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Abstract

In this master’s dissertation report, I explore how the National Union of Small-scale Farmers
of Mozambique (UNAC) transnationalised its activism through its membership to La Via
Campesina (LVC), covering the period between 2004 and 2014, to understand the nature of
transnational activism of national peasant movement organisations. I identify the factors
behind national peasant movement organisations embarking on transnational activism, the
structure put in place to secure their transnational activism and the possible opportunities and
threats transnational activism poses to their national mandate. I applied ethnography and
more concretely Michael Burawoy’s approach to the extended case method to reconstruct (by
extending) neo-Marxist approaches to the study of peasantry, peasant movements and social
movements in general. Based on a qualitative approach to the data collected, the research
conducted documentary analysis and in-depth interviews with relevant actors. Results suggest
that peasants’ national movement organisations transnationalise part of their activism through
joining an already transnational peasant’s movement organisation by adopting and
campaigning for its political themes, building transnational peasant activists, and by
practising transnational solidarity. Results also suggest that national peasant movement
organisations transnationalise their activism precisely because they share a common interest
of fighting capitalism with the movement organisation they affiliate with, they seek to expand
their political messages and because they are looking for international solidarity. Added to
this, results show that this type of transnational activism does not necessarily require specific
administrative structures and does not pose major threats to the national mandate of national
peasant movement organisations. More importantly, results suggest re-theorising the neo-
Marxists’ approach to social movements by accommodating transnational agency of national

peasant movement organisations.

Keywords: agroecology, food sovereignty, social movements, UNAC, LVC, peasant,

transnational activism, extended case method, social movement theories.
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Chapter One: Introduction

This chapter provides the background to this study. It describes the context which prompted
this investigation to be carried out and it’s followed by the presentation of the objectives and
the research questions which guided the present research. After the research questions, the
chapter presents and discusses a set of reasons which prompted it to be conducted under the
research rationale. Finally, at the end of the chapter, a short description on how the study is

structured is presented.

1.1. Background of the Study

Neoliberal globalisation has produced a shift from nattonal to transnational citizens (Tarrow,
2005). This process turned thousands of people who used to operate inside their own country
borders to transnational activists with a mission of fighting supranational and global
institutions in charge of defining politics around issues that affect and often determine their
very existence. These issues include the economy, politics, food, environment and culture.
Neoliberal globalisation has also been accompanied by changes at the national level
particularly through the processes of privatisation and decentralization. Privatisation and
decentralization have important impact on peoples’ livelihood and their negative
consequences are being experienced with incidence by the poor peasantry (Borras, 2010).
The poor peasantry has seen its own survival under threat from the negative impacts of these
forces to the extent that to be able to survive they have created their own social movements
and adopted different strategies to different geographic contexts. While at the national level,
peasant movement organisations decided to accompany the state process of decentralisation,
by further decentralizing their own organisational structures, at the global level, they

internationalised their movement advocacy and action (Borras, 2010).

In Mozambique, while the poor peasants’ response to the economic reforms (liberalisation)
which started in the early 1980’s gave birth to the country’s most vibrant peasant
organisation, the National Union of Small-scale Farmers (UNAC), neoliberal globalisation
resulted in the emergence of transnational peasant movements, such as La Via Campesina
(LVC), in 1993. UNAC was founded in 1987 to promote and protect small farmers’ rights, in
the context of the partial withdrawal of the Mozambican state from the economy. Today, after

nearly thirty years of existence, UNAC is regarded by some as the largest and most important
1



farmers’ association in Mozambique (Funada-Classen, 2013). La Via Campesina was
founded in 1993, as a global peasant movement unifying peasants and small producers from
America, Africa, Asia, Furope and Africa. Today, it is regarded by many scholars and
activists, as the most important transnational social movement in the world (Borras, 2004;
McMichael, 2006, Patel, 2005, 2006; Edelman, 2005, Martinez Torres and Rosset, 2008,
Borras and Franco, 2009 cited in Martinez-Torres & Rosset, 2010).

UNAC formalised its membership to LVC in 2004 during its 3™ International Conference in
S&o-Paulo, Brazil. Amongst other objectives, the peasant organisation from Mozambique was
looking for a peasants’ platform which would allow it to expand its actions and activism
against the neoliberal forces. Joining LVC led to the transnationalisation of UNAC’s
activism. Its activism crossed Mozambican national borders and now includes programmed
actions regionally and globally. Parallel to this, UNAC has been given the responsibility to
host the Regional Secretariat of LVC in Maputo indicating the relevance and trust the global
peasantry has in the organisation. In fact, the enjoyment of full membership rights of LVC by
UNAC dates to 1998 when it started attending LVC global events and benefiting from access

to relevant information and experience exchange activities.!

Since joining LVC to date, the kind of struggle UNAC is currently involved in is the one
defined by Peter Evans as a “globally organized project of transformation aimed at replacing
the dominant (hegemonic) global regime with one that maximizes democratic political
control and makes the equitable development of human capabilities and environmental

stewardship its priorities” (2008: 272).

It is in this context that the proposed research aimed at studying the nature of
transnationalisation of UNAC’s activism. This analysis covered basically the period from
2004 to 2014. This period covers the main events that happened from the official affiliation
of UNAC to LVC up to its tenth anniversary. The analysis is an attempt to fill the gap on the
available literature on transnationalisation in general and on transnational activism of national

peasant movement’s organisations on the African continent, in particular.

! Diamantino Nhampossa, interviewed by the author, May 25, 2015.



1.2.

1.2.1.

Study Objectives

General

To study the nature of the transnationalisation of UNAC’s activism through its membership

to La Via Campesina, between 2004 and 2014.

1.2.2.

a)

b)

d)

1.3.

Specific Objectives

Identify and analyse the factors which motivated the transnationalisation of UNAC’s
activism through its membership to La Via Campesina;

Identify and analyse the structure and mandate which allow this transnationalised
relationship between UNAC and La Via Campesina to occur;

Identify the threats and opportunities to UNAC brought by the transnationalisation of
its activism through its membership to La Via Campesina.

Derive lessons from the transnationalisation of the activism of peasant based
movement through the experience of UNAC and La Via Campesina transnational

relationship.

Research Questions

Based on these objectives, this research attempts to answer the following questions:

How has UNAC’ activism been transnationalised through its membership to La Via

Campesina?

What motivated UNAC to transnationalise its activism through its membership to La

Via Campesina?

However, the proposed research also aims at answering other sub-questions such as:

a) What are the dimensions of UNAC’s transnational activism?

b) What is the nature of power, ideas and interests in the making of this transnationalised

relationship?

¢) How has this transnationalisation process affected UNAC structures and mandate at

the national and local levels?



d) What can one learn from UNAC’s transnationalisation process and the agency of

peasant based movements?

1.4. Research Rationale

Most of the existing academic literature on social (peasant) movements focuses on theorising
social movements in general (e.g. Alonso, 2009; Cox & Nilsen, 2014; McCarthy & Zald,
1977; McAdam, 1999; Melucci, 1989 and many more). Many others scholars, who base their
studies on existing theoretical approaches to social movements give privilege to the study of
the genesis, development, character, and politics of transnational peasant movements as well
as to the question of transnational activism (e.g. Tarrow, 2004, 2005; Friedman, 2009;
Borras, 2010; Martinez-Torres & Rosset, 2010). A few scholars, however, focus on looking
at the shift from transnational activism (understood as large mass events, mainly performed
abroad) to the local activities and practices of the peasant movements as a way of countering

dominant theories like the case of Voss and Williams (2011).

While studies of transnationalism, transnational social movements, transnational activism in
general are, to some extent, abundant in available literature (e.g. Hannerz, 1996; Fonner,
2001; Evans, 2005 and many others) studies on how African national peasant movements
transnationalise their activism through joining an already transnational platform are
unavailable in today’s literature. This context also reveals a gap in the existing scientific
research studies on different forms of transnational activism and on the important role actors
like peasant movement organisations from this part of the world play in the process of

confronting neoliberal globalisation.

In the current era, characterised by intensified globalisation, activists (environmental,
cultural, social and political) are increasingly operating beyond and across borders of their
own states. The rural poor, particularly the small producers and peasants, are not excluded
from the activists who use transnational activism as a fundamental strategy to fight
supranational institutions which define current global politics. These transnational activists
are turning the objective of understanding transnational activism not only of social movement
scholars and transnational activists themselves but also of everyone who is interested in
studying globalisation, international relations and many other relevant fields of social science
(Piper & Uhlin, 2004). In the same context, understanding the process of transnational

activism becomes an important tool for scholars to be able to understand current forms of
4



strategies social movements are adopting. Understanding current transnational activism by
peasant movements allows scholars to identify the different strategies peasant movements are
applying to defend themselves against the current push by neoliberal policies to turn the

peasantry irrelevant or even to lead to its demise.

