As
Colchester (2005:271) states: “Maps are an aseewio power-a means of projecting
perceptions and policies, laws, and institutiorelations onto natural environments and
human landscapes.” This was particularly truehia Soviet Union. Moran (2006:676)
discusses how Soviet mapping was also an activecisgein propaganda, representing
“exactly and only what the state intended.” Thec#peform it took in Soviet years was
economic mapping to not only show economic actsiton the land but also popularize the
Five-Year plans: “Throughout the Soviet period agraphy was under centralized state
control, with maps recognized as instruments fanemic advancement, propaganda, and
military needs.” The maps were also full of “delie errors,” and “those for public
consumption showed a very particular view of rgdlitClearly, this history of Soviet
cartography only enhanced farmers’ mistrust ofrtiags.

As was demonstrated in Chapter One, Latvian farnpeastices are deeply rooted in
their histories and memories of, and visions foe landscape. As the controversy over the
maps illustrates, there is a big difference betweaad as represented as a map or image, and
land experienced as a landscape. The resulting m@putrasted in important ways with the
lived reality, practices, and imaginaries of thgasnic farmers. As Rocheleau puts it in a
discussion of community mapping exercises as wagsrpower communities:

Some of the most powerful maps are the seeminghater mental maps that derive

from cultural and political terrains and often eefl highly uneven power relations...
Sometimes the legends behind these mental mapmaee powerful than the more
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openly acknowledged calculus of economic or biaabiinventories (Rocheleau
2005:330-331).

Peter Gow (1995:44) observes that people’s relships to particular places are
mediated not by visual representations of the plageby the social relations that govern the
use of that image. Thus, maps, pictures, or imagesot necessarily reflect the meanings
that the land has to its inhabitants. He give®xample of a community in Amazonia that
possesses a map of land titles that is almost nesezt. It is on the whole meaningless to the
local people because it does not include any niabaandaries or the shifting ways in which
the land is actually utilized. Its meaning wasically transformed, however, when it was
used by a large landowner to sue the community usecane man had killed one of the
landowner’s pigs that had invaded the communitgizdl Thus, the map that until then had
been meaningless as a representation of the cortyisuand suddenly became powerful. In
the same way, even though the block maps in Lawmgse originally insignificant, and
perhaps even ‘alien’ to the farmers, their impletagon had very real consequences, which
imbued the maps with power and meaning.

Ingold (2000:190) differentiates between land, alhiis quantitative and
homogenous, and landscape, which is qualitativenaterogeneous. He notes that “you can
ask of land, as of weight, how much there is, litwhat it is like,” while the opposite is
true of landscapes. When | followed up with spedérmers about their individual cases,
their disappointment was not only about the larehabut about the type of landscape and
activities that were being recognized or denie@dubgh the support payment scheme. As
farmers showed me around their farms, they poiatgdheir intimate knowledge of the land
that was not reflected on the maps, which in tuee hesulted in conflicts over where the
exact boundary should be. For example, their kadge of where the cows drink and find

shade, and where there might be diverse grasdes@sources, give the land meaning and
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should thus be included as part of their agricaltlendscape. One farmer, Dainis, gave an

example of the particular problems he had withidleek map and the Agency’s on-the-spot

check:
Here, on the map we have an island in the rivetedi as 1.54 ha. | bought the island
as 1.8 ha, but it has a few bushes and trees atbaretiges. But here is the paradox,
| use it for pasture. They came here to measueetahe after a storm, when the
edges of the island were flooded, so that influsriteir measurements. So they
can't walk down to the edge, they can’'t see wheesedge of the water is. Then if
there is a tree by the shore, they go along thdensf the tree, not on the shore side.
Then the tree branches interfere with their séelinage, but these are individual
trees, which are very beneficial in organic grazi8g then they protest that | have
handed in incorrect documents, that it is actuatily 1.54 ha...

Thus, the lack of detail in the maps comes dowquestions about real “ownership” of the

land, expressed as knowledge of the land and iitstiftns. Reducing the land to an aerial

image homogenizes it and obliterates all of itd@gioal functions, or the characteristics that

make it a “place.”
Practices of place

Organic farmers also construct their farms asgdabrough their farming practices.
Besides the land boundaries, disputes center aratnad is found on it and the practices
associated with it. Regulation 269 by the Latv2eibinet of Ministers (2007) outlines the
requirements for any farmer, organic or conventiotmareceive EU or national agricultural
subsidy payments. The interpretation of the detaill these regulations is where the
problems begin. According to the Cabinet of MiaerstRegulations, agricultural land must
meet certain criteria of being in “good agriculluend environmental condition” to be
eligible for payments, including that the land:

* was in good agricultural condition on 30 June 2003;
» does not have shrubs or the invasive plant hog\ii¢echcleuny growing on it;
* has not started progression towards either a svearfgrest;
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* has a total area of at least 1 ha, including contig fields of one culture no smaller
than 0.3 hectare (par. 11, 2).

Thus, when examining what part of a farmer’s landligible for support payments, any land
that has bushes or trees, that does not have adedpainage, or is less than 0.3 ha becomes
automatically ineligible. These seemingly innocsiooonditions, combined with the
technological shift in surveying methods, have béensource of numerous conflicts. Some
of the conflicts surrounding trees and bushes \aéeady described in Chapter Two. Other
measures have also been controversial. For exarDgleis has an orchard close to his
house, through which he put a small work-path, thig is now on the LAD block map
considered a “road” that divides the field. As aulg the two halves of the orchard don't
qualify for payments because each half is smdiien 0.3 hectare.

Another reason for many of the map and land casflin Latvia was disagreement
about what constitutes “good farming.” In additimnthe criteria named above, in order to
be eligible for support payments, organic or comeeal, land must comply with the LAD
definition of “Good Agricultural Practices.” The igelines themselves are quite general, and
consist of 21 points listed on a table, arrangedomting to four general topics:
environmental protection, nature protection, laagscpreservation, and animal registration.
The various points, such as “must prevent soil aiégfion and ensure tlaetive farming of
agricultural land; (LAD 2005) correspond, however, to 12 differerdtional laws or
regulations, which have been developed in accomlavith EU regulations and directives.
Thus, farmers must be knowledgeable about, and, raestting of specific requirements in

order for their land to be eligible for the suppoatyments.

®This is the version of the Regulation currentlyeffect. The version in effect in 2005 ( MK 221}limded
all of these same provisions, but spread acrossusarticles.
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The majority of the items listed in “Good Agriauial Practices” fall into the
category “environmental protection.” Some of thesesh as crop rotation, or erosion control
have been relatively uncontroversial for organioiirs, while others, such as mowing fields
by a certain date, maintaining man-made drainagéesys on the lant,and exclusion of
trees and bushes have been the source of contypwdtsn because organic farmers find
them contradictory to their own environmental pigeg. Some farmers noted that the
corners where the tractor turns around or the amelar the compost pile have been taken out
of the LAD calculations of their “actively farmedrd,” although these activities are certainly
an active, and necessary, part of farming. Lantdréaeives support payments may also not
be used for the temporary storage of constructiaterals that are being used to improve
part of the farm infrastructure.

All of the activities that are excluded are rethate the idea of the temporality of the
landscape. Paths and roads, for example, senthea%askscape made visible” (Ingold
2000:204), yet are excluded by the LAD guidelireesjn Dainis’ example above. Thus, by
excluding certain landscape features, LAD is daugleertain types of work, as well. These
omissions from the LAD maps are painful for farméecause they do not validate their
labor, which itself is forming the landscape. Mareq this approach disallows a holistic
approach to farming as an integrated set of pre&tiand reduces instead the concept of
agriculture only to ploughed fields of a certaipesi

This definition of practices is particularly impant for organic farmers, who set
themselves apart from conventional farmers, arallayge extent define themselves, through
these very practices. Many organic farmers feal the LAD Good Agricultural Practices

are written only from the perspective of convengiloagriculture, and do not take into

" Much of Latvian agricultural land is in fact wailds that have been “improved” through drainagem&o
organic farmers have had disputes with LAD aboetrttaintenance of these drainage systems, which the
farmers find contrary to the goal of working withtaral systems rather than against them.
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account the specific needs of organic farmers. &tanple above of Dainis’ island is also
closely related to his concept of organic managépeactices. When Dainis showed me the
island in the summer of 2006, there were cows gepail along the bank, right down to the
water, and drinking from the river. Further offhet cows were resting in the shade of the
trees. Dainis pointed out on the map where thedyoof his “actively farmed land” goes in
an artificially straight line which runs along tbpper bank of the river, excluding the sloped
banks where we saw the animals grazing, and cuttiighe trees under which they were
resting. Thus, according to Dainis, and his cows, artificial boundaries that have been
drawn on the map do not actually reflect whereldinel is actively farmed. He observed that
while in conventional agriculture it may be impaortdo leave the edges of the water out to
avoid contamination or runoff from pesticides framtivated fields, this is not something
that applies for organic grazing. He stated expfic“l have had problems [with LAD]
because they try to measure the land in a way watld be required for conventional
agriculture.”

In fact, this is perhaps one of the main reasolg many of the organic farmers to
whom | spoke kept repeating that they would noh sigreements for the organic payments
for a second five-year period. It was largely ateraof honor and respect, not mere cash.
Contrary to the assumption of the LAD official, seefarmers were not simply trying to cheat
the system and get more than they deserve, andsitnet just a matter of getting paid for
their land. Rather, the portrayal of their landam aerial photo and digital map transformed
their place into space, made it abstract and o&didtieir own, individual authority over it.
Certain important organic farming practices hadnbeendered meaningless through this
abstraction from place, as lived experience, togsniom space.” The farmers, then, were

experiencing this bureaucratic problem as divordimgr land from the landscape and from
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their farms as places. As Dainis summarized: “&lthe elements important for the

landscape here on my farm- they don’t count.”

Publicly private landscapes
Much of the scholarship in geography and anthmgplabout the political significance

of space has focused on urban and explicitly pudpiaces (Crowley and Reid 2002, Low and

Lawrence-Zufiga 2003). This conflict over the ldooaps raises some interesting questions,
however, about the way rural, seemingly privated(émdeed freshly privatized) places are

converted into objects of public administration d@mas spaces of political control. The numerous
restrictions on the farmers’ activities on theindain order to be eligible for support suggest that
their land, as measured from space and administeoedh state agricultural agencies, is perhaps
less ‘private’ than the ideologues of private propevould suggest. This dispute between the
meanings of the land as place and its public cbasaspace takes on particular meanings in a
post-socialist context.

This intermingling of private and public uses o&ep has strong precedents in the Soviet
era. Communal apartments are an oft cited exaraplthe “public privacy” and “private
publicness” that was institutionalized in the Stwdgstem (Gerasimova 2002). Scholars have
also commented that people devised multiple copmaghanisms to provide for a sense of
continuity between these two seemingly oppositiosigtheres of public and private (Aardam
2002).

In the agricultural sector, collectivization chadgthe political meanings of land by
transforming private land into public space, owbgdhe state and managed by a collective
of workers rather than bourgeois landowners. Landcollective farms was considered
movable and abstract: “Land pertaining to any gieeflective or state farm had no firm
boundaries that distinguished each such entity fotmers like it: all were fungible within the

unitary property fund of socialism” (Verdery 2003)6 Verdery (1996) describes how
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during the land restitution process in Romaniad las “flexible,” with land measurements
varying with political wills in order to accommodatoth those who had lost land in
collectivization, and those who had worked it ie theantime. Land was further devalued
during the 1990s as smallholders struggled in thee fof rising costs and changing
agricultural policies. Although farmers regainegadl title over the land, true “ownership”
was lost, due to a lack of policies that would eesthat farmers had the resources and
economic conditions in which to farm effectivelyhds the real value of the land diminished
(Verdery 2003:356): “The global context has transfed the possibilities and conditions for
realizing value in such a way that smallholders sarlonger do it.” Thus land restitution
was in effect the demise of the peasantry in Romaas opposed to its intended rebirth.
Verdery (2003:358) summarizes:

Socialist farming worked land as an abstractioningvungible properties. By
means of collectivization, it uprooted people frtand so they would willingly enter
the industrial labor force. Decollectivization, bgntrast, was to have produced a
contrary movement, to reroot people, to fix thenspace again by returning to them
land that had very localized meanings. The resulty time, however...was to erase
land’s particularities, and make it an abstractone more. We might say then, that
for these small owners, land lost value twice: owben it was seized from them by
socialism and again when it was seized by therfraket.

Some organic farmers in Latvia in the 1990s wéde & circumvent this trap of the
free market, in part by reducing their reliancepamchased inputs, and also by managing
land in innovative ways, such as through the gaoirwild horses discussed in Chapter Two
that restored its particularities. These farmexd hegun, through their practices, to regain
and recreate the land once more as a place. Theuscandal over the ‘maps from space’ in
Latvia is in many ways a fight over the re-partasidation of land as place in the face of new
state and supranational, EU mechanisms of contibhe administration of the EU support

payments was turning out to be a third wave ofrabshg the land, thus adding a new

dimension to the lack of “effective ownership” thégrdery discuses.
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What is significant is that although to the orgafarmers their farmsteads are now
private property and particular places, the new iagtnative systems transform them into
guasi-public spaces, thus also echoing back toeBg@ractices of administrating the land.
Verdery (2003:48-49) discusses how land was hoasetet hidden in order to make the
collective systems look more productive. She stHtat “property in socialism was more an
administrative than a legal issue” yet “an admmtste decree acquired the force of law and
was applied as such.” Thus, the current systenaglofinistration are not negating farmers’
property rights per se, but the Cabinet of Minstezgulations in effect administer farmer
lands as “publicly private.”

Public administration

On two farm visits in Latvia in 2008 | was accomgal by a friend who spoke no
Latvian. At first concerned that she would be boby the long discussions she could not
understand, | found her fascinated by the numbentefnationally intelligible cognates she
heard repeatedly in the conversatiomspekcijg’ “sertifikacija,” “kontrole” She noted in
fact, that almost every conversation revolved adainese issues.