By focusing on transnationalisation of national peasant union’s activism, this study offers
fundamental knowledge which will allow scholars who are interested in theorising social
movements, to understanding what in today’s world motivates a national peasant movement
to transnationalise its activism particularly through joining transnational platforms. This type
of study is also important because it tries to uncover the tangible and intangible resources
national peasant movement organisations apply to their transnational ambition including the
organisational changes that both national and transnational movements need to put in place to
allow their transnational activism and relationship to occur. Moreover, by trying to
understand transnational activism by peasant movement organisations, this study provides
significant input for transnational activists and their movements. It allows them to understand
and deal with the opportunities and the threats transnationalising poses to them.
Understanding these developments, in general, is a pre-requisite to understanding social

movements, transnationalism and social movements’ activism in general.

Burawoy’s extended-case method applied to the objective of this study has never been
applied before to the study of the agency of national peasant movement organisations from
the African continent, limiting its testing to the study of other forms of organisations like his
own study of the Zambian copper industry to elaborate Fanon’s theory of post colonialism
(Burawoy, 1998) and others. From the methodological point of view, Burawoy’s approach
applied here provides this study with a great potential to reveal both its strengths and
weakness when studying the African peasantry. For example, the type of “participant

observer” this method requires for the study of this particular social group.

Considering the above, it can be argued that the rationale of the present study is to explore
both the agency of national peasant movement organisations while at the same type revealing
the potentials and challenges of deploying an ethnographic method to the study of

transnational activism by national peasant movements.



1.5. Structure of the Study

This study is divided into eight chapters. The first chapter consists of an introduction which
discusses the background of the study, the research questions, the objectives which governed
the study and the rationale behind conducting a study in the field of social movement and
social science in general. Chapter two comprises the theory and literature review. It covers
the main theories on the field of social movement and transnational activism. This chapter
also includes a review of the dominant literature involved in the study of transnational
activism, globalisation, peasantry and food sovereignty. The same chapter also provides
definitions of the main concepts used in this study. In chapter three the methodology is
discussed. The extended case method is unpacked and the respective data collection
techniques are presented and explained. Chapter four discusses the processes of
liberalisation and neoliberal globalisation and their relationship with the peasantry. Chapters
five and six provide a mapping of the main objectives of this study: UNAC and LVC. It
describes the historical evolution of both movements. Chapter seven presents and provides
an analysis of the empirical evidence on the different dimensions of the transnational
relationship between UNAC and LCV identified in this study. Finally, chapter eight covers
the major conclusions of the study and the study’s contribution to the reconstruction of neo-
Marxist analysis of the peasantry in a neoliberal context and peasant collective action in
general. However, at the beginning of each chapter another short summary to guide the

reader on the content, organisation and aim of the respective chapter is provided.



Chapter Two: Theory and Literature Review

This chapter covers the review of the relevant literature involved in the study of social
movements and collective action. It begins with an introduction and discussion of the
dominant theories and/or body of theories of social movement and collective action and then
proceeds with a synthesis of the diverse literature, definitions and conceptualizations in the
areas of “transnational activism”, “globalisation”, “peasants” and “food sovereignty”. The
aim of this literature review is to establish the significance and the relevance of the questions
of the present research by discussing the main arguments, conclusions, gaps and/or limits of

the dominant literature.

2.1. Theories of Social Movements and Collective Action

3% 6 EENTY

Social movement theories like the “collective behaviour”, “resource mobilisation”, “political
process” and “new social movement” are the most influential theoretical approaches that have
dominated the study of social movements as well as the study of collective action (Della
Porta & Diani, 2006). Although this discussion also tries to expose some strengths and
weaknesses of the identified theory or body of theories, its aim is not to corroborate with a
given theory or to simply abandon it for not adequately responding to the objective of this
rescarch. As put by Burawoy, in his approach to the extended case method, the “stance
toward theory is kamikaze” (1998:20). Rather than corroborating with a theory or simply
abandoning it for whatever reason, we try to focus on what a theory or body of theories fail to
explain, to identify the major refutations about the theory or body of theories according to the
existing scientific literature. In Burawoy’s approach, the exercise of improving a theory and

making it stronger involves refuting the refutation about it (Burawoy, 1998).

2.1.1. Collective Behaviour Theories

The collective behaviour theories are also known as “strains” or “breakdown” theories. Their
major proponents include Ralph Tuner, Lewis Killian, Neil Smelser, Kurt and Glady Lang
(Morris & Herring, 1984). Social movements are defined in this approach as “collective
enterprises to establish a new order of life” (Blumer, 1951:199 cited in Morris & Herring,
1984:5). Attributes of social movements in this approach include poor organisation and lack
of structure particularly at the beginning (Morris & Herring, 1984). Social movements and
other forms of collective behaviour are products of phenomena such as rapid social change,

natural disaster or dramatic events. Collective behaviour theorists give much more attention
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to psychological state of participants of social movements and collective actions together
with emerging ideologies and forms of organisation than to pre-existing organisations and
strategies (Staggenborg, 2015). They see social movements as non-routine forms of collective
actions aimed at achieving social change. Hence, prior social organisations, culture and
norms do not explain the genesis of social movements as movements acquire organisation
during their life cycle (Herring & Morris, 1987 cited in Staggenborg, 2015). While most of its
defendants and theories reject the view that defends the irrationality of collective behaviour,
they seem to share a number of assumptions, including that 1) they see collective behaviour
outside institutionalised structures; 2) that social movements result from rapid social change,
dramatic events, natural disasters and other forms of “breakdown” or “strain”; and that 3) a
shared belief amongst the members of social movements should play a central role in the
analysis of how collective action and social movements emerge (Staggenborg, 2015).
Different approaches to the collective behaviour include: Chicago School Approach;
Smelser’s Theory of Collective Behaviour; Mass Society Theory and Relative Deprivation

Theory.2

In “Theory of Collective Behavior (1962)” Neil Smelser proposes and discusses a “value
added” model consisting of six determinants. It is considered a value-added model because
each determinant adds value to the explanation and both together explain collective

behaviour. Staggenborg (2015) summarises Smelser’s determinants as follows:

First, conditions of structural conduciveness permit or encourage certain types of collective
behaviour. For example, panics occur in money markets, rather than in financial systems where
property is tied to kinship and cannot be easily transferred (Smeler 1962:15). Second, conditions
of structural strain create real or anticipated deprivation, this strain, such as the threat of economic
deprivation, combines with the condition of conduciveness. Third, the growth and spread of a
generalised belief makes the situation meaningful to potential participants in collective behaviour;
the generalized belief identifies the source and nature of the strain and suggests responses. Fourth,
participating factors, such as a dramatic event, give the generalized beliefs a concrete target for
collective action. For example, an incident of police brutality might provoke a race riot when it
occurs in the context of conduciveness, strain and generalized belief (Smelser 1962:17). Fith,
mobilization for action must occur, and Smelser notes that leadership is particular important in
mobilizing participants. Sixth, social control may act to prevent the collective behavior, perhaps
by minimizing strains, or to limit the scope of collective behavior. The potential or actual episode
of collective behavior will be affected by the actions of police, the courts, the press, community
leaders, and other agents of social control. (p.15)

2 For a detailed account on these approaches see Staggenborg (2015).



Smelser’s “value-added” model has been well received by scholars particularly its
contribution in predicting collective behaviour. However, some critics like Bert Useem have
argued that the approach lacks clear criteria for identifying “strains” or “breakdown” in a
society. He argued it is always possible to find some type of “strain” once a collective
behaviour occurs (Useem, 1975 cited in Staggenborg (2015). Useem (1985) later added that
the main critics to the “breakdown” theories of collective action are researchers working with
the “resource mobilisation theory”. He summarised four major arguments against the model.
First, that because grievances are constant and widespread through societies they cannot
sufficiently explain specific variations in collective action. Second, resource mobilisation
defendants argue that it is the resources that prevent insurgency from taking place and
disorganised groups are more likely not to access resources that are required for collective
action. Thirdly, they do not find consistent the argument that collective action occurs when
groups become less rather than more organised. Finally, and based on the finding of the
resource mobilisation theorists, collective action does not covary with indicators such as
personal pathology, non-membership in secondary and primary groups, and deprivation

changes. (Cf. Useem, 1985)

2.1.2. Resource Mobilisation Theory

The Resource Mobilisation Theory (RMT) argues that mobilisation of social movements
requires opportunities for collective action, organisation and resources. Its major proponents
include Charles Tilly, William Gamson, Anthony Oberschall, Mayer Zald and John
McCarthy (Morris & Herring, 1984). The resource mobilisation theory derives from the
experiences of social movements and collective action of the 1960’s and from the criticisms
of these movements to the classic collective behaviour theory. The central criticism is that
because “strains” and “breakdown” are permanent elements of a society they do not
necessarily explain collective action (Staggenborg, 2015). Resource mobilisation theorists
also reject the deviant character of social actors as well as “the pluralist assumption that all
parties willing to engage in the political process have a reasonable chance that their
grievances will be heard and addressed” (Edwards & Guillham, 2013:1).

The RMT puts resources at the central position to successful collective action. Resources
include both tangible and intangible. As indicated by Edwards, McCarthy and Freeman,

resources include funding and commitment of participants, moral resources, cultural



resources, socio-organisational resources (see: Edwards & McCarthy; Freeman, 1979 cited in
Staggenborg 2015). Staggenborg (2015) summarises other types of resources which in the
view of RMT are used and created by social movements. These resources include: “Moral
resources: such as legitimacy; cultural resources, including tactical repertoire and strategic
know-how; social-organisational resources, including movement infrastructure, networks,
and organisational structures; human resources, such as the labour and experience of

activists, and material resources, such as money and office space” (p.18).

For some of its proponents like McCarthy and Zald (1977) these resources do not necessarily
come from inside the movements themselves. Most of them may come from contributors who
do not necessarily benefit from the impact or achievements of the movements’ actions. Social
movements access resources by applying four particularly important mechanisms: self-
production; aggregation from constituents; appropriation/co-option; and patronage (Edward
& McCarthy, 2004). Self-production is when movements produce part of their own resources
themselves. For example, human resources are produced by integrating and socialising their
children in the values of the movement. This practice is very common in the Brazilian
Landless Workers Movement (MST). Movements also gain access to material resources by
producing and selling items like T-shirts, posters, calendars etc. Aggregation refers to the act
of converting resources that previously belonged to private individuals into collective
resources at the disposal of the movements. Both monetary and human resources can become
aggregated to fund collective activities. Examples of this type of resources include donations
from individuals and the work of volunteers. Co-option/appropriation is when relationships
with existing organisations are used by social movements to access or aggregate resources
which were produced by those organisations. In some contexts, resources like staff, social
networks, and discourses produced by other organisations are co-opted by social movements.
Patronage refers to provision of resources to social movement organisations by individuals or
patronage organiéations. These resources may include: grants, donations, contracts, etc. (See

Edwards & Guillham, 2013)

The ability to secure resources may in some instances determine the effectiveness of the
social movement (Staggenborg, 2015). The leaders and social movement organisations play a
fundamental role in mobilising resources for social movements to the extent that formalised
and bureaucratic structures have been found to have the capacity to better sustain movements

when compared to informal organisations. Types of social movement mobilising structures
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include formal and informal networks, groups and organisational vehicles (Staggenborg

1988, 1989 cited in Staggenborg, 2015).

For its theorist, collective action derives from “calculation of the costs and benefits
influenced by the presence of resources — in particular by organisations and strategic
interactions necessary for the development of a social movement” (Della Porta & Diani,
2006:14). Many studies have been developed under the rubric of RMT. However, the
approach has been criticised for failing to clearly expose the actual relationship between
resources and collective action. For Cress and Snow (1996) this is due to the following three
aspects: “(1) the failure to clarify and empirically ground the resource concept, (2) the failure
to examine the link between types of resources and various mobilisation processes or
outcomes, and (3) the failure to clarify empirically competing claims about the sources of

resources, in particular whether sources are external or internal” (p. 1090).

The concept of resource proposed by the resource mobilisation theory is vague and
ambiguous in social science research. The relationship between resources and the process of
mobilisation is very general. In terms of the source of resources, the theory defendants
disagree on the primary source of resources as some argue that it is internal while others
argue that it is external (Cress & Snow, 1996). The resource question continues to be at the
centre of the critics of the resource mobilisation theory. A recent study on the role of social
media in the 2011 Egyptian revolution proposed a further examination and incorporation of

social media as an important resource for collective action (Eltantawy & Wiest, 2011).

2.1.3. Political Process Theory

The central aspect of Political Process Theory (PPT) is the relationship it makes between
institutional political actors and protests (Della Portav & Diani, 2006). Its major proponents
include Doug McAdam, Sidney Tarrow, David Meyer, Hanspieter Kriesi, and Charles Tilly
(Voss & Williams, 2011). The PPT emphasis is on the interactions of social movement actors
with the state and the role of political opportunities in the mobilisation and outcomes
(Staggenborg, 2015). However, Goodwin and Jasper (1999) have identified two most
important strands of PPT based on the way they are understood (tautological, inadequate,
trivial or just wrong). They categorise these strands as the political opportunity thesis and the
political process model. The former argues that social movements “emerge as a result of

‘expanding’ political opportunities” (Goodwin & Jasper, 1999:30) and can be found in
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Tarrow’s argument that “people join in social movements in response to political
opportunities and then, through collective action, create new ones. Thus, the ‘when’ of social
movement mobilisation — when political opportunities are opening up — goes a long way
towards explaining its ‘why’” (see Tarrow, 1994 cited in Goodwin & Jasper, 1999:30). The
latter, which has been considered as the most influential theory of social movements in the
United States of America (Voss & Williams, 2011), addresses some of the difficulties of the
former by adding to it elements such as social/ organisational and cultural factors. For
example, in the view of Goodwin and Jasper, McAdam, “while extensively employing the
political opportunity concept, has complained about ‘mechanistic’ theories that ‘depict’ social
movements as the inevitable by-products of expanding political opportunity (McAdam, 1996
cited in Goodwin & Jasper, 1999: 41). Social networks and formal organisations are referred
to in this model as mobilising structures and are recognised as dynamic elements in the

process of movement emergence.

Sidney Tarrow defines political opportunities as those “dimensions of the political
environment that provides incentives for people to undertake collective action by affecting
their expectations for success or failure” (1994:85). This definition recognises McAdam’s
need to clearly distinguish culture from political opportunities as it allows us to understand
cases where political opportunity does not necessarily lead to collective action and where
collective action occurs in the absence of possibly favourable political opportunities
(Goodwin & Jasper, 1999). Meanwhile, although specific definitions of the concept of
political opportunity may differ, it is generally used to refer to “features of political
environment that influence movement emergence and success” (Staggenborg, 2015:19).
Doug McAdam’s (1996) dimensions of political opportunity include the following: (1) The
relative openness or closure of the institutionalized political system; (2) The stability or
instability of that broad set of elite alignments that typically undergird a polity; (3) The
presence or absence of elite allies and (4) The state’s capacity and propensity for repression

(p.27).

However, McAdam’s four dimensions cannot autonomously explain the rise of collective
action. Other scholars have added other dimensions of political opportunity like state
legitimacy, the international environment, informal procedures, prevailing strategies, etc.;

(Goodwin & Jasper, 1999).

12



The PPT argues that both threats and opportunities can be used as source of mobilisation by
creating feelings of outrage and urgency. However, threats provide more reasons for
mobilisation than opportunities. “When threats arise or negative outcomes occur, there may
be little opportunity for effecting change but great opportunity for mobilising as movement
supporters become alarmed by unfavourable changes™ (Staggenborg, 2015:19). The PPT and
the RMT have been merged together into one which views the social movements as political
entities aiming at achieving social change. The element “ideology” is offered by what is
considered in this approach as cultural opportunity structure (Staggenborg, 2015). However,
initially, the elements “grievances” and “ideology had been given poor relevance in this
synthetic approach as they were considered to having received too much emphasis by
collective behaviour theorist, who had focused on individual discontentment as being behind
the emergence of collective action (Staggenborg 2015). Theorists that are sympathetic to this
syntactic approach developed the concept of collective action frames to be able to capture
“the importance of meanings and ideas in stimulating protests” (Benford & Snow, 2000 cited

in Staggenborg, 2015:20).

Collective action frames are interpretations which movement members give to issues and
events that are used by them to be inspired by and to legitimise collective action. For
Staggenborg, the framing perspective emphasises “the role of movements in constructing
cultural meanings, as movements leaders and organisations frame issues in particular ways to
identify injustices, attribute blame, propose solutions, and motivate collective action”
(2015:20). Collective action frames are defined as “the purposively constructed guides to
action created by existing or prospective movement organizers’ (Tarrow, 1992, p. 177 cited
in Choup, 2008). Collective action frames “provide a new cognitive understanding for the
individual” (Tarrow, 1992 cited in Choup, 2008) and means “through which they can identify
paths to changing unjust realities” (Choup, 2008:194).

Even though the PPT has been widely deployed for the study of collective action, it has not
been immune to criticism. In fact, most of the identified weaknesses of the PPT approach are
said to derive precisely from its popularity, particularly from the strong bias “in favour of a
metaphor of ‘structure’” (Goodwin & Jasper, 1999:28). On the other hand, they argue that
there is lack of agreement amongst PPT defendants on the approach’s basic concepts which
makes it conceptually unclear (Goodwin & Jasper, 1999). Polleta and Jasper (2001) have

criticised the emphasis of the PPT on studying the actual process of mobilisation (how)
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instead of the motivations behind people acting collectively (why). Added to this is the PPT
state-cantered focus of collective action and its overdependence on “rationalistic images of
individual action” (p.283). Voss and Williams who have also recognised these critics, have
also endorsed the “criticism from activists and community organizers as well as from
scholars for their relative neglect of locally based, grassroots movements and for ignoring

questions about how individuals and organisations gain the capacity to act” (p.5).