Organic farmers are subject to inspection visgt®tganic certifiers, LAD inspectors
who may come to check the farm’s eligibility to ee® EU support payments, the Food and
veterinary department who come to inspect sanitaiad hygiene conditions, and tax
inspectors who come to check the farm’s financapgywork. Any farmers involved in
specialized activities, such as seed productiobreeding of pedigree animals may have
other certification and inspection visits. Thep@ssibility that individual farmers now have
for knowing and following all of the different relgtions and ensuring that their paperwork

is in order for each amounts to what feels to nfanyers like a full-time job, leaving little
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time for actual farming. In fact in one conversatiabout the situation in Costa Rica, a
Latvian farmer listened longingly and respondea,‘tBey still have time to farm...”

This seemingly endless supply of inspectors keegdatmers in paperwork and files.
Producers are required to keep detailed logs affateir activities, self-monitoring “critical
points,” where there is possible risk of contamoraby conventional products or sanitation
risks. Given the countless political shifts in thest-socialist period, these files are often
redundant. When | asked one producer to show melticumentation she is required to
keep, she obliged and went to the other room tahgeh. | wished | had a camera when she
returned, carrying twelve different binders thateviterally spilling out of her hands, saying
“Here is the first part...” She explained:

There are two institutions who come as our boogeyrne look into our beds if we

aren't hiding something....if there isn't synthégidilizer somewhere. We show them

all the paperwork. | counted that | have to regigtach birth [of a calf] in eight
different places. Each animal has its own passpioet) there are separate logbooks

for births, deaths, insemination, moving to differstables, sales. | had to go to five
day courses to be able to be the supervisor ofiend.

Farmers are often extremely nervous when the inggecome. One farmer, Linda,
was taken by surprise when an organic inspectorearto collect statistical data. Although
this was not an official inspection, Linda was bigi flustered as she searched for the
document she needed. Farmers and small busimesss do not have the confidence to
contradict the officials, and are intimidated bg ttonstant fear that something in their scores
of registers and documents will be found at fault.

This nervousness regarding files and certificatimay seem odd, especially if one is
certain that one has “done nothing wrong.” Wherehtioned to a Swiss colleague that many
Latvian farmers felt they were drowning in docunagioin and paperwork, he commented

that requiring more self-documentation actuallyueztl the amount of control required by
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the state. This connection may seem entirely iffeand work in contrary ways in a post-
socialist context.

Associations in post-socialist contexts betweereaaliess paper trail and the power
dynamics that produce them are very significanerdéry (1996) has written on the ways in
which surveillance systems in socialist regimesewavested in “producing files,” with the
ultimate goal of producing political subjects amgbject dispositions. Zilber (cited in
Verdery 1996) notes that “in the socialist blocpple and things exist only through their
files. All our existence is in the hands of hint[svho possesses the files and is constituted
by him who constructs them.” Furthermore, the potidm of files depended upon an
intricate system of informants who were integrated every echelon of sociefy breeding
suspicion and distrust.

These subject positions that were for so long vatiéid in socialist systems have not
disappeared in the space of seventeen years. foremne must consider in what ways the
organic record-keeping and third-party certificatijprocesses affect post-socialist subjects.
The constant self-monitoring required of organiorfars constitutes more than just a self-
disciplining activity in the Foucauldian serféeput also a self-surveillance, and the
paradoxicatreation ofone’s owrfile. Linda’s nervousness over the arrival of the staian/
inspector perhaps also mirrors interactions wittleegues/ informants of earlier eras,

resulting in an understandable lack of trust.

" For a more thorough discussion of the effect these systems had even on trust within families, se
Figes, O. (2007). The whisperers : private lif&talin's RussiaNew York: Metropolitan Books.

"2 Foucault has described various techniques of cbinjrthe state that are then adopted by citizens a
governmentality. Foucault, M., G. Burchill, C. Gordand P. M. Miller (1991). The Foucault effect :
studies in governmentality : with two lectures Ioglan interview with Michel Foucaultondon:
Harvester Wheatsheaf. Appadurai describes, howheer,groups pf slum dwellers in Mumbai have
appropriated such techniques of self-surveyingwayof taking back control from the state. Appadur
A. (2002). "Deep Democracy: Urban Governmentalitg ¢he Horizon of Politics.” Public Cultufet(1):
21-47. This sort of technique may be problematia post-socialist context, however.
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Furthermore, as farmers themselves have aptly wbdem numerous occasions, the
inspectors and Latvian bureaucrats may feel theresdah a parallel position vis-a-vis the
European bureaucrats in Brussels that check ties:. f The farmers’ conclusion is that the
inspectors feel they must enforce regulations @stlgt as possible to avoid “getting in
trouble” themselves. The Latvian institutions #nes often perceived as the middleman,
trying so hard to please the “master”, that theykeneules more difficult than necessary.
Farmers told countless stories of how rules andlagigns in Latvia were more strict than in
older EU member states. On a trip with Latvianamig farmers to Austria, farmers doubted
whether the Latvian inspectors would certify thefarm processing facility we visited.
When they asked the Austrian farmer about the wot8pe process, she shrugged
nonchalantly, replying, “Well, don’t take the bunesats so seriously.” She explained that in
Austria many farmers would keep doing things inirtbeyn way until they got fined, because
if enough people didn’t follow some regulation themwould eventually be changed. Public
officials in Latvia, on the other hand, often comrmteal that they felt stuck in the middle, and
that they were powerless to change the regulataand$farmers feared challenging them.
Imagining “European” spaces

This conflict also signals a contest at the natidevel about what “European” Latvia
will look like- as a landscape, as a set of prasti@and as a functional space. This debate is
in effect being played out on organic farmers’ lanthe map scandal is revealing in the
various interpretations and evocations of Europgitrelicits. The way the idea of Europe is
used by farmers, the Organic Association, and Agerfficials reveal their own competing
positions and aspirations in relation to the EU.

As discussed in other parts of the dissertatios,idea of a “return to Europe” was a

much romanticized and idealized one, which maderdge’ into more of a utopia than a
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geographical or political entity (Eglitis 2002). iShunited many different groups even at the
moment of the vote in the EU referendum. The veridisputes and disillusionments that
have followed, however, reveal that the imagined aspired-to Europe was very different
for many of these groups.

First, for many of the smallholder farmers, it vas ideal of the smallholder past, of
small farmsteads producing at a subsistence lesetlescribed in Chapter One. This
corresponds to Eglitis’ ideal type of a temporaure to pre-War Europe. For others, mainly
larger farmers and also many representatives oA#seciation, it was a prosperous future,
with high productivity, and new export opportunsti¢o Europe. This corresponds with
Eqglitis’ ideal type of a “spatial” return to Europé&inally, other organic farmers, such as the
ones discussed in Chapter Two, were combining \Wchtvartz (2006) has called national
agrarian ideals with European biodiversity-centerees.

In the end all of these groups, as well as the mgdngopulation, have been
disappointed by the “actually existing Europe,”issevealed by the fact that only 29% of
inhabitants surveyed in 2008 responded that ppaticin in the EU is a good thing (Supstika
2008). While on the broader level, there are matplamations for the disillusionment, tied
up with a global economic downturn, on the agriodt level this can partially be explained
by the fact that Europe itself and its policiegsé¢nahanged and is still changing, and does not
fit exactly with any of these imagined Europes.

Reformed Europe

Europe’s Common Agricultural Policy was based abssdies for commodity
production from the 1950s until the 1990s. In cese to pressure from the World Trade
Organization (WTO) as well as the strains of EUagggment, the CAP has been undergoing

a reform process since the early 1990s, with time af disassociating subsidies from
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production and yields, administering instead alsipgyment based on the area farmed (EU
Commission 2004). This so-called “decoupling” obsidies has been praised because it
provides more money for environmental and ruralettggment programs, thus expressing
the cultural value that healthy rural areas holdhe European context (Potter and Ervin
1999).

The reformed CAP payments are intended to suppmdl development and
environmentally friendly low-input and organic @sposed to high-yield, intensive) farming.
The disputes over maps and practices in Latviaepted here, however, seem to indicate
that, unless the system is improved, they may nogither. As shown in Chapter Two and
here, many farmers feel that the norms still dogmfar enough towards a holistic approach
to organic farming. For small farmers and biodsitgroriented farmers, the program
remains based on a conventional, production-orieatgiculture framework. For instance,
the necessity of having contiguous cultivated Beddl one crop of 0.3 hectares is a norm that
undoubtedly simplifies administrative procedurest i3 clearly a relic of the productivist
paradigm of earlier eras of the CAP. Researchshawn that agro-ecological systems that
integrate a larger variety of crops in smaller arbéave higher biodiversity and overall
productivity per land unit than mono-cropped fielRosset 1999), thus the 0.3 ha
requirement is anachronistic and contrary to thedgyof organic practices.

Second, the system is not able to deal with fiéiband change in the agricultural
and socio-economic farming systems, an issue shgaiticularly important in New Member
States. As the examples of using trees and bushestural grazing areas illustrate, “Good
Agricultural Practice” guidelines should be adaptied organic farmers, in ways that
envision and reward systems that encourage grem@iversity, rather than punishing them.
Defining “actively farmed land” only as mowed orltoeated fields and pastures also denies

many important aspects of organic farming. Fotanee, the exclusion of land that is
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necessary for a compost pile or land where animaigk or rest is in fact excluding vital
elements of the organic agricultural system. Fjnadiclusion of the actual farmstead area
from eligibility for support limits the definitiorof rural development to one based on a
conventional agriculture model.

All of these issues are related to concepts ohgband dynamism. Landscapes, by
their very nature, change, as Ingold (2000:201)mdmus: “what appear to us as fixed forms
of the landscape, passive and unchanging unlesd apbn from outside, are themselves in
motion, albeit on a scale immeasurably slower andermajestic than that on which our own
activities are conducted.” In contrast to convemioagricultural systems that are oriented
towards products as uniform commodities, organgtesys are often more dependent upon,
and thus must be more similar to, natural proceaselscycles. Thus, farmers concerned
with landscape preservation feel that changes ndseapes should not be elements to be
punished by disallowing changes in land use duttegfive-year contract period for support
payments.

These issues of change are particularly cruciaingerstand in new Member States,
like Latvia, where farms are still very much in ghicess of modernization, and agricultural
systems in flux. Farmers must be able to reacbtssumer demands, market opportunities
and niches. The support contracts, however, ddlgtv changes for five years, so if a field
has been declared as grassland, and a farmer teequignt more roses for rosehips, she
would again be in breach of contract and not be &bldo so. Similarly, if a farmer wants to
devote some land to agri-tourism, which is alsenaportant rural development opportunity,
he or she would have to pay back all the fundsivedan the previous years for the land on
which a new cottage is to be built. Farmers iw Member States are still facing countless
changes in their socio-economic systems, and meisibbe and allowed to react to these

changes in order to survive.

251



“Production” in a post-productivist Europe
There is another position, however, held by manyifiy officials, evident in the

LAD guidelines, and often expressed by memberéi®fAssociation. Here, one of the main
concerns is that the reformed CAP encourages lowldeof “production” (aZzoSana)of
organic food in the country. Usually by this wasant not the yield per hectare or per farm,
but more generally the amount of food that wasiplybVisible as organic.

Often people talked about the fact that so muchayomas being put into organic
support payments, and that there was little to sfaowt. It is from this concern also, that
many members of the Association began to worry ebeports in the media about “couch
farmers”- people, often imagined as absentee ladsllon Rga, or abroad, who received
organic support payments simply for mowing largdd of grasslands once a year and in
effect “doing nothing” (Jadne 2006).

This concern, both by the Association and by théewpublic, must also be viewed
in its historical context. In the Soviet Union, gustivity was the main goal of the economy,
even if rarely achieved, and applied equally toitidustrial sector and to collective farms.
Soviet statistics showed ever increasing amountgreductivity and worker competitions
were held to encourage high productivity. Some migéarmers who worked on collective
farms in the Soviet era even remembered these ddimps as motivating.

With independence came an economic crash and aadibng of these collective
farms, and along with this of course, a crash el of production. Many people have
criticized the way privatization happened, duehe torruption that meant those at the top
grabbed all the equipment, but also because dfrthpling effect this had on the economy.

Because of this, one of the main goals of agricaltpolicies has been to increase
agricultural productivity, and the explicit goal tfie Organic Association is to increase

production of organic food. This has resulted reag concern that the per-hectare area
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payments that are decoupled from production, iceplisom 2004-2006, were encouraging
organic conversion, but were detrimental for prdiduclevels. During this period, organic
farmers, regardless of what they produced, recei@edniform payment per hectare.
Conventional and organic farmers, alike, who ax®lwed in more "productive" agriculture
were upset with the fact that organic farmers wingt mow a field of grass once a year
receive the same, or higher, subsidy payments tihase who are investing in increasing
production. After much discussion, new norms wmteoduced in 2007 that require a
minimum number of animals to be grazed on "ordihamgadows in order to prevent people
from getting money for "doing nothing." In additiomeginning with the new Rural
Development program for 2007-13, the payment strector all organic farmers has been
revised”® Due to worries that the previous structure wastrithinating against “productive”
framers, the support payments have now been tiednanimum level of income generated
per hectare, differentiated by type of production.

The belief that sooner or later “Europe will stestask where the production is”
prompted the Association and the Ministry to dewsays of reformulating the support
payments to promote increased production. The tesuhich representatives of the
Association criticized as having “gone too far,” svdo increase support payments
substantially beginning with 2008, but to make thaantingent upon the amount of revenue
earned per hectare of a certain crop. So, foants, in order to receive support payments
for vegetable production, a producer must show lileadr she has earned at least 1000 LVL
(more than 2,000 USD) per hectare of productioraniismall farmers and farmers working
with biodiversity protection were concerned thas tfavors large producers and will make

smaller ones, or those working more towards biadityee conservation ineligible for

3 Due to heated debates about the proper type ofi@alg, no new payment structures were opened in
2007, and the new program was only begun in 2008.
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payments at all. These new changes reveal thdedislative unease with “non-productive
farmers” has been so great that the payment steugtas actually revised in a way that is
fundamentally contrary to the goal of the EU CARoma process that aims to decouple
subsidies from production.