2.1.4. New Social Movement Theory

The New Social Movement Theory (NSM) is the theoretical approach which currently
dominates the research on social movements (Fuchs, 2006). It has emerged fundamentally as
a response to the so-called weaknesses of classical Marxism when trying to analyse collective
action. Firstly, it has emerged against the so-called economic reductionism of classical
Marxism which argues that “all political significant political action will derive from
fundamental economic logic of capitalist production and all other logics are secondary at best
in shaping such action” (Buechler, 1995: 442). Secondly, it emerged as a response to another
so-called classical Marxism’s presumption that “most significant actors will be defined by
class relationships rooted in the process of production and all other entities are secondary at
best in constituting collective actors (Buechler, 1995:442). In terms of politics, the NSM is
said to have broadened the definition of politics to include topics formerly viewed as being
outside collective action. It has “challenged the conventional division of politics into left and
right” (Scott, 1990 cited in Calhoun, 1993:386). The NSM is a product of efforts from the
new left and students’ movements of the 1960’s attempting to “reform or reject Marxist

theory and social democratic politics” (Calhoun, 1993:386).

The NSM belongs to the larger body of interdisciplinary theory named social movement
theory which began in the late 19th century and refers to the study of social mobilisation
(social, cultural and political manifestations). The most important contributors to the NSM
include: Manuel Castells, Alain Touraine, Claus Offe, Alberto Melucci and Jurgen Habermas
(Buechler, 1995; Fuchs, 2006; Flynn, n.d.). The emphasis of this theory has been on new
types of social movements which have emerged in “advanced capitalist” societies or “post-
industrial” societies. These movements include environmental movements, gay and lesbian

movement, peace movement and women’s movement (Staggenborg, 2015).
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However, while some theorists of new social movement focus their studies more on analysing
the role large socioeconomic changes play in the emergence of social movements, others tend
to look more at “changes in site of conflict and nature of civil society” (Staggenborg,
2015:22) in a global world dominated by a rapid exchange of information and technology.
Those concerned with the effects of modernization have concluded that new social
movements emerge because of new grievances in a post-industrial society that result in “new
values, new forms of action, and new constituencies” (Klandermans, 1986 cited in
Staggenborg, 2015). Those concerned with new sites of conflict which accbmpany large-
scale transformation have argued that there are various processes involved in the construction
of new social movements (Staggenborg, 2015). New social movements emerge as inevitable
outcomes of social, political, economic and cultural change in the current society (Flynn,
n.d.).

The New Movement approach (NMA) emphasises the process of collective identity, which is
a shared sense of “we-ness” among individuals in a group, or a shared sense of the meaning
and purpose of the group (Melucci, 1989). This is, to Albert Melucci, what distinguishes and
separates traditional from the new social movements. Albert Melucci links collective identity
to important social processes (Flynn, n.d.). Collective identity explains the emergence of
movements and how interests get defined, how participants are motivated to participate in
collective action, the way strategic choices are made and the impact of movements on culture

(see: Polletta and Jasper, 2001 cited in Staggenborg, 2015).

While the NMA argues that movements are responses to post-industrial society or advanced
capitalist (aspects such as bureaucratization, the intrusion of the state, and excessive reliance
on science and technology prompt a resistance to these various forms of domination), as
referred above, contrary to this approach, the Classic Marxist Approach (CMA) argues that
social movements emerge as a response to the conditions of capitalism (economic, political,
and social), and its participants come from the marginalized groups (working class), who

pursue economic goals like, for example, higher wages.
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Meanwhile, for Steven Buechler, there are four major debates that typify the new social

movement approach. He summarises these debates as follows:

The first concern the meaning and validity of designating certain movements as “new” and
other (by implication) as “old”. This involves the debate whether new movements are
primarily or exclusively a defensive, reactive response to larger social forces or whether they
can exhibit a proactive and a progressive nature as well. The third debate concerns the
distinction between political and cultural movements and whether the more culturally oriented
new social movements inherently apolitical. The fourth involves the social base of the new
social movements and whether this base can be defined in terms of social class. These debates
involve overlapping issues and are ultimately interconnected in various ways. The second and
the third debates are closely related because they hinge on the ability to provide meaningful
definitions of increasingly problematic terms like “progressive” or “political.” The first and
the fourth are also related in that the definition of new movements implies the ability to
designate a social base other than the old working class. (Buechler 1995:447)

2.14.1. Collective Identity

Alberto Melucci first introduced the concept of collective identity in his contributions to the
study of contemporary forms of social movements (Melucci, 1995 cited in Monterde et.al,
2015). His construction of the concept of collective identity departs from the recognition that
neither the dominant dualistic legacy of structural analysis as a precondition for collective
action nor the analysis of the individual motivations could fill the analytical gap between
behaviour and meaning and between subjective conditions and objective motives and
meaning in their attempts to study social movements (Melucci, 1995 cited in Monterde et.al,
2015). He defined collective identity as “a process of constructing an action system’

(Melucci, 1995:44). In his own words:

Collective identity is an interactive and shared definition produced by several individuals (or
groups at a more complex level) and concerned with the orientations of action and the field of
opportunities and constraints in which the action takes place. By “interactive and shared” I
mean a definition that must be conceived as a process because it is constructed and negotiated
through a repeated activation of the relationships that link individuals (or groups). (Melucci
1995:43)

Melucci’s notion of collective identity views collective identity also as a network of “active
relationships between the actors, who interact, communicate, influence each other, negotiate
and make decisions.” In this sense, “forms of organisation and models of leadership,
communicative channels and technologies of communication are constitutive parts of this

network of relationships” (Melucci, 1995, pp. 4445 cited in Monterde et.al, 2015).
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This notion of collective identity as a process comprises a cognitive definition of the ends
(the sense the action as for the actor), the means (the possibilities and the limits of the action)
and field of action where the collective actions take place including a “certain degree of
emotional investment” (Melucci, 1995:45 cited in Monterde et.al, 2015). It is this emotional
degree which allows individuals and groups to have a sense of belonging to a certain
common unity. Collective identity involves the ability by individuals or groups to distinguish

the “(collective) self from the ‘other’ and to be recognized by those ‘others

2010:395).

(Fominaya,

As in their complex processes of interaction movement involve conflicts to affirm their
identity (Melucci, 1995), these conflicts provide the “basis for the consolidation of group
identity and for solidarity, rather than shared interests” (Fominaya, 2010:395). Collective
identity establishes the limits of the actor in relation to the field: it regulates membership of
individuals and defines the requisites for joining the movement (Melucci 1995:49). Collective
identity also allows us to understand the motivations behind individuals joining or
participating in social movement actions (Melucci, 1995). Collective identity is in this sense
very important for social movements because it also ensures their continuity and permanence
by establishing the limits between the actor and its social environment; regulating
membership of individuals to the movements; defining the requirements for movement
membership and the criteria for membership recognition. The collective actions result from
the ability of actors to define themselves and the environment which surrounds them, not
linearly but as a product of “interaction, negotiation and opposition of different orientation.”

(Cf. Melucci, 1995:43 cited in Monterde et.al, 2015)

However, although it is true that identities govern the actions of social movements and actors
in a particular period, its construction is not necessarily a precondition for collective action to
occur. Action can be a product of the ability actors have developed to define themselves and
distinguish themselves from social others. In fact, it is through the action that the sense of a

common “we” is reinforced or weakened (Della Porta & Diani, 2006).

Meanwhile, Della Porta and Diani (2006) have summarised the dominant theoretical
approaches to social movements in general as below:
The new social movements perspective can be regarded first and foremost as a theory of how
the stakes and the central actors of social conflict are modified under changing structural
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conditions; the collective behaviour approach mainly theorizes the role of symbolic
production in shaping collective action and the conditions for the emergence of new issues
and/or identities; resource mobilization theory explores the conditions leading to the
emergence of collective action among people who might have more than one good reason not
to engage in it; finally, the political process approach looks at the forms of collective action
and their variation across different political regimes and different points in time. (p. 29)

Table 1: Summary of major theories of social movements

Mobilisation and

Political Process

organisation;
resources; political
opportunities and
threats; master

frames.

social movements
and political process;
mobilizing
structures; framing
strategies;
institutional and non-

institutional forms of

Theoretical Origins of | Important features | Key outcome of
Perspective Movements and focus movements
Collective Social disruptions, Social psychology of | New meanings and
behaviour strains, grievances, protests; emergent forms of
precipitating events. | organisation and organisation

norms; protests

outside institutional

structures.
Resource Pre-existing Connections between | New resources,

organisations and
frames; cultural and

political changes.

of grievances.

constituents and

ideologies.

action.
New Social Large-scale change; | Collective identity; New types of values,
Movement everyday networks submerged networks; | identities and
and organisational new types of organisations;
structures; new types | structures, cultural innovations.

Source: Staggenborg (2015:26)
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2.1.5. Neo-Marxist Analysis

While it’s true to admit that neither Marx nor Engels (the main figures of Classical Marxism)
have devoted efforts into theorising the emergence, development and character of social
movements — that is, a theory of “movements” — emphasising their work more on studying
the strategic location of the working class in relation to the dichotomy labour versus capital,
subsequent Marxists like Mao Tse-tung, Alexander Chayanov, Franz Fanon and more
recently, neo-Marxist academic analysis by scholars like Henry Veltmeyer, Jan Douwe Van
Der Ploeg, Henry Bemnstein, Phillip McMichael, Saturino Borras Junior, and many others,
have produced extremely valuable analysis about the peasantry in general including

collective action by the peasantry.

One of the key historical writers on peasant economy who has again become influential in the
field of peasant studies is the Russian rural sociologist Alexander Chayanov' (1986).
Although less concerned with broader political processes, Chayanov’s theory of peasant
economy has expanded considerably our knowledge of peasant household dynamics and
identified forms of economic rationality (Edelman, 2005). His work on peasant mode of
production has inspired a “permanence thesis” which defends the existence of a distinct
development logic of the peasant societies that supports their survival within capitalism
(Araghi, 1995). His work, as summarised by Marc Edelman “sparked heated polemics over
whether rural social differentiation produced distinct classes of wealthy and poor peasants or,
alternatively, whether such differences resulted from the age and demographic makeup of
rural households, with younger units having more dependents and fewer workers, and thus

less wealth than older units.” (2005:333)

Contrary to Chayanov, for focusing on political processes, Franz Fanon (1963) has theorised
on the role of the peasantry in revolutionary processes. He argued that when confronted with
provocation and stress, peasants were capable of brutality and violence (Fanon, 1963). For
the African continent, the peasants, he concluded, should be an integral part of the
revolutionary elite, as they were the only true and spontaneously revolutionary force

available. Fanon (1963) argued that in colonial countries:

The peasants alone are revolutionary, for they have nothing to lose and everything to gain.
The starving peasant, outside the class system, is the first among the exploited to discover that
only violence pays. For him there is no compromise, no possible coming to terms;
colonization and decolonization are simply a question of relative strength. The exploited man

19



sees that his liberation implies the use of all means and that of force first and foremost.
(1963:60)

More recently, Henry Veltmeyer (1997) has juxtaposed post-modern interpretations of social
movements in Latin America, particularly what has been labelled the “new peasant
movements”. This perspective argues that current movements constitute the most dynamic
force of contestation against neoliberal capitalism in Latin America and elsewhere. By
looking at actions of the indigenous people in Chiapas (and elsewhere in Latin America),
Veltmeyer (1997) concluded that, contrary to the “new peasant movement” perspective,

current movements are constituted as class:

under the objectively given conditions of their relationship to the means of production, and to
the state, the guarantor of this relationship. At the same time, these peasants and indigenous
people have constituted themselves as a class in subjective terms, with reference to actions
based on a clear awareness of them as a class and a people — seeking to liberate themselves
(and others in the process) from the exploitative and oppressive structures of neoliberal
capitalism in its Latin American form. (p.157)

Henry Bernstein (2009), who has adopted the peasant disappearance thesis, has argued, from
a political economy perspective, that the peasants of today (smallholders or small farmers)
who have managed to survive a complete destruction by capitalism and imperialist forces
have done so by becoming “petty commodity producers”, as “they are unable to reproduce
themselves outside the relations and processes of capitalist commodity production.” The
agents of the petty commodity form of production are capitalist and workers at the same time
“because they own or have access to means of production and employ their own labour”
(Bernstein, 2009:29).

Jan Douwe Van Der Ploeg (2008) disagrees with the “disappearance thesis” of the peasantry
endorsed by Bernstein (2009) and its transformation into petty commodity producers (which
he blames on a negative connotation of the word “peasant™) but also argues of the existence
of a considerable increase in terms of the number of existing peasants. He argues that there
are more peasants today than ever registered before and advances three lines of reasoning,
The first line is the contradictory nature of the peasant condition which he defines as
“ongoing struggle for autonomy and progress in a context characterised by multiple patterns
of dependency and associated processes of exploitations and marginalisation” (p.xiv). The
second line is the critical role of peasants in the modern societies to the extent that millions of
people do not have other alternatives to exist other than being a peasant. The third line of

reasoning refers to how the dominant ordering (what he calls the ‘empire’) “tends to
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marginalise and destroy the peasantry along with the values that it carries and produces”

(p.xiv).

In the same line as Van Der Ploeg (2008), Saturino Borras Jr. (2004) looks more at peasant
resistance globally, and argues that in the face of threats to their lives and livelihood,
landless, land-poor peasants, wage labourers and small farmers, in the southern and northern
countries, forge transnational movement organisations, to defend their peasant way of living.
These movements, like LVC have a “certain degree of formal associational coherence and
rules to provide the necessary face to the broader rural social movement it represents™ (p.3).
Among other issues, this movement advocates for food sovereignty, demands accountability
from transnational corporations, resists and opposes corporate control over natural resources
and technology and coordinates the peasant’s transnational struggle against neo-liberalism

(Borras, 2004).

While credits should rightfully be given to these neo-Marxists for having drawn other
scholars’ attention to important prevailing features of the current peasantry, such as class
dynamics (Veltmeyer, 1997), peasants’ forced transformation into “double agents” (petty
commodity producers) (Henry Bernstein, 2009), “peasant condition” (Van Der Ploeg, 2008)
and finally, forging transnational movements (Borras, 2004), they continue to ignore a
fundamental practice of the peasantry in a neoliberal capitalist context. Thus, their analysis
cannot constitute a comprehensive neo-Marxist approach to the peasantry and peasant social
movements, which is capable of explaining the agency of the peasantry (movements) in a
neoliberal capitalist context. Neo-Marxist analysis to the peasantry, in the context of
neoliberal globalisation, must also be able to cover agency of (national) peasant movement
organiéations, which deploy transnationalising part of (not all) their activism, through joining
an already transnational peasant movement platform. Such analysis must look at this as a
strategy of the peasantry to survive, maintain its autonomy, nature and power. Consequently,
the neo-Marxist approach to social movement must be reconstructed by accommodating this
fundamental element. Only then neo-Marxism can expand its scope of analysis to be able to

better explain the agency of the peasantry in today’s world.
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2.2. Literature review
2.2.1. Transnational Activism

The field of transnational activism as a research area has been subject to a vast amount of
studies within different disciplines. International relations scholars have studied the role of
non-state actors in international politics. International political economists have focused on
issues of power and authority in the international system treating transnational activism as a
form of resistance to neoliberal globalisation. Political scientists and sociologists have studied
how social movements extend to either transnational or global levels. Politics and
development studies scholars drawing from literature on theories of social movement study
the activities of transnational non-governmental organisations. The field of political theories,
by both liberals and neo-Marxists, tries to theorise transnational, global and international civil
society. Finally, activists themselves also develop their own attempts to understand how the
global civil society has emerged against the neoliberal globalisation (See: Pipers & Uhlin
2004).

This study endorses Piper and Uhlin’s argument that even after numerous studies done in the
field, transnational activism “has yet to emerge as a coherent multidisciplinary field of
research” (2004:3). As with the case of Piper and Uhlin’s (2004) study on transnational
activism, this same recognition offered this present study an opportunity to contribute with its
findings to the interdisciplinary studies of transnational activism. Contrary to other regions
like Latin America, Europe and Asia, where studies of peasant activism are abundant,
literature on the African peasantry’s transnational activism is scant. This reality is even more
evident with respect to studies about the transnational activism of Southern African peasant
organisations. This study contributes to the fulfilment of this gap. Furthermore, the study also
tries to offer a comprehensive analysis on the nature of power, ideas and interests in the
context of a transnational relationship between an African peasant movement organisation

and an already transnational movement organisation.

Meanwhile, transnationalism, broadly understood as multiple ties and interactions linking
people or institutions across the borders of nation-states, is not necessarily a new
phenomenon in the history of the human society. Practices such as interest in globalisation,
knowledge of foreign languages, foreign travel including transnational networking can be

traced further back to the end of the twentieth century (Tarrow, 2005). However, what
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distinguishes current transnational activist practices from the previous practices are the
resources and the opportunities which are specific to the current era. In the view of Tarrow

(2005), these new forms of resources and opportunities include:

the availability of rapid forms of personal communication and cheap international air
travel; wider access to higher education and widely diffused knowledge of what is
fast becoming an international language (English); expertise and mobilizing skills
gleaned from domestic activism; and the visible evidence that decisions that affect
people’s lives are being made in international avenues. (pp: 2-3)

Another relevant aspect which distinguishes the current transnational practices from their
historical predecessors is the predominantly formal and organisational character of the
predecessors in opposition to the current transnational social movements which are
predominantly “organised in open, fluid, and informal networks, wherein membership criteria
are vaguely defined; their mode of operation is elaborated in an ad hoc manner.” (Maiba,

2005:45)

To better understand the practice of transnationalism it is important to distinguish the term
“transnational” from the term “global”. While “global” refers to the geographic spread of
activists’ groups to more than two continental regions, “transnational” refers to a cross-
national organising process among movement participants. Thus, in a global social
movement, participants operate in at least three continents. However, in transnational
movements participation entails cooperation of participants and communication involving

actors from at least two different countries (Maiba, 2005).