But this concern is also related to a more widaldhtoncern. It is not just organic
farmers that are still struggling to find their gnand place in the markets of the west, on
extremely unequal footing. Agricultural subsidy pents in the old Member States are often
triple those in new Member States. While in EUesston negotiations, the new Member
States were not successful in achieving better itond, they are now beginning to fight
back. In July 2008 EU parliament members from lza&nd other new Member States raised
the issue of revising the calculations for direetyqpents to make them more equitable
(Kolyako 2008). The Latvian Minister of Agricultureade a statement on the issue at a press
conference in July 2008: “They warned us of ‘supmtrock’ that we wouldn’'t be able to
handle such a large inflow of money into the ecopodbut now we have experienced a very
different kind of shock- a ‘price shock,” becausegs increased to European levels, while
salaries and supports have not.”

The nation in Europe

The Latvian organic farmers, along with the resthef nation, have finally completed
their long-awaited “return to Europe,” and must nmdiscover, reinvent, and renegotiate
what the European Latvia is and will be. Despite tontest revealed at the national level
between farmers who believe that the CAP reformsialogo far enough in promoting an
environmental rural development alternative to @adtural production, and those who feel

that the CAP reform is stifling productivity and damgering the sector, both of these
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responses are in some way based on the idea oitmtalization, or reemphasizing the role
of national traditions or national sovereignty wlipy-making.

The farmers engaging in the biodiversity practiaesinterpreting their evaluation of
Europe through the lens of the national imaginetisaapes of open meadows and small
farms, while the production-oriented farmers areuting on regaining national economic
status and promoting domestic food production dkageexport. In each position there is an
interplay and articulation of values and imaginsrfeom various historical moments, but
they combine in ways that are in subtle oppositionthe trends of regionalization and
globalization that EU integration has come to repng.

Remote Europe

There are various reasons for the problems expmaikhy the farmers with the new
block maps and Agri-environmental programs, inatgdboth farmer and agency errors. Itis
likely that in the next few years many of the pesbk in the new system will be worked out.
The larger cultural significance of the conflichdathe issue of farmers' lack of trust in the
system, however, may be of more enduring signiteah EU policies become equated with
the distrust inherent in Soviet state-society rete. This is a consequence that policy-
makers and implementers must work hard to remedy.

The remote sensing technology which is involvethia scandal may also be seen as
a metaphor for the way farmers in remote cornersi@l Latvia perceive the arrival of new
EU regulations, norms, and expectatiorkencis, the character in the nowérnieku laiki
that is quoted in the chapter epitaph, is on hig twgresenting a bribe to the surveyor when
he turns in desperation to prayer, something whashhe says himself, he does not often do.
His first wish is that the surveyor treat him wahd grant him the pieces of land that he

wants, and the second is that his neighbor willawbtially want the same pieces of land as he
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does. lIronically, he and his neighbor arrive at shrveyor’'s house at the same time and get
put temporarily into a jail cell together to dissubeir differences. But this sudden turn to
prayer represents an admission of how powerlestatheer feels in front of this not entirely
understandable system.

Farmers in Latvia in 2008 may be feeling similadgnfused and powerless, as
unknown technology is used to measure their lamgligh- language acronyms replace
Russian ones, and new Regulations appear and cbafge their eyes in rapid succession.
They must learn now, not how to farm, but new staviskills of how to negotiate the
administrative systems, terms, and rules. It isciafuthat the administrative issues
surrounding the implementation of the Agri-envire@mtal policies be resolved, and the
policies themselves made more flexible in certaises. The conflict described here, and its
lingering consequences, shows that it is imperativat the institutions devising and
implementing the regulations, both at the EU antional levels, understand the complex
network of historical and cultural practices, syishband narratives that relate to the conflict
if they are to interact effectively with Latvia’sganic farmers in ways that prevent future

misunderstandings and truly promote sustainabld development in the European Latvia.
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CHAPTER 7
Voting on seeds:
organic futures vs. legal rights in a post-CAFTA wdd

“The law is coming up in plenary today!” exclaimédhria, hanging up her cell
phone. Everyone gathered in the MAOCO office wasted, but also taken by surprise. The
MAOCO Board was in the middle of a last-minute nregto prepare for bringing groups of
farmers to thdarras of the Costa Rican Legislative Assembly for theevoh the new Law
on Organic Agriculturé the following week. It was September 2006, andrdfiur years of
designing the law and lobbying parliamentariansnfrearious parties, the law had finally
come up for a vote. Given the surprise changegehda, people quickly divided up who
they would notify. It was important to have as mampple in thébarras as possible to put
pressure on the decision-makers. This short noticeiever, would mean that few farmers
would be able to make it in. A string of phondis;@mails, and text messages were sent out
to NGOs, funders and supporters in San José antefasrganizations in towns closer to the
capital. Many farmers had already arranged to ctorhe city the following Thursday in
order to be there to listen to the proceedingstaefully celebrate the approval of the new
organic law. Every bill in the Legislative Assemlgdgmes up for debate and vote twice, but
activists assured me that if a law is approvedefirst debate then it is almost certain to be
approved in the second one as well. This new deweént meant that most would not be

able to come for the first debate, but they mighthere for the second debate and final vote.

" The full title is “Development, Promotion, and Papt of Organic Agricultural Activities” Law no.
8591, published in the Gazette 14 August 2007.
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The meeting participants gathered up their matergadd piled into taxis to head
straight over to the Legislative Assembly. Therm@svstill some last-minute lobbying to be
done before the vote. The plan was to catch lavensa&s they came out of the Agricultural
Committee meetings, to get a sense of how they likely to vote, and give them some final
words of encouragement. People divided into smgleups to make the rounds in several
of the party offices before the vote. Maria seerteeiinow everyone. She walked through
the halls, greeting staffers and parliamentaridilte.a The MAOCO represntatives got
reassuring comments from several parliamentariarthey left the committee meeting and
headed to the plenary. Maria was an active studaler before beginning her work with
the organic movement, and became nationally kn@wvhér leadership of student activists in
the protests against the privatization of the tm@munications company ICE in 2000.
Through this, she had gained the respect of bdifigts and lawmakers.

Once this lobbying work was done, the activistthgeed in théarras There was an
air of tense excitement. Although things seemkel they would go well, people were still
anxious. Last year, just as the law was poisexioe up for discussion and a vote, one of its
main supporters pulled out at the last minute, #wedeffort crumbled like a house of cards.
They had had to begin almost from scratch afteetietions in 2006.

In this chapter | discuss the contradictions tlzatehemerged between the local vision
of organic agriculture that was being promoted dedeloped by MAOCO and approved in
the new organic law, and the new requirements amabined threats that CAFTA would
bring if implemented, particularly in the realmiofellectual property rights on seeds. | focus
specifically on the UPOV (Union for the ProtectiohNew Varieties of Plants) Convention
that Costa Rica is obliged to join due to CAFTAdats implications for the seed exchange

practices and social networks discussed in Chafiteee. After the CAFTA referendum
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passed, this law turned out to be one of the mpshly contested elements of the so-called
implementation agenda of 13 laws that needed fabsed for CAFTA to enter into force.

Throughout the chapter | examine how seeds andntiedectual property rights
governing their exchange, breeding, and sale fih whe social imaginaries of the Costa
Rican organic agriculture movement, the proponeftdJPOV, and the environmental
movement that mobilized for a second referendurstép UPOV. | argue that within the
social imaginary of the organic movement, seeds arpublic good, currently under
community control, which are under the threat a¥gization or private control. For the
proponents of UPOV, the control of seeds fits iatarger imaginary where national laws
and international treaties govern rights and reteihnips among people and states. The
control of property rights of seeds is only onar@at of that system that is meant to ensure
progress and development for the country. Fin&dythe environmental activists and others
from the anti-CAFTA movements, the seeds and facoatrol over them are part of a larger
imaginary of national sovereignty and food soveamgigin a fight against transnational
capital, corporations, and the neoliberal statee $trategies of the anti-CAFTA and anti-
UPOV activists surrounding exchange of informatiamnd creation of alternative media
parallel the farmers’ strategy of perpetuating segdhange and farmer control over the
process.

Organic futures: “iSe aprobd!” (It was approved!)

Despite the organic activists’ last-minute feding, evening of September 5, 2006 in
the Legislative Assembly turned out to be spectacul was one of the rare moments when
various political interests came together in seigtalls agreement. The Agriculture
Committee was under pressure to pass the law, bectney had yet to pass any new

legislation under the current government, whicltpédladvocates push it through. For many
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lawmakers it was a way of showing support for snaajticultural producers. This was
important at a time when the Ministry of Agricukuwas being reorganized into the Ministry
of Production, raising fears about the fate of #maéders in general. This confluence of
political interests resulted in an afternoon ofvgltg speeches in support of organic
agriculture from all parties. José Merino, theyopérliamentarian from the alternative left
wing partyFrente Ampliosaid:

we could say that in these times in which we livgorganic agriculture] is a

revolutionary agriculture, because it revolutiosizbe dictates...that today in the

world of savage globalization, ...that agriculturan only be... in the hands of
transnationals...that our small and medium produaee condemned to disappear...

It is not true! Costa Rica today is sending a dighat it is not like this”(Asamblea

Legislativa 2006:45-46).

Among the benefits that parliamentarians citedléive would bring were assistance
to small farmers and recognition of their contribntto the economy of the country, more
respect for the environment, and healthier prodtmtsconsumers. Rafael Elias Madrigal
Brenes from the opposition party PAC described daigsfaction when buying an organic
product:

in the first place | am protecting my health andtth.of my family; in the second

place | am favoring a producer with a better praorg] in the third place | am favoring

the protection of the environment, | am protectwater resources, and in the last
instance | am contributing to the sustainability agriculture...and our planet. —

(Asamblea Legislativa 2006:53).

Several lawmakers made strong statements not dmwytathe pollution resulting from
conventional agriculture, but also about the need ptotect organic farmers from
contamination by genetically modified organisms (GM Maureen Patricia Ballestero
Vargas, of the ruling party Liberacién Nacionaleuht

It is a reconciliation of a human activity develdpaver millennia...in harmony with

the environment. And it is not until the last agwgtthat this equilibrium was broken

and we started to in fact destroy our ecosysterdsoan nature... This signals that a

massive agricultural activity...that is not harmorgowith the environment cannot
exist. One of the traits that | would like to hiight is the protection it tries to give
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precisely to organic agriculture...in the face of thew tendency to modify
agriculture products transgenically(Asamblea Lediga 2006:54).

Fifteen minutes before the session was to cloggtivas a motion to bring it to a
vote. Supporters gathered in theerasbehind the glass wall seemed to hold their braath i
anticipation as they watched the lawmakers slowénd up, one by one, to signal their
support until there was a unanimous vote to apptbeenew organic law. Farmers and
activists in thebarras embraced with tears in their eyes and cheeredatumakers. All of
their hard work had paid off. Then people grablesrtcell phones and begin calling farmer
groups and other supporters, announcing excitggéy aprobo!(It was approved!). The
following week the law passed unanimously in theosd reading as well, this time with
groups of farmers gathered in thmarras, and the law became the institutionalized
embodiment of the organic future of Costa Rica.
Public protection

The approval of the law was a momentous victorytlierorganic movement because
it was the culmination of a four year process cfigieing and lobbying for the law. They had
consulted with farmers and lawmakers and hired ¢éa®/yo help them incorporate language
that would support their vision. While throughdbé negotiations some minor points had
changed, all of the most important elements weotuded. One of the most important
aspects of the law was that it declared organicalgure as part of the public interest, thus
mandating that the state include it as part ofnasional development plan. This carries
symbolic weight, as a form of recognition of theioaal importance of the activity, but also
makes room for public support, such as tax credésier access to bank loans, and payments
for environmental services for organic farmers.eSe elements will bring practical benefits
that will encourage new farmers to convert to orgaar allow existing organic farmers to

further develop their production.
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Many farmers and activists commented, however,ttteatmost important elements of
the law were the support it grants to farmers wlamtwo continue saving, exchanging, and
replantingsemillas criollas as described in Chapter Three. On a related éh¢he law
defines the state’s role in protecting organic frshfields from contamination from GMOs.
GMOs have become an increasingly contentious issugecent years, and several
municipalities in Costa Rica have adopted resahstito declare their territories GMO-free,
in effect banning the use of GMOs. According te tlew Organic Law, farmers would be
able to receive compensation if their fields wesataminated.

The state is thus charged with the two sets ofarespilities for protecting both
farmers’ rights and genetic resources. On thehamel, as already noted in Chapter Three,
its role is to “promote, stimulate, and protect tights of farmers and their organizations to
access, use, exchange, multiply and ssemillas criolla§(Asamblea Legislativa de la
Republica de Costa Rica 2007:Art. 20). In additibe state must define:

the requirements and procedures for preventinggtreetic contamination of local

genetic resources by genetically modified organistits addition it will apply

measures of protection for organic crops...Puhliticfionaries who do not exercise
the necessary controls to prevent that a farm déstic to organic crops is
contaminated by genetically modified organisms Wwal responsible, together with
the state, for the harm and damages occasionedmi@sa Legislativa de la

Republica de Costa Rica 2007:Art. 21).

These two clauses, combined with the declaraticrgdnic agriculture as part of the
public interest, place seeds and genetic resogmesely in the public domain while still the
object of state protection. In the era of the distiing role of the state regulation, control
and support (Camacho 2005), this was indeed a gictaty for the organic movement.

The idea of the public domain or the commons isoatroversial one, however.
Throughout the colonial history of the South, thedel was the “North” taking seeds and

genetic material of the “South” for exploitationhd germplasm was considered free for the

taking, because it was considered “common heritagéi the public domain, yet then it was
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used in the creation of particular varieties thaiuld be subject to variety protection
(Kloppenburg 1988; Hayden 1998). In order to ceurthe enthusiasm for enclosure and
privatization, there was a wave of romanticizatdrthe public domain (Chander and Sunder
2004). Chander and Sunder (2004:1343) warn thatcdn have dangerous consequences,
especially for the field of genetic resources: éThinary rhetoric of intellectual property
versus the public domain masks the ways in whiehchmmons often functions more in the
interests of traditional property owners than ia ihterests of the commonerslii a similar
vein, Hayden (2004urges us to be concerned about the risks that gmamyn“public-
ization.” Placing many genetic resources “ saelthe public domain” allows companies or
bioprospectors to disregard any need for identgfyivhat groups or communities should be

beneficiaries.