Transnational activist networks emerge when Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and
social movements also act beyond their own state borders rather than acting only on domestic
and local arenas (Piper & Uhlin, 2004). By doing so, these networks create the so-called
transnational space. A transnational space or transnational spaces are “sites where the
interchange between network participants occurs. In other words, transnational networks
materialize in transnational spaces” (Maiba, 2005:46). These spaces can be real or physical
spaces such as a conference or a summit or virtual spaces such as mailing lists, collectively
constructed web pages, and instant messages. Maiba (2005:46) distinguishes the importance

of the two spaces in the following way:

Physical transnational spaces are particularly important for establishing and
revitalizing transnational networks as well as for the elaboration of a collective
identity, whereas virtual spaces have proven effective in providing a cost-efficient
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means for sustaining the transnational coordination and co-operation among already
networked individuals and groups. They further provide a channel for the
transnational diffusion of information.

When transnational activists’ networks include relevant actors, who work internationally on a
certain issue, are bound together by shared values, share a common discourse, and a dense
exchange of information and services occurs with the overall goal of changing the behaviour
of states and international organisations they fall under what Keck and Sikkink (1998) termed
transnational advocacy networks. These networks are also political spaces in the sense that
differently located actors negotiate the social, cultural and political meanings of their own
enterprise (Keck & Sikkink, 1998). In the view of Keck and Sikkink (1998:9), major

transnational advocacy networks may include:

(1) International and domestic nongovernmental research and advocacy
organizations; (2) local social movements; (3) foundations; (4) the media; (5)
churches, trade unions, consumer organizations, and intellectuals; (6) parts of
regional and international intergovernmental organizations and (7) parts of the
executive and / or parliamentary branches of governments.

However, amongst these groups the international and the domestic NGOs are the ones which
play the most central role. They initiate the process of actions to put pressure on powerful
actors, they position themselves regarding issues, introduce ideas, provide and exchange
information as well as do the lobbying actions for the desired changes (Keck & Sikkink,
1998).

Transnational activism by social movements makes use of the transnational opportunity
structures to press their political demands and the supranational institutions which regulate
global forces. These supranational institutions have gained political influence due to the
acceleration of the process of global integration. In this process, nation-states have seen their
capacity to regulate on political and economic matters reduced and shifting to supranational
structures. Thus, social movements build new allies to be able to target these structures and

institutions.

Another important consequence of the increased cross-border communication and networking
which emerges from movement activism is a very high degree of transnational diffusion of
tactics, ideas, frames and resources (Maiba, 2005). According to Maiba (2005) channels for

transnational diffusion can be both intentional and accidental modes of diffusion:
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At protest convergences, activists utilize those summit protests to consciously
construct a space for information exchange and networking. These summit events
almost always include educational activities ranging from lectures, reports about
movement struggles, hands-on workshops, and strategy sessions to networking
sessions among like-minded groups and organizations. Conscious transnational
diffusion further occurs over the internet. This form of computer-mediated diffusion
ranges from specially designed web pages for the diffusion of ideas and tactical
approaches, to list serves chat rooms for activists, to internet media such as live
streaming of radio and video programs (p.46).

Despite the lack of homogeneity which transnational movements express, in terms of social
composition, tactics and issues, these movements are held together by “the construction of a

shared imaginative and empowering collective identity” (Maiba, 2005:47).

2.2.2. Globalisation

Globalisation has been the focus of academic studies for a very long time involving various
dimensions that include economics, politics and agriculture. Economists tend to focus their
analysis on the impact of market deregulation over wealth and inequality (Kratou & Goaied,
2016; Bergh & Nilsson, 2014). Although disagreements remain in terms of the actual impact
of globalisation on wealth and inequality, there is a dominant view that the poor are excluded
from the real social and economic benefits from this process. Political scientists tend to look
more at the relationship between the process of globalisation and the notion of the “nation-
states” (Goldblatt et. al., 1997; Dhanapala, 2001; Stephen et.al., 2006). There is a general
conclusion that the process of globalisation reduces the political and the economic autonomy
of the states by transferring it to supranational structures. Scholars who have studied the
impact of globalisation in agriculture and the poor (peasantry) have generally concluded that
it forces farmers into integrating more commercialised agrifood systems both locally and
globally (Von Braun & Diaz Bonilla, 2008). However, it is yet to be studied how
globalisation is affecting the agency of national peasant movement organisations from

Southern Africa. This study also aims to fulfil this gap.

Meanwhile, the concepts of globalisation, capitalism and food regimes should be treated as
interconnected concepts. While globalisation creates opportunities for new forms of food
regimes through further subordination of states to markets, capitalism itself, like food regime,
also takes “various historical forms” (McMichael, 2013:21). Globalisation is understood here
as a “a transplanetary process or set of processes involving increasing liquidity and the

growing multi-directional flows of people, objects, places and information as well as the
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structures they encounter and create” (Ritzer, 2011:2). However, as pointed out by Bernstein
(2010), in broadest sense, it includes features such as:
e Deregulation of financial markets and “financialization” of all aspects of economic
activity;
Increasing deregulation of international trade;
o Shifts in the production, sourcing and sales strategies and technologies of transnational
agribusiness and manufacturing corporations; and

e Massive possibilities attendant on information technologies, not least for organizing
economic activity (production and marketing) and for mass communications. (p.79)

On the other hand, capitalism is viewed here as a “system of production and reproduction
based in a fundamental social relation between capital and labour: capital exploits labour in
its pursuit of profit and accumulation, while labour has to work for capital to obtain its means

of subsistence” (Bernstein, 2010:1).

An initial definition of food regimes stressed that it “linked international relations of food
production and consumption to forms of accumulation broadly distinguishing periods of
capitalist transformation since 1870” (Friedmann & McMichael, 1980:95 cited in
McMichael, 2013:1). McMichael (2013) identifies three periods of capitalist transformation
related to food production and consumption. The first corresponding to geopolitical-
economic conjunctures dominated by the British State (1870s-1930s); the second to the
period dominated by the United States (1950s-1970s) and finally the third, corresponding to
the corporate financial power (1980s-2000s).

The British-centred food regime was defined with the process in which the British combined
colonial tropical imports to Europe with the ones from its settler colonies (e.g. U.S.A,,
Canada and Australia) to provide for the emerging industrial class in Europe. With the
establishment with commercial agriculture sectors in settler states, the British shaped and
modelled twentieth-century “development”. The US-centred food regime was characterised
by the United States sending (surplus) of food to its strategic postcolonial partners’ states in
the context of the cold war to secure their anti-communist loyalty and markets. The corporate
food regimes are considered to have further deepened the process of food regimes by
expanding the process into new regions, subdividing quality, standardizing food, dumping

subsidised food, displacing producers and populations, etc. (McMichael, 2013)

As put by McMichael (2013:8) “the food regime and the history of capital can be understood

as mutually conditioning”. It is based on this argument that for the purpose of this study, the
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concept of food regime is applied in its four different dimensions (formally, substantively,

abstractly and concretely):

Formally, the food regime concept defines a capitalist world order governed by rules
structuring the production and consumption of food on a world scale (Friedmann 1993:30-
31). Substantively, the food regime concept concerns the projection of power via food circuits
arising from historically specific relations of production and accumulation of capital.
Abstractly, the food regime may be understood as “the political face of the world value chain”
(Araghi 2003:51). This refers to the political structuring of world capitalism, and its
organization of agricultures to provision labor and/or consumers in such a way as to reduce
wage costs and enhance commercial profits. Concretely, a food regime represents a particular
world-historical conjuncture in which governing rules define a world-price-governed
relationship of food provisioning. (McMichael, 2013:8)

2.2.3. The Peasantry and Food Sovereignty
2.2.3.1. Peasantry

Dominant studies about the peasantry have generally been developed under the classic and
neo-classic Marxism. Classic Marxists have centred their analysis on the place of the
peasantry in the transition to capitalism (Marx and Lenin), in the process of socialist
primitive accumulation (Lenin, Bukharin, Trotsky, Stalin) as well as in the struggle of the
classes under the conditions of emergent bourgeois democracy (Bernstein & Byres 2001). It
is probably because of the influence of Maoism that studies about the peasantry started then
paying attention to new dramatic events like the role of the peasantry in the liberation
struggles by rural guerrilla movements in Asia, Latin America and Africa (Bemstein &
Byres, 2001). More recently, however, Byres (Byres, 1994 cited in Bernstein & Byres, 2001)
cited new studies which may have had an influence in the emergent peasant studies and
summarized their contribution as follows:
Eric Wolf’s textbook on Peasants (1966, and his equally seminal Peasant Wars of the Twentieth
Century, (1969), Barrington Moore Jr’s study of The Social Origins of Dictatorship and
Democracy. Lord and Peasant in the Making of a Modern World (1966) and the first English
translation of A.V. Chayanov, The Theory of Peasant Economy (1966, written in 1920). Wolf
and Barrington Moore Jr were major figures of critical dissent from the mainstream orthodoxies
of the American academy (...). Wolf’s work was relevant to that of peasant social structure,

Barrington Moore’s to peasants and politics (as was Wolf 1969), and Chayanov’s, of course, to
the nature and logic of peasant agriculture. (Bernstein & Byres, 2001:4).