Participatory organics
The law also introduces new possibilities for tloeial organization of farmers. It

introduces the concept of the “farmer-experimenteind is a farmer who “conducts small-
scale experiments in his/ her farm or plot, witk tjoal of finding practical solutions for
his/her productive problems, using clean techne®ghat are compatible with the principles
of organic production.” (La Asamblea Legislativa d& Republica de Costa Rica
2007:Article 5h). This opens up possibilities gupport for on-farm community research
activities, but it also echoes an important elenenhow organic farmers in Costa Rica
defined organic farming. Farmers told me repegtéldht organic agriculture was about
experimentation and trial and error, and that thegee no recipe$.
Furthermore, the law establishes recognition fortigpatory certification for

products intended for sale on domestic marketsmast “third-party” organic certification

> This sort of approach was facilitated very muctttiy Campesino a Campesino, or farmer-to-farmer
educational approach promoted by active alternatexelopment networks such as Coproalde.
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systems, one accredited inspector visits the famspects fields and growing conditions,

reviews all the farm’s paperwork and notes anygutarities as noted in Chapter Six.

Ultimately it is this one individual, in conjunctiowith the accredited institution, which

decides whether or not the farm passes as certfiganic. In a participatory certification

system, however, it is a groups of consumers, dtrerers, and well-known representatives
of the local community, such as teachers, lawyerslactors, who visit the farm, ask

guestions, check documents, and make a decisiart al@ther or not to certify the farm. In

the case of official certification, farms must méle¢ norms and guidelines set out in the
national legislation, but in participatory certditon, the group leading the process can
include any relevant factors that are importarthem.

While more community-oriented, the participatosrtdication process can actually
end up being more rigorous than third-party cexdifion, because it includes elements that
the community itself has deemed important for @iediion. Consider the example below of
a pilot-phase participatory certification projecttended.

We all loaded into the back of two pick-up trueteth benches fastened along both
edges and metal bars above to hold on to. It waghafit, and a few people were perched
somewhat precariously on the very back. Thesesrtmok our group of twenty people up,
up, up through the steep bumpy, rutted dirt roatts the community of Valle Verde, where
we would be participants in the certification pregef several organic farms.

When we piled out from the trucks, the views wemreathtaking. Hills stretched blue
in the distance, while closer up small houses littedroads, with lush vegetable and fruit
gardens in courtyards behind them. After welconspgeches, one smaller delegation of all
the participants was selected to do the officigbgevork for the certification process,
representing each of the sectors of farmers, coesyneducators, local politicians, and

visitors who had come from Nicaragua.
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Then the work turned very serious. The family rbems representing the farm lined
up in front of the delegation, and begin answermgg by one, questions about the gender
relations, division of labor, equity, youth involment, decision-making practices, and
ecological practices such as the manufacture aadiusrganic fertilizers, pest control, and
others. They were following guidelines developedtjg by the members of the local
organization, a community development associati@at has been working for almost 20
years in Southwestern Costa Rica, and is very eaativoromoting organic agriculture as a
development alternative.

The delegation wrote down all of the informatitmbe analyzed and evaluated later
by the entire group of participants. Then all gaeticipants divided up into groups to visit
the three farms. We were shown the fertilizer paiidn, the vegetable garden, and
conservation areas. Later, during the discusodetide the outcome of the certification
process, several participants raised detailed gussabout the practices they had seen, and
whether these should qualify for organic certificat One of the most contentious issues was
the gender equity and division of labor on the farany participants felt this did not live
up to their expectations and the group’s guidelings a result, the farm did not pass the first
time, but was given time to improve these aspegfisrb a follow-up visit.

Social and gender equity are not usually incluidetthird-party organic certification,
thus a farm that might have received organic ¢eatibn from an agency did not receive
immediate approval from the community. The inwuasof these social and gender issues
can be seen as a corrective to both the marketlsyamernment policies’ deletion of these
elements. In some ways, it is an attempt to gethié “moral economy” (Scott 1985) of
organic agriculture, by broadening the scope oftvdedines organic. Through such efforts,

organic agriculture becomes much more than theofisgpen pollinated seeds or organic
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fertilizers, but a consciously constructed and sipated arrangement of land, labor,
capital, and social values.

After the law was approved in 2007, the experierftem this and two other pilot
projects were taken into account for the develogma&ithe national regulations on
participatory certification. Many farmers’ groupsio sell primarily on the local market have
been interested in the option of participatory iGedtion not only for the community-
building opportunities it facilitates, but also aslower-cost option for certificatioff.
Currently costs of certification are high becausmipcers’ groups must pay for each type of
certification they use. For instance, if a groupxporting products to both US and European
markets, it must get certified according to botl S and EU standards.Because of this
there are also still large numbers of producers@oducer groups, especially those selling
primarily at local markets that are not certifiddarticipatory certification would allow many
of these farmers to gain recognition for the effahiey have made to farm differently.

The goals underlying participatory certificatiome amultiple: it strengthens the
community of farmers, by incorporating their mut@alvice-giving and receiving into the
organic certification process; it fortifies theKkibetween consumers and producers and gives
those interested in knowing where their food cofm@s a unique opportunity to visit farms

and also give their recommendations. It also plewia way to spread information about the

8 Most third-party organic certification in Costa Ribas been done in producer groups, rather thaineon
individual farm level. In this system, the cesificertifies not individual farms, but a group ssaciation

of farmers. The association keeps all the papdnaod documentation regarding the member farms, and
has one or several internal inspectors who visiten$ in order to see that all procedures are being
observed. When the certifier inspects the orgaioizait checks all of this paperwork, and thentsisnly

a certain percentage of all the farms. This preosas developed in the late 1980s specifically for
developing countries, where there is a very bigg@etage of extremely small farms already organintxl
associations.

" Costa Rica was one of the first countries in Latimerica to obtain the highly prestigious “Third

country” status, meaning that their national stadslavere deemed equivalent to EU standards.
Nevertheless, most producer groups kept certifgiceprding to the EU regulation “to be safe.” 1080

EU delegation members told Ecologica that they khoertify according to CR national standards.
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importance of organic agriculture to other locainoounity leaders (Lizano Jimenez, Catrrillo
Guevara et al. 2007).

But beyond these community-building elementsadtipipatory certification and the
formation of consumer groups, these activities &lslie an outright political agenda. The
first participatory certification program was bom Brazil, and they are now rapidly
spreading throughout Latin America. In a semimatazal markets in Costa Rica, as well as
at regional Latin American meetings | have attendd@ focus on local markets and
alternative certification procedures is spreadis@m overt challenge to capitalistic alienation
of markets. By bringing truckloads of visitorstteeir farm, growers are trying to fight the
distance and separation that comes from havin@@upt appear abstract and naked alone in
a supermarket, divorced from the people and plaaehave created it.

Thus, in Costa Rica and in many other Latin Amaericeountries that are
experimenting with participatory certification,reépresents an effort to transform the social
relations that surround certification, organic protibn, and markets. Thus, in the organic
movement’'s social imaginary, the future they hadstacted and that had now been
successfully codified into law, valued local anctale genetic resources, active farmer-
experimenters embedded within active communitiefaghers, consumers and supporters,
and a vigilant state that not only recognized botgrted these rights.

The initial excitement that the law had finally pad gradually began to give way to
concerns about the practical actions necessaitsfonplementation, and a hint of pessimism
began to sink in. Why had the law suddenly passedffortlessly after so many years of
struggle? At this moment in 2006, debates about Tere still in full swing, and there
had not yet been any mention of a referendum. riiheg coalition had the necessary 38
seats in Parliament to pass CAFTA. Had the orghavic passed only because lawmakers

knew that if they passed CAFTA in the next few nisnthat it would have higher standing
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than the national organic law? The happy excitenoérthe achievement was mingled with

the uncertain future presented by the possiblecappof CAFTA.

Threatened seeds

Imagine that you are a farmer, and the courts aondgou for planting the
seeds that you yourself saved from your past harves

This is how it looks: you purchase, or obtain, @ertseeds that give you a
very good harvest of whatever it may be...tomatoeangoes, cucumbers. You
choose at the end of your harvest, in additionht® ftuits to recuperate a certain
amount of seeds. The fruits of your harvest, yan eat them or sell them. The
seeds, you would think, you could eat (if they wedéble), plant, or even sell. Why
not, if they come inside the fruit and you sell thét? But let's say that you simply
replant the seeds and wait peacefully for the hartest...

Peacefully, that is, until the police, public pros®rs and judges arrive to
condemn you as a thief and threaten to throw yqailinin addition, they fine you for
damages inflicted upon the company with proprietagigts to the gene that gives life
to the seeds that give life to your plants. Plahét give fruit, and of course within
those fruits are seeds. But no, and this is Kegsd seeds are not yours.

Does this seem crazy? It is crazy! But this is dyabe crazy world that we
are getting further and further into with every day

- Leonardo Garnier (2004) editorial in La Nacion

The above excerpt is from an editorial written byrter and academic, published in
the main daily newspaper. It refers to the welhkn case of the Canadian canola farmer
Percy Schmeiser, who was sued by Monsanto for baiulaegally planted genetically
modified canola seeds on his faffn.The above article, however, was circulated among
activists in the run-up to the CAFTA referendum,nbake a larger point not just about
GMOS, but about farmers’ rights more generally, #mgl respective roles of international
conventions, free trade agreements, and statestéontine and alter these rights. Activists
used this article to make a point about the impbee of the UPOV convention that issues

“soft patents” on plant varieties. Furthermorest circulating the article conveyed distress

"8 Schmeiser contended that he had never planteck#us sbut rather that they had cross-pollinated and
contaminated his plants that he had been selefirfgrty years. The Canadian Supreme Court uptiedd
Monsanto’s patent on the genetically modified gerthe original case in 2004. Schmeiser subsdfyjuen
sued Monsanto for contamination, and Monsantoesktilt of court in March 2008, agreeing to pay
“clean-up costs” to rid his field of the genetigathodified plants. Seeww.percyschmeiser.coffor more
details.
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that the author, who had since entered politics Bedome a Minister in the Arias
government, had recently made statements in supp@AFTA, and was thus now seen as a
turncoat.

This was an important issue because after the CAIdi&rendum passed, the
government began working to pass the 13 laws oirtidementation agenda. Six of these
concerned intellectual property rights (Rodrigue20&. One requirement was joining
UPOV, which is comprised of all the signatories tbé Convention on Plant Variety
Protection. First signed in 1961 by only six WestEuropean countries, the Convention
standardizes procedures for registering new planéties. It is designed to protect breeders’
intellectual property rights and allows them tolecd royalty payments for up to 20 years on
use of seeds of registered varieties. UPOQV alguaires farmers to obtain permission from
and/or provide payment to the breeder in ordeepraduce the seeds, in effect banning free
seed exchange.

Participating countries may make exceptions fomfans to reuse their own seed
under certain circumstances under a clause calkefarmers’ Exceptioff. The Convention
has been amended various times in 1978 and 1994eveo, each time making it
progressively stricter about farmer seed-savingpapt For example, the 1978 version of the
Farmers’ Exception allowed farmers to save seems firotected varieties for their own use,
including reproduction. The 1991 version includesyause for one’s own consumption of
the products, not reproduction of the seeds (Re€aterdinacion en Biodiversidad 2007).
Currently over 60 countries are members, but alhtiees joining now must adopt the 1991

amendments, thus endangering farmer seed-savintjgest®

" There is great variety in how broadly this excepiis used in different countries. For examplellahal
has an exception for certain crops, such as widwereas other countries may have none.

8 Countries that joined previously had a choice Waebr not to adopt the 1991 changes. Some cesntri
for instance Norway, chose to remain with the 18&&ion (CITE GRAIN).
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The mission of UPOV is to “encourage the developnoénew varieties of plants for
the benefit of society.” From the proponents’ aneeders’ point of view, intellectual
property rights for plant varieties are necessarpelp stimulate scientific innovation and
breeding and develop higher quality seeds. Theralso a Breeders’ Exception, which
allows breeders to use protected varieties fordineelopment of new protected varieties.
Originally the system was developed in a way thett is apart from patents, so that
discoveries of natural genetic mutation or croséif@dion could also be registered (whereas
for a patent it must be an invention rather thast j discovery). The original wording
referring to discoveries of natural mutations alkbolwfor a broader interpretation of who is a
breeder. Under such a definition farmers selectimgr own varieties could also be
considered breeders. Subsequently wording wasgelh to include “discovery and
development” rather than just discovery (UPOV 2002arrowing the interpretation of
breeding to fit laboratory settings more readilgrtiarmer$?

In order to register and protect a new varietyniist meet four criteria: novelty,
distinctness, uniformity, and stability. Regardled which definition of breeder is used,
these criteria are almost impossible for farmeetess to meet due to a difference in
methods. From an ecological perspective, thiseisabse farmer selection occurs at the
population-level, rather than at the variety levé@his means that in a farmer’s field who is
working with his or her own seeds, various crossey occur through cross-pollination.
Farmers select the healthiest plants that are daegpted to the local conditions, but will
continue planting various types, not just selectomg, as a means of insurance against
changing conditions. The variability among the ydapion and across generations of farmer-

selected varieties make them better able to adaphanging growing conditions and more

8 The UPOV document notes that the French termraallyi used iobtentuewhich can be translated
more literally to plant improver than breeder ( UP2002). In Spanish, the term usedrisjoramiento
which is literally improvement, and in Latviaselekcija or selection.
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disease resistant. In short, the diversity-badadtipg and selection practices of small
farmers make the criteria of uniformity and stapilundesirable and nearly impossible to
meet.

As one University breeder from the Netherlands choté¢ a conference, farmer
selection is much more interesting, because thanebe unexpected surprises. In contrast,
breeder work in laboratories is pre-meditated Fer tlesired result, thus does not allow for
adaptability. Breeder work is also much quickescduse it can use genetic markers to
identify desirable traits and track which crossas\cthis trait without having to let the plants
grow and develop. This allows breeders to stabiliee variety, ensuring uniformity also
across future generations. This incompatibilitythed two breeding types is summarized by a
group of organic plant breeding specialists thus:

Modern plant breeding has aimed at pure lines aacasingly [sic] use of hybrids,

resulting in a decrease of genetic diversity invamtional varieties. Also genetic

diversity at the regional level is decreasing Vi@t varieties grown over large areas.

In search for implementing more genetic diversity different levels as a tool for

improved yield stability under organic conditiotise possibilities of landraces and

variety mixtures are explored. But such varietygapts do not fit easily into current

official testing and certification systems (WelstdaNolfe, 2002) (cited in Lammerts
van Bueren, Wilbois et al. 2007).

The criteria of novelty is also controversial, hesaa variety is considered novel if it
has not been previously commercialized and is mdiffefrom all other registered varieties.
This raises fears among farmers who have been mgrskith their own seeds that breeders
form large companies will be interested in “stegllifarmer-developed varieties that have not
been registered or commercialized, and stabili#hegn in laboratories so they can meet the
variety registration and protection criteria. Sedpsently farmers would have to pay royalties

to the breeder to use the variety.
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Probably the most famous case of this is the pagfitof the “Enola” bean,
purchased by Larry Proctor, the owner of a US seedpany at a market in Mexico in 1994.
He selected some beans and let them cross—polltoatgtabilize the population, and
patented it as the Enola bean with a “novel yelloelor’ in 1999. His company then
subsequently sued Mexican bean exporters for anpateingement, demanding royalties of
six cents per pound (RAFI 2000). The patent wadlesmged by the International Center for
Tropical Agriculture with support by the FAO, based the fact that they have samples of
the bean in their gene bank (RAFI 2000, Rattray220f/ilson 2008). The patent was
eventually overturned (Wilson 2008), but still sesvas a potent example as one case of
agricultural biopiracy that was stopped among desstothers that do not get contested.

According to the text of UPOV, varieties that aegistered for protection must be
distinct from other varieties that are registeredhat are considered “common knowledge.”
In theory, farmers could contest registered vasetis having been originally their own
selection:

In applying the notion of common knowledge in caséslispute...UPOV members

are recommended to be prepared to take into accmirdnly knowledge that exists

in documented form, but also the knowledge of r@hévcommunities around the
world provided that this knowledge can be creddlypstantiated so as to satisfy the
standard of proof of the civil law courts....Thiams, for example, that landraces
which are capable of satisfying the definition ofafiety,” and which can in
consequence be defined and propagated unchangeld igoregarded as varieties of
common knowledge for distinctness purposes (UPQO3220).

In the Enola bean case, the patent could be owexdubecause of the cooperation with the

International Center for Tropical Agriculture antlet FAO. In practice, however, for

communities or farmers on their own to follow whatieties are being registered anywhere

in the world and contest them “so as to satiséystandard of proof of the civil law courts”

is difficult, if not impossible.

8 |n the US, plant variety protection is also dorithyatents on varieties.
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Due to concerns such as these, UPOV has beenzadtiby many activist groups,
such as Genetic Resources Action International (IBRRAfor giving plant breeders
monopoly rights over genetic materials and contiilgu to genetic erosion by limiting
diversity (GRAIN 1999). In addition, in many desping countries the majority of
applications for protection are for foreign-bredigties thus it does not even contribute to
local scientific developments (Red de Coordina@drBiodiversidad 2007).

Specifically in the case of Costa Rica, opponentthé treaty argue that it is a “soft
patent” on plants and seeds, thus in violation rofethical principle of not patenting life
forms. They point out that it contradicts the aa#l Law on Biodiversity from 1998 which
establishes “community intellectual rights” ovemgéc resources (GRAIN 1999; Red de
Coordinacion en Biodiversidad 2007). The requinets@f UPQV are also seen by many to
contradict directly the spirit of the new Organiavl, because the criteria of “distinctness,
uniformity, and stability” are the exact opposité the mixed and changeable “creole”
varieties protected by the Costa Rican Organic (sae Chapter Three).

These concerns are not new, as UPOV already hasgahistory in Costa Rica. In
fact, the Costa Rican Legislative Assembly alreggjgcted joining UPOV twice in the past.
The first time was in 1999, and the second in 2@R&driguez 2008). At that time, UPOV
was brought forward because one requirement ofaCBsta’s joining the World Trade
Organization (WTO) TRIP% agreement was establishing a mechanism for piotect
intellectual property rights on plant varietiesheTBiodiversity Network, a group that had
formed spontaneously in 1998 as a result of effotadopt a new Law on Biodiversity,
lobbied successfully that UPOV was not the only wayneet the requirement, and proposed
an alternate bill on plant variety protection. Tinetwork designed a new bill that would

meet the requirements of the WTO, but not be asictge as UPOV. Other countries in

8 Trade-related Aspects of Intellectual Property

273



Latin America also developed their own interpretasi of the minimum intellectual property
rights necessary and passed alternative laws tleatmmre liberal than UPOV towards
farmers’ rights (GRAIN 1999). The bill was intragkd in 2003 but did not make it to
debate. The alternative bill now does not havéance because Chapter 15 on intellectual
property rights in CAFTA explicitly requires joirginUPOV®* Now that UPOV has been
formally associated with the implementation ageoflaCAFTA, there is strong political
pressure to adopt§t.

Although the ratification of CAFTA has not oveamed the Organic law and
implementing regulations were being finalized ir02f° these fears reflect a far stronger
tension between the role of local initiatives, oaéll laws, and international treaties and
conventions in determining the future. The broadsues of “privatizing seeds” and
“patenting life” represented by the UPOV conventlmecame one of the more contentious
and visible issues in the fight against the CAFmpliementation agenda.

Legal futures
The future vision held by the supporters of UPG@\quite different than that held by
the organic farmers. The main proponent of UPO\WCosta Rica has been the National

Seeds Office. It was created only in 1981, as atcome of the 1978 Seed law. This

8 The article on joining UPOV contains the followifaptnote, which could potentially be used as a way
to create more space for farmers’ rights: “The iPanecognize that the UPOV Convention 1991 costain
exceptions to the breeder’s right, includfing acts done privately and for non-commercial mses, such
as private and non-commercial acts of farménstther, the Parties recognize that the UPOV Cotiwe
1991 provides for restrictions to the exercise bfeeder’s righfor reasons of public interggbrovided

that the Parties take all measures necessary twectimt the breeder receives equitable remunerafice
Parties also understand that each Party may aself of these exceptions and restrictions. Findhg
Parties understand that there is no conflict betvtee UPOV Convention 1991 and a Pargtslity to
protect and conserve its genetic resourcgshphasis added].

% In congressional debates, however, representaiivia® opposition from the Citizens’ Action Party,
PAC, argue that passing only a national law wolsd aatisfy the requirements of CAFTA, and that
ratifying the international treaty is not necess&uych a solution would allow the law to be changit
changing needs in the face of food security isseteswhereas the UPOV convention cannot be changed
% There was an initial struggle to allow involvemeftepresentatives of MAOCO in the stakeholder
committee that was devising the implementation liagn, but two representatives were involved i@ th
final stages.
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coincides with many of the neoliberal reforms tfainers protested so vehemently in the
1980s, because they saw them as a breach of ttiéioina of the social welfare state
(Edelman 1999). CAFTA is seen by many as the nedtfmal stage in that “take-over” of
the agricultural sector by US interests, becauseitld force UPOV, seed certification and
variety testing on them.

Similarly as in Latvia, where UPQV is already irape (see Chapter Three), the use
of improved, certified seed of protected variet&s required by UPOV, has been presented
as a way to increase seed quality and in genevalneaeé agriculture. A document written by
the National Seeds office begins by establishingftct:

In the current circumstances of globalization anel opening of markets, efficient

and competitive forms of agricultural productiorcbme ever more necessary....It is

an undisputable fact that seeds of good qualitydyced by research and
development of varieties represents the strategpati par excellence that allows
agricultural activities to be sustained, makingngigant contributions to improving

the quality and profitability of production (Quir@ and Carrillo A. n.d.).

For the National Seeds Office, the approval of UP@Vpart of a longer-term
regionalization effort to standardize seed quadityd eliminate trade barriers in Central
America, as well as facilitate trade internatiopallt is a process that has been ongoing for at
least fifteen years, but with continuous setbacks.

In contrast to the common assumption that freeetrmdplies deregulatioff, the
representative of the National seeds office wittomh speak, Don Jorge, offers UPOV as
part of a tidy and legalistic world, in which allrengs can be righted by another national
level law or a new international convention, rattlean promoting free trade in the laissez-
faire sense of the term. Although Jorge realibed the UPOV convention and law have

been controversial in Costa Rica, he feels higeffias given serious consideration to how to

address the main issues. For instance, if theaerisk that breeders will try to raise prices

87 Many critics of free trade have actually madeqbint that free trade is not free, it is just reget in a
certain way, and for the benefit of certain parties

275



too high on their seeds, then the consumer prote¢aw should be put into force to protect
against excessive prices:
It wouldn’t be acceptable or ethical to have anessove price even if it is a very
good variety that produced good dividends. It wiatlll be an abuse. So here is this
law of competition and ...protection of consumehere you could turn if there were
price abuses, there would be the possibility tcodece it.
He also notes that stricter laws should be madpratect against biopiracy. Biodiversity
exists, however, to be used, and the laws of beydity have to regulate that access rather
than forbid it. Transnational companies also hanamportant role to play in this use of
biodiversity:
If we are realistic, there are many products thdtnet be developed by Ministries of
Agriculture or Health or small companies, that wiiobably be developed by
transnationals that have technological and econgussibilities to develop them.
And this isn’'t bad, as long as the raw materialgehacceptable benefits - so the
society benefits. Some people might say- but ldbk, transnationals will get the
benefits- but it would not worry me - if they cand a cure for Alzheimer’s or for
cancer — the country will benefit economically andother ways like technology
transfer.
This echoes a point that has been made about Loakerest in defending property rights:
“He [Locke] was also justifying European conquefsth® New World on the argument that
Europeans could exploit the Americas more effettitiean the native peoples because the
Europeans would create private property in land iamgrove it, something the natives did
not do” (Humphrey and Verdery 2004:4).
This view that use of genetic resources is not @tgilon as long as “benefits to
society” are ensured is also very much in line with CBD idea of benefit-sharing. Meant
as a counter-device to leaving all genetic res@uncghe public domain and “free” for the

taking, benefit-sharing is a way to give back tosthwho have protected the resource. This

has already been an incredibly contentious iss@»sta Rica.
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Saving to sell versus exchanging to save....
The issue of control over agricultural genetic teses echoes previous struggles

over the use of biodiversity from Costa Rica’s pobéd areas through the setting up of
bioprospecting agreements. In 1991 the Merck pheeutical company signed a historic
agreement with a private non-profit institute ins@oRica called the National Biodiversity
Institute or InBio. InBio was established in 198%d lauded for its efforts to catalogue the
biodiversity of Costa Rica, but was also very esiplibout the goal of the cataloguing to be
to make biodiversity “useful to humanity” (Tanglé®90). Merck paid InBio one million
dollars over two years and provided equipment aachihg for paratxonomists who would
collect and categorize species. InBio would cagadoinformation on plants, insects and
microorganisms from protected areas and providm ttee Merck for use in pharmaceutical
products. If any products were derived from thossgerials, InBio would collect royalty
payments on behalf of Costa Rica (Hayden 1998; iBoez 2008). To date, no such products
have been derived and no royalties paid (Haydef@)200

The Agreement has on one hand been hailed as assugternationally because it
was one of the first attempts to contract benégirisig for the use of plant genetic materials
and was thus a proving ground for the CBD mechaifismns 1999). InBio emphasizes that
the ability “to put biodiveristy to work for socigtis crucial to its protection, and the
protection of forests from deforestation (Tangl®@@). On the other hand, the Agreement
has been highly controversial. Many environmenli®th inside and outside of Costa Rica
have questioned the rights of InBio as a thirdyp#otclaim benefits on behalf of the state or

the nation, and criticized that the contract brifg® benefits to local and indigenous
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communities who often have been directly involegreserving and using the resources
(Evans 1999; Rodriguez 2008).

Both activists and scholars have questioned therumentalist approach to
biodiversity conservation, or the idea of “savirggmething just to sell it (Hayden 1998;
Rodriguez 2008). In the bioprospecting agreeménBip was saving the genetic materials
to sell them, rather than, in the case of the farsged-saving networks, exchanging the
genetic material to preserve it.

This case has also raised larger international tdetabout the moral principles and
implications involved in designating intellectuabperty rights for living organisms (Brush
1999; Kirsch 2004; Cleveland and Soleri 2007). Gyoimn party members in Parliament,
like Patricia Quiros Quiros, made this point velgacly when speaking against UPOV: “the
rejection of the patentability of life and the gealzed rejection by our people of intellectual
property on living beings has been one of the nauses of the rejection of the principles of
UPQV until now” (Asamblea Legislativa 2008).

The value of resources and labor

The idea of benefit-sharing is often seen by &ttvas more akin to biopiracy, or
just another way for richer countries to exploitoper ones, and also raises important
guestions about the practical feasibility of imp&ming benefit sharing contracts (Hayden

2003; Rodriguez 2008). But it is also a fundamergabnfiguration of the social relations

8 This claim should noty be confused with romantigizindigenous communities or local knowledge, as
many scholars have pointed out the pitfalls of dain . See for exapmple Adams, J. S.and T. O.
McShane (1992). The myth of wild Africa : consei@atwithout illusion New York: W.W. Norton,
Agrawal, A. and C. Gibson (1999Ehchantment and Disenchantment: The Role of Comtyimi
Natural Resource Conservatioworld Developmen27(4): 629-649There have been many
anthropological accounts, however, of how farmews$ aser groups in developing coutries have been
involved in conservation of biodiversity and agtiatal genetic resources Orlove, B. and S. Brd€196).
"Anthropology and the conservation of biodiversitinnual Review of Anthropolog25: 329-52.
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between the state and its citizens. Hayden (Z@3J:notes that “when benefit-sharing is on
the table inclusion is figured explicitly as panigtion in processes of value-production.”