For Bernstein and Byres (2001) the works of these three authors established the major themes
and issues that were going to inspire the studies of the peasantry particularly by the
publishers like the Journal of Peasant’s studies. More recently, however, academic Marxists
like Henry Bernstein, Phillip McMichael, Henry Veltmeyer, Jan Douwe Van Der Ploeg
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(2008) and others — which contributions are discussed under the theory section above
(Section 2.1.5. Neo-Marxist Analysis) have made sophisticated contributions to the study of
peasant/peasantries. Some view the role of the peasants today more as petty commodity
producers (Bernstein 2009) and others as a “condition” capable of surviving and even
expanding numericélly under the dominant forces of neoliberal globalisation (Van Der Ploeg,
2008).

>4

However, the terms “peasant”, “small”, “small-scale” and “family farmer” (including here the
term “subsistence farmers™) have been applied so mutually in such a way that they became
easily confusing (Bernstein, 2010). In this context, given the important analytical implication
of the (incorrect) use of these terms, for this study, an effort has been made to analytically
distinguish these terns. This effort becomes relevant in this study particularly because these

terms have been applied here in opposition to the term “commercial farmers”.

In what he labels a “highly synthetic exercise for heuristic purpose”, Edelman (2013)
distinguishes four different kinds of definition for the term “peasant”: Historical, social
science, activist and normative definitions. Because this study does not constitute an attempt
to develop a profound overview of the definition of these terms but rather their use in social
science and social movements, we have applied the definitions in use both in social science
and by the social movement activists (for detailed historical and normative definitions see
Edelman, 2013). For Bernstein, the term “peasant” usually “signifies household farming
organised for simple reproduction, notably to supply its own food (“subsistence”).” He adds
that this basic definition includes “presumed qualities such as the solidarity, reciprocity and
egalitarianism of the village and commitment to the values of a way of life based on

household, community, kin and locale” (2010:3).

While Bernstein (2010) seems to view the “peasant condition” as a “statistic category”, Van
Der Ploeg (2008) offers a continuum understanding of the “peasant condition”. For Van Der
Ploeg (2008) there are important features of the “peasant condition” which are central
elements to peasants in both developed and underdeveloped countries which determine their
survival in the current global context. These features include: “minimizing monetary costs,
crop diversification to reduce economic and environmental risks, cooperative relations that

provide an alternative to monetary relations and market exchange, and a struggle for
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autonomy which includes non-monetary forms of obtaining inputs and labor.” (Edelman,

2010. For further details, see Van Der Ploeg 2008).

LVC (LVC cited in Edelman 2013) offers a social movement (activist) type of definition for

the term “peasant”.

A peasant is a man or woman of the land, who has a direct and special relationship with the land
and nature through the production of food and/or other agricultural products. Peasants work the
land themselves, rely[ing] above all on family labour and other small scale forms of organizing
labour. Peasants are traditionally embedded in their local communities and they take care of
local landscapes and of agroecological systems. The term peasant can apply to any person
engaged in agriculture, cattle raising, pastoralism, handicrafts related to agriculture or a related
occupation in a rural area. This includes Indigenous people working on the land. (p.10)

The terms “small, small-scale and small-hol.der famer” have normally been defined
considering either geographic (farm size) or sociological (type of farming) criteria or both
(Bernstein 2010). For Bernstein (2010:4) some sources define “small-farms™ as “those with
less than 2 hectares of crop land” while other focus on low level of technology, the use of
family labour and an orientation towards subsistence. These criteria can be identified in the
definitions and/or characterizations of small farmers offered by various sources (e.g. Murphy,

2012; Hazell et.al, 2010; Wiggins, 2009; etc.).

Barnet et. al (1997 cited in Morton, 2007:19680) define subsistence farming as ‘‘farming and
associated activities which together form a livelihood strategy where the main output is
consumed directly, where there are few if any purchased inputs and where only a minor
proportion of output is marketed.”” However, the term “subsistence farming’ has also been
applied to refer to the rural poor population of developing countries and to “denote activity of

self-provisioning with agricultural produce” (Morton, 2007).

At least up until ten years ago, the three types of circulating definitions for “family farming”
and several ad hoc operationalisations of some definitions suffered from several limitations.
These limitations included lack of formality, as they were too context oriented; and their
operationalisation seemed to be ad hoc (Djurfeldt, 1996). In an attempt to provide social
scientists with a definition of family farming that could be both formal and operationalised,
Djurfeldt (1996) included the labour criterion in the formal definition of family farming and
suggested its replacement with the notion of “notional family farm”. In this context, as

defined by Djurfeldt:
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1. The notional family farm is characterized by an overlapping between three functional
units: (a) the unit of production (the farm), (b) the unit of consumption (the household)
and (c) the unit of kinship (the family).

2. For its reproduction the notional family farm requires family labour, i.e., labour
performed by members of the family/household, (and here we are not referring mainly to
managerial work). This implies that, if the farm no longer requires family labour for its
reproduction, it is no longer a notional family farm, although it may still be a farm family
business in Gasson and Errington’s terminology. (Djurfeldt, 1996)

However, after critically reviewing 36 different definitions of family farming, including the
one suggested by Djurfeldt (1996), Garner and Paula de la O Campos (2014) offered what
they understand to be a more consistent and comprehensive definition. For Garner and Paula
de la O Campos (2014), “family farming,” also known as “family agriculture” is a means of
organising “agricultural, forestry, fisheries, pastoral and aquaculture production which is
managed and operated by a family and predominantly reliant on family labour, both women’s
and men’s. The family and the farm are linked, coevolve and combine economic,

environmental, reproductive, social and cultural functions.” (p.17)

Smalley (2013) identifies and discusses three distinct as well as overlapping commercial
agriculture models. These models are: plantations, contract farming and commercial farming

areas. Smalley (2013) defines and characterise these three models as below:

Plantations grow one main cash crop; require capital investment; are larger than an average-
sized holding although some land may be left uncultivated; rely on hired resident or non-
resident labour, often including migrant labour; and are centrally managed. Ownership may
be foreign or domestic, private or corporate. With contract farming, farmers agree in a
written or verbal contract to supply produce to a buyer, usually at a pre-determined price, on a
specific date and to a certain quality. There are several variants. One that may involve large-
scale land acquisition is nucleus outgrowing, where contracted smallholders complement
production on a central estate. Lastly, a commercial farming area constitutes multiple private
commercial farms of medium or large scale that are more or less contiguous in an area.
Commercial farming areas or blocks have been documented in Africa throughout the
twentieth century, and in recent years there have been signs of increased activity and political
rhetoric around such developments. (p.3)

Smalley (2013) doesn’t only recognise some analytical and descriptive overlap between these
commercial agriculture models but also identifies some variations within commercial farming
areas. These variations include lafge-scale commercial farms which are defined as “private or

family-owned holdings that are far above the national average in size and employ a waged
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labour force” (Mbilinyi, 1988, Mabogunje, 1989, Von Blanckenburg, 1994, Poulton et al,
2008, Gibbon, 2011 cited in Smalley, 2013:12).3

2.23.2. Food Sovereignty:

The term food sovereignty emerged in 1980s but the food sovereignty project as we know
today emerged in the 1990s in the context of “intensifying global agrarian crisis exacerbated
by trade liberalisation and structural adjustment policies withdrawing support for domestic
agricultural sectors across the global South” (McMichael, 2014:934). Academic - and non-
academic- debates involving the concept of food sovereignty have been basically following
two lines. One line is dominated by the proponents and supporters (e.g. La Via Campesina,
2016a; Wittman, 2010; Martinez-Torres and Rosset, 2010, 2014). The second line is
dominated by those who are generally sceptical about it (e.g. Beuchelt and Virchow, 2012;
Bernstein, 2014; Hospes, 2014). Food sovereignty proponents and supporters generally agree
that the food sovereignty approach represents an alternative to the current neoliberal approach
to food systems, a new rights doctrine to food production and consumption, a “common
framework that would allow diversity and take the specificity of each different place into
account (i.e. the right of all countries and peoples to define their own policies)” (Martinez-
Torres & Rosset, 2014:983). Proponents and supports of food sovereignty propose the
principle of food sovereignty challenging the food security approach for not putting the food
producers themselves at the centre of the food system. Scholars, proponents and supporters of
food sovereignty see it as a central element to combat poverty and global hunger. And they
believed that the theory and the practice of food sovereignty have “the potential to foster
dramatic and widespread change in agricultural, political and social systems related to food
by posing a radical challenge to the agro-industry model of food production” (Wittman et.al.,
2010:4).