In the field of agriculture, these relationshipe different than for wild flora and
fauna, where people’s involvement in protectingorgces may have been more indirect. As
discussed in Chapter Three, farmers working wehillas criollashave been very actively
involved in preserving genetic diversity, and avacerned about losing control over it. This
sets this case apart from the typical “tragedyhef¢commons” (Hardin 1968) scenario where
overuse is a problem (Chander and Sunder 20Q4is also quite the opposite in terms of
investment in the resource. Boyle (2003) expldimstypical argument of why the commons
was an inefficient form of property management: ftBe the enclosure movement, the
feudal lord would not invest in drainage systerhgep purchases, or crop rotation that might
increase yields from the common—he knew all tod welt the fruits of his labor could be
appropriated by others.”  With agricultural geneesources in the public domain, this is
quite different, because it has been individuainfais making improvements to the resource,
which has in turn benefited others in the communitlgo have then improved it yet again.
Thus, rather than suffering from a lack of investinéen the resource which private
management would improve, there have been impronemieappening upon which the
private sector has not been able to capitalize {rdim 1998). Therefore the effect of
imposing intellectual property rights on seedisrit the investment by others, and clearly
define the beneficiary of having made that investine This requires defining clearly how
the resource is valued and who is making legitinmagovements, and how to acknowledge
the efforts of communities through time rather tiradividuals at the present. And here the
views of the officials promoting UPQV differ agdiom the organic farmers.

Jorge, from the National Seeds Office feels thatrisks of agricultural biopiracy are

low, because Costa Rica is not the center of of@imost of its staple agricultural crops:
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Costa Rica has enormous potential in biodiversity many things to discover, but in

the agricultural sector, what is it that we use artere does it come from? The

important products for food security - rice, bedimjr, potatoes, vegetables...[or the]
economically important products- banana, coffeegascane...where did these
national varieties come from? The germplasm conmesn f— Columbia, the

Philippines, Asia... Never in the agricultural bist of Costa Rica have we found

something, and [it is] difficult [to imagine] torfd anything that will support material

for investigation for new varieties.
This perspective adds an interesting limitatiormdrat types of resources are valued or not
based on a type of authenticffyJorge concludes thaemillas criollasfrom Costa Rica
would thus not be interesting to the seed industégause they would have access to most of
the original genetic material in gene banks alre#ayd if there were any specific traits, like
disease resistance that would be interesting ®octimpany, they would only be interested in
reproducing that one gene, and not the entire tyari&his then, devaluesemillas criollas
and puts them outside of the realm of possible fitesbaring, because they are not
commercially valuable. Thus, all of the concernrcompanies coming and stealing genetic
materials from the farmers is not realistic, acawgdo Jorge.

Indeed, there is a similarly ambiguous distinctlmtween activities that count as
breeding, and are thus seen as a threat to the UsySe¢m. With this Jorge explains that
small farmers working witlsemillas criollasneedn’t worry, that they are not the target of the
UPOV legislation, and that they will be ale to douog:

There are farmers who save their own seeds andhegeown [seeds]- this is no

problem and is not illegal. On the other hand,dhsra clandestine seed market...it's

not very large, but it exists. The office can imtare if it detects an irregular
commercial situation. Usually, those who do this doing it without bad faith, or
intentions, but [there are] others who know whaytlare doing and have goals of

profit and are simply trying to compete with thoseo comply with the quality
standards, who are under the process of supervision

8 While it is true that there will be more genetariation and more crossing with wild relatives elo®
the centers of origin, these are not the only J@kigenetic materials. Brush, S., Ed. (2000). Gém¢he
Field: On-Farm Conservation of Crop DiversiBome, Ottawa, Boca Raton: International Plante@ien
Resources Institute, International Development Re$eCentre, and Lewis Publishers. One of the main
reasons foin situ conservation (on-farm) vex situconservation (gene banks) is that placing a seed i
seed bank stops the genetic evolution of the pl&hts is the reason thaemillas criollasare important,
because they represent the continuous evolutitimeofenetic material.

280



This distinction, based on profit-making intentipnslegates farmer seed selection and seed
exchange to non-revenue making farmers. This saisgortant questions, for example,
about organic farmers who do want to sell theipsrand their seeds for their livelihoods.
Would this count as seed-saving, or as the formatiba clandestine seed market? This
seems to indicate that seed saving and excharageéptable only for the marginal or poor,
but anyone trying to actually make a living usimgede methods becomes a threat to the
system.

Furthermore, Jorge also sees farmer breeding amntrely different activity than
technical, precise, and efficient breeders’ work:

The farmer is usually not going to be involved ipragram of genetic improvement

per se, the farmer does a more intuitive improveamé&om observing plants,

identifying the best ones- it is a more informabgmam, to improve and to get good

seeds. They can obtain very interesting things,mack rustic ones more adapted to

the conditions of use...but not for the seed markdthere are some activities where

farmers may have more varieties, because they @rénteresting for the industry.

But this is the only reason, not because they ane rafficient, and this is the truth.
With this, Jorge insists that UPOV is intended endor commercial and industrial
agriculture, not for smallholder farming modelst btithe same time discounts those models
as antiquated, inefficient, and uninteresting. d$idggests that there might be space for
defining smallholders for whom certain aspectshef law do not apply, but this raises even
more uncertainty about where the line would be draw

Parliamentarians speaking in favor of UPOV echoilamreassurances that the
Farmers’ Exception will let smallholders continughnseed exchange. They empasize that
joining UPOV, however, will help breeders be redagd for their efforts. This will help
Costa Rica as a nation to sell value-added produttthe global market, and to increase
yields, quality, and the level of technology usedhe agricultural sector to better confront

the global food crisis. Ofelia Taitelbaum Yoselelwi from the ruling partyLiberacion

Nacionalstates:
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In order for the insertion into the global econotybe a source of prosperity, it
requires that we export products and services aitiigh value added....In addition,
in current times, modern agriculture is based mghly dynamic seed agroindustry,
and this, in turn, in programs of genetic improvameBecause of this, | affirm that
the farmers will benefit from the approval of tHiFPOV convention (Asamblea
Legislativa 2008).

From the perspective of supporters then, UPOV Ig one piece in a larger mosaic
of laws and treaties that will govern people’s aodhpanies’ behavior and give Costa Rica
better footing in the unavoidable advance of tetbgioal progress. Because of this,
breeding programs must be clearly separated fraimitees of farmer-breeders, and their

work valued differently.

Ambiguous benefits for uncertain communities
The line of farmer-breeding vs. scientific breedisgfuzzy at best, however. In

conversation with Jorge, he first continues to dtiagvdistinction between these two types of
activities. He contends that farmers may selecbtst seeds from previous generations, but
do not actually try to cross varieties, trying twre up with a new variety with distinct new
characteristics. When | offer cases where orgtmimers in Costa Rica have done just that,
but that would not be able to meet the uniformiiyecia, he offers an alternative.
The protection and intellectual property right&eliUPOV, are in reality designed
more for formal genetic improvements, period. #sadone for this. Now, it's an
injustice that farmers who develop their variettag’t apply for protection under this
regime- what we can say is that it was not madettis, it was made for a more
industrial development of varieties. If farmerg aot protected- don’t have the
possibilities to protect [their varieties] - this what the system of protection of
community intellectual propertgui generisis for in the Biodiversity law of Costa
Rica. Because in reality, we can't say that a &ardeveloped such and such a creole
variety, because that was more of a community wamnkl, through generations. It is
not normally something that someone discoveredherasomething that the father,
grandfather managed, so it can’t be attributechtoane person in particular.
Jorge concludes that it has been neglect on thegbagovernments not to do more to
implement the FAO Convention on Plant Genetic Reszg) designed to protect more fully

farmers’ rights. He agrees that it will be comatexd to work with community rights and that
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he knows of no country where this has been suadegsit that this would be the proper
venue to discuss these other concerns. But hisaffiae, it turns out, is also the focal point
for the FAO treaty, and should be coordinating ith@lementation of this treaty as well,
alongside UPOV.

Comaroff and Comaroff (2000:328) have describee oihthe key elements of the
millennial moment of capitalism as being fetishisinthe law, as the instrument that can
level out incommensurable differences: “Like alighes, the chimerical quality of this one
lies in an enchanted displacement, in the notia gal instruments have the capacity to
orchestrate social harmony.” We see this beliefdrge, that all problems or lacunae in the
law can simply be addressed by another law orytreatd in the end, everyone’s rights will
be protected. Indeed, there are a variety of matgwnal treaties, conventions and agreements

that are each attempting to govern the variousegiet this whole.

Treaty wars
The most important international treaty that daesome ways try to regulate the

concerns raised about UPOV over private controlr ayenetic resources is the FAO
International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resourceghesl in 2001, after seven years of
negotiation. The FAO treaty picks up in some wayseme the CBD left off, also

concentrating on benefit sharing, but specifictdlyagricultural resources. The objectives of
the FAO treaty are “the conservation and sustagabg of plant genetic resources for food
and agriculture and the fair and equitable shaohdenefits derived from their use, in

harmony with the Convention on Biological Diversifgpr sustainable agriculture and food
security” (FAO). Rather than emphasizing the priddecof specific varieties for breeders, as
UPOV does, it concentrates on developing a muitirid system for sharing the resources

and benefits in an equitable way. This treatyl#isiaes the legal concept of Farmers’ Rights
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to save, use, exchange and sell farm-saved seelgaves it up to governments to guarantee
these rights through national laws. The Treatyearto force in 2004, after 40 governments
had ratified it, but many details of the mechanisans still under discussion among the
signing parties.

One key idea introduced in the treaty is beneférsiy of any proceeds coming from
farmer-developed varieties. The treaty establighesMultilateral System on Access and
Benefit Sharing which is intended to facilitate @& to plant genetic resources, information,
technology transfer, capacity-building, and theretianonetary or other benefits arising from
commercialization. The Fridtjof Nansen InstituteNorway has compiled a report of cases
where countries are making headway to protect fesm@ghts, and cites a wide array of
activities that can be broadly construed as comiinly to benefit-sharing, such as
participatory breeding programs, agricultural cowagon programs, and incentive
structures (Andersen and Winge 2008). The prdctidéculties in instituting benefit-
sharing agreements are well-documented for norcalguiral biodiversity. For instance, Cori
Hayden discusses how the definition of “communityds so problematic in a Mexican
bioprospecting case that often collectors reliedaadside or market collection of herbs and
medicinal plants (Hayden 2003). It is unlikely ttteuch concerns will be resolved for
agricultural resources any time soon.

The difficulties in defining the parameters andaficing of the benefit-sharing
system came to a head in November 2007 at the decwreting of the governments
participating in the FAO treaty. Because governisievere not willing to contribute funds
even to keep the secretariat of the treaty alive,farmers’ and civil society organizations
present called for a suspension of seed transactonong governments and research
institutes until the issues could be resolved amdkar benefit-sharing mechanism put into

place (Kastler, Rahmanian et al. 2007). The prelsase of the organizations concludes,
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however, with a threatening statement, that if gorents are not able to resolve the system
now on their own, the situation will be even worbecause it will be handed over to the
CBD. In this case, “governments and the FAO cdod@ control of the Treaty to a different
UN body. This would be a serious mistake: the mdmver seeds -- the first link in the food
chain -- would be left with a bunch of environmdista who know nothing about
agriculture” (Kastler, Rahmanian et al. 2007). Tasnment reflects that there is still an
uneasy peace between environmentalists and farmesger debates on these issues.

Despite these apparent conflicts and philosophtifferences, a recent study
undertaken by the Institute for International anddpean Environmental Policy found that
legally, there are no conflicts between the FAQtyeUPOQOV, the CBD and the WTO TRIPS
agreement. This is because the FAO treaty covarsagly plant genetic resources that are
in the public domain and not those held privatelydlready under UPOV protection). Also,
because UPQV predates the FAO treaty, in many desrfarmers’ rights have already been
defined and limited according to UPOV (Gerstet@oylach et al. 2007:269). The CBD and
UPOV have also been negotiating “mutual supportesh (Idris 2008), which appears to be
aimed more at bringing the CBD in line with UPOMther than vice versa. This raises the
guestion of whether the FAO treaty is still a preimy avenue for developing countries to
devise alternative systems of rights if they hawe already joined UPOV. In Costa Rica,
because UPOV would be approved after the CBD aad~#hO treaty, it will be up to the
national government and implementing agencies fineldhow to determine and protect
farmers’ rights through national laws.

But the division of genetic resources into thosél hie the public domain to be
regulated by one treaty and those protected bylentaal property rights by another opens
larger questions about what each of these agresnteeaties and laws can, in theory, and

do, in practice, accomplish. As Silvia Rodrigues moted about the Costa Rican situation,
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activists are well aware that the FAO and CBD aik working within the intellectual
property rights structure, which they would ratlogpose all together, but that the new
UPOV law in Costa Rica does not even guaranteenmoim protections for those resources,

therefore any alternative is better (Rodriguez 2008

Voting on seeds
After defeat in the October 7 referendum on CAFEAg Chapter Five), there was a

general fall in social movement activity due to #imck and depression over the loss. Some
in the environmental movement, however, did not twangive up, and wanted to begin
immediately working to slow or stop the implemematagenda. The idea was born to try to
start a new referendum on UPOV as a way of rexitgdi social movements and encouraging
people to continue discussing political issuesvesd people from Fecon (The Costa Rican
Federation for Environmental Conservation) andBiediversity Network made an official
application in November 2007 to the Supreme TribwiaElections (TSE) to request the
initiation of a petition on the UPOV Convention ath@ additional required national Law on
Plant Variety Protection. In December, 2007, trexgeived approval from the TSE to initiate
the process. They were required to collect a wit®% of the electoral roll or 133,000
signatures within a period of nine months.

The victory of the pronouncement was dampened byniimerous caveats of the
decision. First, the legislative process of defgaind voting on the bills would not be halted
during the signature collection period. This mett if the bills passed to a vote and
became law before the signature collection periated, the signatures would be invalidated,
because the collection process had been approvélfting a referendum on bill, not a law.
A different procedure would need to be startedttenapt to overturn the law. Furthermore,

the TSE ruled to allow only one referendum per yeganing that the referendum could not
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be held earlier than October 7, 2008, and that evtluérefore not be officially announced
earlier than three months before, or July 7, 2008.

These conditions made the new referendum processnauch of its meaning, and
caused internal discussions within the movementulioe sense of proceeding with a
process that was likely going to be cut short. Mélyso disillusioned and disenfranchised
with the un-democratic process of the CAFTA refeken that they felt they could not
support a new referendum process. After long dsoms, however, the decision was taken
to continue. Even if it would never actually cotoea vote, as was likely, it would help to
revitalize the movement, inform people about UPQOM ahow the government that there
were still many people who did not agree with CAF&Ad the implementation agenda. In
addition it would expose the fact that the TSEnmtetation of the referenda regulations were
stifling, rather than promoting democratic processe

Signature collection began in late January 2008, taere was an initial resurge in
movement activity, although collection proceededrenslowly than many activists had
imagined. By March 2008 when the project was aliougo to a vote, the activists had
collected nearly 80,000 signatures, and held aspctesference requesting the Legislative
Assembly to halt the legislative process, givert th@&re was so much opposition to the
Convention. Photographed behind stacks upon stafkssignature sheets, activists
emphasized that never before in the legislativeohisof Costa Rica had over 70,000 people

signed a petition to stop a bill.
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Figure 7.1: Activists and opposition leaders orgadia press conference in the Legislative Assembly
asking to halt the vote on the UPQV conventionegimass opposition. Source: www.nacion.com.

Nevertheless, the UPOV convention was approvedil 15, 2008, by which point
103,751 people had signed in support of initiatngew referendum, collected in a mere
three months by patriotic committees and envirortaleactivists throughout the country.
The required 133,000 signatures (plus several #ralgxtra in case any were disqualified)
were submitted in May 2008, but were not accepiteceshe UPOV laws had already passed
(Fecon 2008; Villalta Floréz-Estrada 2008).

For the organizers of the referendum, the UPOV ggsavas dangerous for all of the
threats to biodiversity, the patenting of life, afadmers’ rights mentioned above. These
issues, however, were representative of largerl@nobin the country, surrounding the rights
of farmers to decide what and how to grow, or fgodereignty, and the rights of Costa Rica
as a sovereign nation to make its own laws.

As one activist put it “UPOV stands for plant vayieprotection- it sounds
beautiful...of course people want to protect theetwa of plants!” Because of the deceivingly

nice title, he told me, it took a lot of explaining representative of Fecon, Mario, however,
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pointed out that signature collection had not be#fircult, because many of the arguments
against UPOV were completely logical to Costa Rscan

There are three to four basic topics that seencddgior illogical. How can it be

possible that a farmer has to pay for a seed llsatammunity had been improving

for one hundred years, because some company chaagesthing in it, patented it or
got breeders’ rights, as the law says, and nowffthaers] have to pay? In addition,
they can’t save the seeds like they've done thbolevlives. For pueblo(people)

that ismedio-campesin(half-peasant) like in Costa Rica, this is notidag
Thus, Mario emphasized that in Costa Rica it washaginable that farmers would not be
allowed to save their own seeds. This tappedantense of community and solidarity with
the farmers as an element of national identity.

In addition to the content of UPOV, the activistsoawanted to make a larger point
about the democratic process. Mario described thatway the signature collection
happened challenged the model of corporate coettatiedia as the bearer of information
that had been so involved in promoting CAFTA. He UPOV campaign, just as in the No to
CAFTA campaign, people had continued communicaitiigrmally on the street to spread
information. This decentralized approach, with merarchical leaders, led to a more
democratic proces8. Mario expressed a broader critique of the muealided tradition of
democracy in Costa Rica:

Democracy is a tradition- very much just on papEnere is not democracy in the

media, there is not access to information. Withoatlia democracy there is no

political democracy, because it has no meanings, Yhere is freedom of expression,
but more than that, there is an entrepreneuriabtifsen to become an information
business. Because there is no guarantee to havegices represented in the media.

For me this is the central issue- the issue ofrmédion. Because of this | think the

campaign was successful, because it informed [p¢ophn unconventional way. By

asking for your signature- you can give me younatgre or not, but you listened to
what | had to say.

There was also a sense of offense and indignatothe part of the environmental

activists over the way the political process gouggrJPOV and implementation agenda had

% Other activists have questioned, however, if pithe reason for the defeat in the CAFTA referndum
was not that they were “too horizontal” a movement.
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been conducted. The negotiators of CAFTA hadimaity promised the Biodiversity
network that they would not negotiate on UPOV, luseait had already been rejected twice,
but did not comply with this promise (Red de Copation en Biodiversidad 2004).
Furthermore, the Biodiversity network was not ieditto testify in the Agricultural
Committee about the bill as it was being discussedl| after the first vote, and the text was
changed with the addition of 23 new articles migoteation. One of the changes eliminated
the section that would have prohibited variety @ctibn for genetically modified organisms
(Red de bioviversidad 2007). All of this led teense of dirty politics.

In a final set of ironies, in a series of last melegislative changes pushed through
Parliament as part of the implementation agenda,Biodiversity law of Costa Rica was
changed, weakening the clause on the protectiowoofimunity rights that Jorge had
mentioned to me would be instrumental in protectfagmers’ rights. The opposition
Parliamentarian Jose Merino wrote, “The worst @ tthat during the debates about CAFTA,
COMEX [the negotiating agency] told the Costa Rgc#rat traditional knowledge would not
be affected precisely because of the existencei®ftticle, which they are now eliminating”
(Merino del Rio 2008).

And there were further setbacks in August 200&réfte approval of UPOV. As a
follow-up to UPOV, a new bill for the revised Seédsv was introduced into the Legislative
Assembly, once again without public consultatiofhe bill bears out the activists’ worst
fears. In a press release, the Biodiversity ndivexplains that if the bill passes, all seeds
sold in Costa Rica will have to be registered aadifeed, and comply with UPQV criteria.
All semillas criollaswill also have to be registered. They especitdlge offense that
farmers are referred to as “users or consumersesfss and that seeds are referred to as “the

finished product.” The authors ask incredulously:
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Who “finishes” the product? The seed companies M@nsanto, who now have
almost a monopoly on the sale of seeds in Centraiica? Since when is the farmer
not the producepar excellencand... the seeds the fruit of his or her tenacdaily

work? (Red de Coordinacion en Biodiversidad 2008).

The UPOV referendum then, much as the CAFTA refdwen was not successful in
its outcome, but was undertaken as much for thegsoas for the content, in order to
challenge the political system currently in plaigkario tells me that it is all part of a longer-
term process that will take years, but that indigmais adding up, and by the 2010 elections,
hopefully people will be more ready for real charaed will not accept fraud yet agai.

Thus for the environmentalists the question ofdseand UPOV was important on
two levels. First, in the moment of a crisis ofraeracy, the supporters of the referendum
saw it as a demonstration of the self-determinatbthe voters, on behalf of thaueblo
medio-campesino Rejecting UPOV would be a way of demonstratiagjanal sovereignty
and ensuring food sovereignty. On a higher lethed, process was related to the idea of
public control over information. The emphasis oa timportance of the process, rather than
outcome of the referendum, shows that circulatdeps and engaging people in spreading

the word, mouth-to-mouth, was crucial, and parsllel many ways the circulation and

exchange of seeds, hand-to-hand.

Privately public seeds
Chander and Sunder (2004:1345) cite Rose in saljatdlt is a mistake to suppose

that the public domain and private property arepahdent realms. Instead, the two are
intimately intertwined, both historically and ecomically.” Indeed, we already saw the
public administration of recently privatized lanal loatvian organic farms in Chapter Six.
Chander and Sunder (2004:1346) go on to say thaptiblic domain often functions in

service of property, not in opposition to it.”

1 Many activists consider Arias’ presidential elentin 2006 to be the first case of electoral fraadause
it was a very close election with many nullifiedlbts.

201



What UPOV will do in the context of Costa Rica &ke thesemillas criollas that
have been placed through the organic law squarethe public interest, yet with ultimate
control by the communities exchanging them, ané ghem the possibility of becoming part
of the private domain. But only for some.

This is so because it is not the property of thelstself, but the knowledge involved
in producing it that is protectable or patentablEhe Breeders’ Exception allows breeders
public access to use seeds and knowledge if it ®@der to make a new variety, while at the
same time denying this same right to farmers whg want to cross their own seed with a
protected variety. This is where the definition lmfeeder mentioned earlier becomes
incredibly important, because the farmer-experimenill not have the same right to work
with the seed in order to obtain a new variety.fdct, Mario tells me that according to the
new National plant variety protection law, if arfeer is even suspected of reproducing a seed
from a protected variety, the authorities will hake right to stop all his or her activities and
confiscate all products from the farm and markeffole even confirming the suspicion.
Thus, what is public in the public domain and “frder the advancement of scientific
knowledge for some, becomes a criminal offenseotbers. In a twist of how the Latvian
farmers’ land has become publicly private, theselsdiave now become “privately public.”
Practicing property rights

On one hand, it appears that the ecological moventanough initiating the
referendum, has been more active on the UPOV igsrethe organic farming community
itself. MAOCO was involved in working with the pitic committees to work towards the
CAFTA referendum. Once the UPOV referendum wasoanoed, many farmers also

worked at the local level to aid in collecting saguwes. MAOCO, however, was not one of
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the signing organizations calling for the referamgd@and has not made any press statements
about the UPQV referendum.

This is not due to lack of support for the needstigp UPOV, but perhaps more a
difference in emphasis. As expressed by the 206gasl of the Agroecology weekl&d
agroecologia como alternativa de vida frente al TI8groecology as an alternative way of
life to CAFTA), this is an approach based more oacfice. Maria from MAOCO tells me
that after the defeat of the CAFTA referendum, thevement began working more on
developing alternatives. Thus, the actual practizatk of designing the regulation for
implementing the new Organic law became more ofiarity than the UPOV referendum,
which seemed politically doomed from the beginning.

For farmers, the laws, conventions, and free tagteements are some of the main
threats they see to their lifestyles, and the CAFé#rendum was indeed a historic moment
when they organized and tried to lobby againsBitt now that the referendum was over,
they intended to keep fighting at the level of pice They spoke with great determination
about the fact that they would not stop workinghvilteir seeds. One farmer told me that as
long as she is alive and no one physically stopsdne will keep saving and reproducing her
semillas criollas

Seeds are ours, yours, everyone’s. You can talee tteeds and plant them. There is

a threat now of patents and that you can go to Riilt if | have to put them in a little

box and hide them until you can take them out gdainil do it.

This statement seems to indicate an assumptionMR&xV is a passing political fancy that
will be overturned again in a different politicalag and then farmers’ seeds will be valued
again. Other farmers are more pessimistic:

Whoever has the seeds will be the owner of evergthif you don’t have seeds, you

won't have anything. Without seeds, what will wat® People don’t know how

important it will be that they tell you, “You carmtant this.” We who are older can
understand this.
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But almost all of the farmers with whom | spoke eaback to the same theme: the best way
of resistance is to keep planting tbemillas criollas.This suggests that to the farmers, the
most important element is their practice, and dhipugh this practice can they maintain

control.

Circulating seeds, cultivating democracy
The different perspectives by the National SeedBc©frepresentative and the

various activists in fact reflect relatively welhteenched positions in the so-called “seed
wars.” There is a vast literature on the topic &dnp genetic materials and intellectual

property rights. The situation is variously chaeaized as the North- South “Seed Wars”, as
a conflict between Farmers’ Rights vs. Breedergih®, or as a conflict between scientific

vs. traditional knowledge systems (Kloppenburg 198@veland and Murray 1997; Hayden

1998; Borowiak 2004; Brush 2005).

But rather than just reflecting positions or intggein a political debate, the idea of
social imaginary is a useful tool for understanding ways that social movements like the
ones in Costa Rica are organizing for broader cbsng society. As mentioned in the
introduction, Taylor (2002) notes in his analysfssocial imaginaries that there is a central
link between discourse and practice in forming alothaginaries. Thus, we can see here
that the environmentalists’ focus on farmers’ rgglaind food sovereignty legitimates the
organic farmers’ practice of seed-saving, and vieesa. Thus, while the two groups were
not always working together, their goals were can@ntary and made up part of a larger
social imaginary that is being constructed by tbeiad movements as an alternative to
CAFTA. This demonstrates that the organic farmemsd environmentalists’ positions
together define the Costa Rican social movemermtsteption of organic agriculture as an

alternative lifestyle, rather than just an alteeatproduction system. This vision has
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emerged out of the decades of struggle againsioeeal reforms and the broader agricultural
and political landscape of the country.

Charles Taylor (2002) has elaborated his theoryn@fv social imaginaries by
discussing the example of the emergence of the aflé&estern modernity. He identifies
three key cultural forms- the economy, the pulghicese, and the self-governing people — that
are central to the new social imaginary of Westaodernity. What is striking about the
Costa Rican case, if we reflect on the collectibexamples presented in previous chapters,
as well, is that the various social movements togreare also attempting a transformation of
these key elements. The development of participatertification mechanisms in organic
agriculture is a way to transform consumer-produetations as a key part of the economy;
the insistence by members of MAOCO that it remaimavement rather than become
institutionalized, and the formation of neighborbopatriotic committees for the anti-
CAFTA campaigns are both ways of transforming thblic sphere to be a more truly
interactive space; and the use of this newly formpeblic sphere to try to co-opt electoral
politics from party politics through the CAFTA akPOV referenda are ways of taking back
the idea of a self-governing people from the padged electoral system.

In some ways the case in Costa Rica is also siruldhat presented by Appaduai
(2004) of the housing alliance in Mumbai. He ugesterm deep democracy to characterize
the mix of intimacy and locality of these networkigh their deep lateral connections across
the globe. They seek to build partnership withouss state and funding agents, and to scale
up their experience in showing that the urban poerbetter at resolving their own problems,
and eventually eradicating their poverty, thanestainarkets and development agencies. Itis
perhaps telling that in the case described by Appagdit is the urban poor who are the
experts, becoming involved in all aspects from hayslesign and construction to sewage

removal. In the case of Costa Rica’s organic fagr@ommunities, it is the farmers who are
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the experimenters and experts, breeding the seeeating alternative markets and new
social networks. This reveals that the social imagy that is being created transcends the
field of organic farming or environmental activistoyut shares certain values with other
transnational activist networks like the one inigndElements of this new social imaginary
include the making of powerful subjects with thewn agency, reversal of expert
knowledge, interactive and participatory governasgstems that bridge from local levels
through to the transnational.

Like the urban poor in India, nearly all of the wetks | have described in Costa
Rica, such as MAOCO, Fecon, and the anti-CAFTA muoset, are tapped into global
networks that are connected in webs that stretabsad atin America and to other corners of
the globe and share at least parts of a similamkonaginary. For example, at the Latin
American Agroecoloy Movement (MAELA) meetings inddragua in 2007, activists from
all over Latin America adopted resolutions abowt teed to transform markets to restore
social connections, and various sessions took macparticipatory certification. The self-
stated goal of MAELA is to “contribute to social dappolitical changes that enable the
construction of a new development model that istasngble, with social justice,
recuperation, and conservation of our ecosystemsuo people” (MAELA n.d.). This is a
mission that is much broader than simply promosasgtainable agriculture practices. There
are also active global agricultural biodiversitytwerks emerging where farmers and
environmentalists come together to share experseeacel knowledge, such as the Planet
Diversity meetings held outside the CBD Confereat¢he Parties in Bonn in May 2008.
And the anti-CAFTA website notlc.com that featudadly updates on activities during the
pre-referendum period is being revamped as a l&atierican-wide site on struggles against

free trade agreements. Finally, within Costa Récagw alternative digital daily newspaper
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www.elpais.com grew out of the campaign as a wagddress concerns over the lack of
access to information and alternative viewpoints.

All of these examples show that the strugglesfat against certain laws by activists
and farmers in Costa Rica are not ends in themselwat rather elements of a new social
imaginary they are trying to create, and link wathers at the global level. Brush (1999:11)
in a plea that intellectual property rights are ti¢ way to govern agricultural resources
states:

Ethnobotanical knowledge, design motifs in mateaids, musical styles, and other

immaterial elements pass through cultural boundan#h ease, making it all but

impossible to attribute authorship. Indeed, it ag o assume that ethnobotanical
knowledge is cosmopolitan. The permeability of wrdt boundaries that blurs
authorship of cultural knowledge is amplified irhmebdbotanical domains by the

usefulness of knowledge about plants, the natuwidie distribution of plants, and
their easy transport.

In the new organic social imaginary of Costa Rikapwledge and ideals of deep and

participatory democracy are also cosmopolitan,crudilate like and with seeds.
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CONCLUSION:
Land and Seeds

A rhizome has no beginning or end; it is alwaythim middle, between things,

interbeing, intermezzo. The tree is filiation e thizome is alliance, uniquely

alliance. The tree imposes the verb ‘to be,” betfabric of the rhizome is the

conjunction, and...and...and...”This conjunction careesugh force to shake and
uproot the verb “to be.”

- Deleuze and Guattari, 1987: 27.

Without land and seeds, one cannot farm. Thisgperlexplains why control over
land and seeds were the two main sites of ruraéldpment struggles that | witnessed in
Latvia and Costa Rica, respectively. These sitesirgimately tied up with the histories,
practices, and future goals and imaginaries obtiganic farmers in both countries.

In the first part of the dissertation | demonstiateow the particular places and
landscapes inhabited by Latvian and Costa Ricandes have been created out of histories
of interactions with local, national, and globabgesses and positioned them differently in
the global economy. Through their agriculturalgiGes organic farmers in both countries
are appropriating biodiversity conservation inteittown ways of dwelling and farming, but
their efforts often remain unrecognized by policgkars.

In the second section of the dissertation | haieel to show the intimate link between
social relations and market processes. The confivatibn of seeds disrupts social

networks upon which their diversity depends. Ajpesnsuch as these to commodify and
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conventionalize the processes associated with mrgaaduction, both social and ecological,
ultimately prevent the commodification and saleéhaf final products and the development of
organic market sectors. This perpetuates the maiyirof small organic producers in small

peripheral countries in relation to global powenaics.

In the final part of the dissertation | have anatyzhe processes of regionalization
and globalization through the two main rural depetent struggles that | observed during
my fieldwork: control over land and land managenactices in Latvia, and the imposition
of intellectual property rights on seeds in CosteaR In Latvia, the struggles over land
boundaries and management practices echoed histanggles for control over land under
various regimes. The fact that land had only rdgepeen regained gave it an almost
mythical quality. Land restitution after independe had re-verticalized social relations
from lateral relations fostered in tHeolhozes refocusing attention on family ancestry,
lineages, and recreation of imagined historic laages. This recreation of an imagined past
came into conflict with the bureaucratic realitie6 EU regulations, the administrative
practices of local officials, and a constantly aliag Europe.

In Costa Rica, organic farmers’ struggles over seegresent a fight for control over
that which has not yet been lost, but is incredgirg risk in the rapidly industrializing
agricultural landscape. As land plots have stgatBcreased in size, seeds have been passed
down through generations, and efforts by MAOCO weefocusing from these vertical
family ties to more lateral networks of relatednesth other organic farmers. These and
similar networks were also used to fight CAFTA frahe ground up, as an attempt to
reconfigure social and political relations.

In both cases, the organic movements perceivednalijation and globalization as
occurring through intensification of historicallyomhinant patterns, as increased state and

supranational control in Latvia, and as increasgeéifin corporate control in Costa Rica.
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Thus in Latvia the techniques of resistance invbhe retreat from the state, trying to

minimize its interference, and in Costa Rica, dampt to use the law to regulate corporate
control. Both movements, however, were using thearginality as a protective space from

which they could imagine and attempt to create sewial and political possibilities.

On trees and rhizomes

Land and seeds can also be seen as symbols faralygethe two movements have
organized and structured themselves. In Latvia,diganized structure of the Association
tends towards stability and permanence of the lafte ways of resisting the EU thus also
came about through reterritorialization, by emptiagi the sovereignty of the nation within a
federal Europe, and regional flexibility withinistrEU standards. In Costa Rica, MAOCO’s
fierce insistence to keep redefining itself andlose the momentum of movement is parallel
to the need to keep seeds in motion, circulatinghanging hands, and adapting to changing
conditions. The resistance to CAFTA in Costa Rmzas also dynamic, adapting to new
setbacks with new tactics in a longer-term effortteate a more participatory democracy.

If taken as symbols for the structure and tactegtie two movements, it is tempting
to note the parallel with Deleuze and Guattari88@) arborescent and rhizomal forms. The
stability of the land fits the unity of the treepgnded in genealogy and a binary logic with a
strong central taproot. This characterizes in maays the approach of the Latvian Organic
Association. The movement and circulation of semd€osta Rica, on the other hand,
parallels the multiplicities of rhizomes that aretdrogeneous and make and re-make
connections. Seeds are the tiny objects that kempng, spreading, in a rhizomal fashion.
They exchange hands and travel, they take rootomessoils better than others, they
reproduce and change. The continuation of theGAETA movements even after defeat in

the referendum is very much in line with Deleuzed &uattari’'s (1987:10) characterization
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of rhizomes and their continuity: “A rhizome may lb@ken, shattered at a given spot, but it
will start up again on one of its old lines, or mew lines. You can never get rid of ants,
because they form an animal rhizome that can rebdiome and again after most of it has
been destroyed.” This characterization may profiolge and strength for those who feel that
the battle for an alternative future was lost tigtothe CAFTA referendum.

Deleuze and Guattari, however, discount the majsstength of the tree, seeing it as
antiquated and inadaptable. But a seed cannot gitwut soil, without letting down roots,
without making connections with the land. Thughis work | celebrate the different forms
of these movements. In the name of biodiversiipsist that there is a place and necessity
for both trees and rhizomes, and that there cando&ree without seeds and no rhizome
without land. While each movement’s approach kaswn strengths and weaknesses, both
approaches have grown out of specific culturalucitstances and historic conditions. Yet
both movements can also learn from one anotheedsSeeed some degree of stability and
time to germinate, while trees need the abilityattapt to changing conditions in order to
survive and weather the storm.

Imagining organics

The way in which these struggles have transpireloih countries also shows us a
number of things about the larger processes tlatransforming the producers’ cultural,
ecological, and political landscapes. We see ih lsases fundamental changes to property
relations, intermingling public and private andaefiguring rights and responsibilities in
ways that confound simple ideas of privatizationpablic domain. Latvian farmers have
tried to transform their farms from Soviet spacesnational places, only to see them
abstracted again by European ‘maps from space.staCRican farmers’ seeds have been

passed down through families and kin, to be excbdrnigrough wider organic communities,
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but are threatened to be taken out of the handrafers only to make them publicly
available to breeders. Thus, land becomes “pyhtidivate” and seeds “privately public.”

Despite the many differences between the approagked in both countries, it is
clear that both movements are engaged in far broamigests than the immediate ones for
land and seeds. Both are struggles for sovereigntiefining organic agriculture against a
tangible push from above towards legibility of tfemers, their land, and their seeds.
Farmers in both countries emphasize their own meets a form of resistance against what
they see as the undemocratic forms of measurirdy leounting species, or simply counting
the votes. This reveals a fundamental conflict leetwimagining organic agriculture to be
focused primarily on the product, that becomes mmodity to be bought and sold, and
envisioning it as a complex set of processes datarships.

Furthermore, this research reveals that the r@atldpment debates surrounding the
role and shape of organic agriculture are fundaatlgrpolitical in nature. As one farmer put
it, “Organic agriculture is not neutral.” Ratherdtthe embodiment of a social imaginary of a
different type of rural existence, consumer-produedations, and ideal of democracy. The
processes that constitute organic agriculture th bountries go beyond planting, harvesting
or seed-saving, to retaking local and national smigaty and recreating an alternative
democracy as a political possibility.

Deconventionalizing the global

By juxtaposing these two countries and movemédrasdre in so many ways “worlds
apart,” we are able to see the interplay betweeiows types of globalization. The global
and the local are often seen as opposites, orxagro form creative hybrids. On the one
hand, the very existence of organic agriculturé@smpresent forms in Latvia and Costa Rica

is the result of multiple international interacton Latvian organic farmers began through
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German biodynamic methods and Costa Rican farntarsed by making Japanese bokaschi
fertilizers. The Costa Rican movement started With models of certification, while the
Latvian certifiers have had lItalian advisers coméelp revamp their systems. Finally, this
study itself is the result of and a catalyst forltiple global interactions. One farmer in
Costa Rica noted, “If we weren’t organic farmersy ywouldn’t be sitting at our table, and
we wouldn’t be drinking Latvian herbal tea. Norw we have gone to Nicaragua to meet
other organic producers from Latin America. Conwertto organic agriculture has opened
up a whole new world for us.” Thus, true to thetsoof the global organic movement
described in the introduction, organic agricultisea creative and productive mélange of
local traditions with ideas that come from othertpaof the world and from scientific
advances.

On the other hand, there is a homogenization iisleggon that is being pushed from
the top down, through complex interactions of in&ional treaties and national laws. The
example of seed legislation is the most stark, eimearly the exact same legislation is being
implemented in two countries with such differerdtbries, practices and needs. At this level,
the form that globalization takes is one of buratization and standardization. Or, to relate it
to the debates on organic agriculture, it can le@ se yet another type of conventionalization
that is being imposed on organic movements.

Throughout the dissertation we save seen varigpsstpf conventionalization. At
the level of organic practices, farmers in Latviarev struggling against regulations that
promote more conventional and tidy approaches garoc agriculture, while in Costa Rica
the organic movement was fighting against the “piggracket” approach to pineapple
production. On the market side, there are thé digns that the long struggle of overcoming
various bottlenecks of creating domestic organacessing facilities and markets with the

goal of reversing core-periphery models of exportented production may be pre-empted
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by buy-outs by Wal-mart and import of protecteddseand ready-made inputs. Finally, the
insertion into regional and global economic networtan be seen as a new type of
conventionalization, quite literally through theinmg of international conventions like
UPOV that force standardization upon difference.

Yet we see that the way these policies are intgedrand implemented is context-
dependent? Even in the face of increasing homogenizatiostahdards, the reactions and
responses by the movements have been incredilfigretit. This reinforces the fact that
globalization is more than just the top-down floofsrules or standards, but that social
movements are trying to de-conventionalize bothanig agriculture and globalization, to
allow for multiple local, regional, and global id#ies. Thus, they are trying to redefine

regionalization and globalization on their own termather than prevent it.

Organic world?
How, then, is it possible to unite into one orgawrld two places that are worlds

apart? How, for example, can one define organid¢ tegpilations that would be appropriate
for the two very different scenarios described, ighe Latvia it is imperative to maximize
extensive grazing to preserve diversity of grasidamhile in Costa Rica there is a focus on
bio-intensive organic production to minimize lanégsure and deforestation?

This unification of diversity is the challenge fagilFOAM at the international level.
One long-time coordinator at IFOAM told me proudy2007 that “IFOAM is one of the
examples of good globalization.” Since the defimtof the first IFOAM Basic Standard in
1980, IFOAM has attempted to unite very differeaeds and perspectives in defining “from

the bottom up” what organic agriculture is and hiwshould be recognized. This is

%2 |Lemos describes how cultural and political corgalefine policy developmnet and ecision-making.
Lemos, M. C. d. M. (2003). "A tale of two policieBhe politics of climate forecasting and drouglhiefan
Ceara, Brazil." Policy Scienc&é: 101-123.
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becoming an increasingly complicated task howewgh members from such diverse places
and institutions.

At the 2008 General Assembly of IFOAM, after thyemars of work by the World
Board to implement the members’ directive to wookvards revising the IFOAM Basic
Standard in a way that would allow it to serve abeachmark for standards from such
diverse corners of the world, fierce debates ecupbat the effort was watering down the
standards that had been at the core of IFOAM'stityefor 30 years. A flurry of member
motions, primarily from Western European and US mers were discussed and passed as a
way to protect the integrity of organic agricultis&andards, requiring the IFOAM World
Board to return to the drawing board. Other disputmerged surrounding the weight of
farmers,” consultants,” and certifiers’ voices witHFOAM. Members also discussed the
balance between big organic businesses and fawoel snovements, and of developed vs.
developing country perspectives. Thus, variatiohthe debates and struggles taking place
at the national and regional levels are intensifiethe international level. This reflects the
difficulty in fulfilling IFOAM’s mission of “uniting the organic world in all its diversity,” yet

also perhaps the necessity to do so.
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