On the other side of the academic debate about the concept of food sovereignty are the
sceptics. The sceptics have criticised it for, among other issues, being too focused on
smallholder food producers aiming basically at protecting them, thus making it impossible to
be operationalised at other levels (other than rural and local levels). For some, it lacks a

comprehensive dimension capable of addressing hunger for both the urban and rural

¢ For an in-depth analysis on commercial agriculture models, variations and theoretical
approaches see Smalley (2013).
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population (Beuchelt & Virchow, 2012). Sceptics have found it difficult for food sovereignty
to be able to work as an alternative capable of (using a low input and labour intensive
farming model) feed an increasing global population. Academically more relevant is the
criticism of the failure of food sovereignty to “move it forward from its constitutive binary,
thesis and antithesis, towards a synthesis that yields a programme of ‘transformation’”
(Bemnstein, 2014:1057). This failure comes intrinsic to the concept of food sovereignty given
that it “discards crucial elements of agrarian political economy, of the political economy of
capitalism more broadly, and of modern history, in order to establish its thesis and especially

its antithesis: capital’s other.” (See Bernstein, 2014:1057)

Meanwhile, at least until the mid-1990s, Clay (2003) had identified 200 definitions for the
term “food security” of which a number overlapped with the current dominant notions of
“food sovereignty” (Clay, 2003 cited in Edelman, 2014). According to the Food and
Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO, 2015) “food security” is defined as:

A situation that exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access
to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an
active and healthy life. Based on this definition, four food security dimensions can be
identified: food availability, economic and physical access to food, food utilization and
stability over time. (p.53)

As an alternative to the above definition, in 1996, La Via Campesina proposed the concept of
food sovereignty (Edelman, 2015). For Borras, Franco and Suérez, La Via Campesina defines
“food sovereignty” as “the right of peoples to produce and consume safe and healthy food in
sustainable ways in and near one’s territory” (2015:60). However, when defined by LVC

itself the concept becomes more comprehensive:

Food sovereignty is the right of peoples to healthy and culturally appropriate food produced
through ecologically sound and sustainable methods, and their right to define their own food
and agriculture systems. It puts the aspirations and needs of those who produce, distribute and
consume food at the heart of food systems and policies rather than the demands of markets
and corporations. It defends the interests and inclusion of the next generation. It offers a
strategy to resist and dismantle the current corporate trade and food regime, and directions for
food, farming, pastoral and fisheries systems determined by local producers and users. Food
sovereignty prioritizes local and national economies and markets and empowers peasant and
family farmer-driven  agriculture, artisanal fishing, pastoralist-led grazing, and food
production, distribution and consumption based on environmental, social and economic
sustainability. Food sovereignty promotes transparent trade that guarantees just incomes to all
peoples as well as the rights of consumers to control their food and nutrition. It ensures that
the rights to use and manage lands, territories, waters, seeds, livestock and biodiversity are in
the hands of those of us who produce food. Food sovereignty implies new social relations free
of oppression and inequality between men and women, peoples, racial groups, social and
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economic classes and generations. (Declaration of Nyéléni 2007 quoted in Alonso-Fradejas,
Alberto, Saturnino M. Borras Jr, Todd Holmes, Eric Holt-Giménez and Martha Jane Robbins,
2015).

LVC’s definition of food sovereignty clearly reveals its political character rather than a
simply administrative one as being the main difference from the concept of food security.
Thus, its implementation poses significant political challenges at all levels (from national to
global) (Edelman, 2015). This concept is also “anchored in a democratic rebuilding of
domestic agricultures, where possible, to overcome processes of deepening food dependency
and de-peasantisation inflicted by corporate marketing of cheapened ‘food from nowhere’

(Bové and Dufour, 2001 cited in McMichael, 2014:934).

2.3. Definition of Key-terms and Processes
2.3.1. Social Movements

Different theoretical approaches tend to approach the concept of social movement, differently
too. However, because of its much broader reach, for this study, we have applied the
definition of social movements which has been consistently suggested by Mario Diani, in
numerous academic works (1992; 2003; 2004 and Diani & Bison, 2004 cited in Della Porta &
Diani, 2006). Diani defines a social movement as “a distinct social process consisting of
mechanisms through which actors engage in collective action” (Della Porta & Diani,
2006:20). This definition recognizes other relevant distinct characteristics of social
movements such as: their involvement in conflictual relations with clearly identified
opponents; that they are linked by dense informal networks and that they share a distinct
collective identity (Della Porta & Diani, 2006). Conflictual relations refer to the engagement
of social movement actors in political and/or cultural conflicts to promote and oppose social
change. Dense informal networks differentiate social movement processes from the various
instances in which action takes place and is coordinated, particularly within specific
organisational structures. Social movements happened when people share a sense of

collective identity. (Della Porta & Diani, 2006)

Nonetheless, for scientific research purpose, the definition of the concept “social movement”
must be distinguished from “social movement organisation”. Social movements must not be
seen as “organisations”, not even of a particular kind (Tilly 1988 cited in Della Porta &
Diani, 2006). Social movements are complex phenomenon “encompassing organizations,

crowds, conscience, in-formal groups, and the interactions amongst all these elements”
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(Oliver, 1989:25). A single organisation, regardless of its capacity to mobilise and of its
dominant traits, should not be understood a social movement (Della Porta & Diani, 2006). A
social movement ofganisation, however, is any organisation which is involved in a social
movement dynamic (See Della Porta & Diani, 2006:26) like UNAC and LVC discussed in
this research. It is the response to different dilemmas that will produce different types of

social movement organisations.

Without attempting to generate any systemic typologies for social movement organisations,
Della Porta and Diani (2006) suggest two types of social movement organisations considering
their respective characteristics. Professional social movement organisations, for example, are
those which display characteristics such as: a leadership which devotes full time to the
'movement, with a large proportion of resources originating outside the aggrieved group
which the movement claims to represent; a very small or non-existing membership base or a
paper membership — membership implies little more than allowing one’s name to be used
upon membership roll - ; attempts to impart the image of “speaking for a constituency” and;
to influence policy towards the same constituency. This type of social movement
organisations is characterized by little power by its ordinary members in policymaking and
by a staff who determines the political positions taken by the organisation (McCarty and
Zald, 1987 cited in Della Porta & Diani, 2006). Participatory movement organisations
comprise mass protest organisations and grassroots organisations. Mass protest organisations
combine attention to participatory democracy with certain levels of formal organisational
structure. Grassroot social movement organisations, however, combine strong participatory
orientations with low levels of formal structures. Their existence is totally dependent on their

members’ willingness to participate. (See Della Porta & Diani, 2006).

2.3.2. Transnational Agrarian Movements.

In this study, we have applied Borras Jr, Marc Edelman and Cristobal Kay (2008) definition
of a transnational agrarian movement. By transnational agrarian movements, Borras et.al
(2008) mean: movements, organisations, coalitions, networks and solidarity linkages of the
rural poor. The word “rural poor” applied in this definition includes “small owner-cultivators,
sharecroppers, tenant farmers, rural labourers, migrant labourers, subsistence fisher folk and
fish workers, forest dwellers, indigenous peoples, peasant women and pastoralists” (see

Borras et. al., 2008:170). Again, transnational (agrarian) movements should not be
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understood as transnational organisations which are “international nongovernmental
organisations engaged in explicit attempts to change some elements of the social structure

and/or reward of society” as by the definition proposed by Smith (1999:591).

2.3.3. Transnational Corporations

As defined by the United Nations (UNCTAD, 2013), Transnational Corporations (TNC’s)

refer to:

Incorporated or unincorporated enterprises comprising parent enterprises and their foreign
affiliates. A parent enterprise is defined as an enterprise that controls assets of other entities in
countries other than its home country, usually by owning a certain equity capital stake. An
equity capital stake of 10 per cent or more of the ordinary shares or voting power for an
incorporated enterprise, or its equivalent for an unincorporated enterprise, is normally
considered as a threshold for the control of assets (in some countries, an equity stake other
than that of 10 per cent is still used. In the United Kingdom, for example, a stake of 20 per
cent or more was a threshold until 1997.). A foreign affiliate is an incorporated or
unincorporated enterprise in which an investor, who is resident in another economy, owns a
stake that permits a lasting interest in the management of that enterprise (an equity stake of 10
per cent for an incorporated enterprise or its equivalent for an unincorporated enterprise).
(UNCTAD 2013)

However, this definition has been employed in this research considering both its broad
character and its lack of capacity to express the enormous transformative power such
companies have in shaping the global and the local contexts regardless of their location as
well as the lack of universally accepted definitions for this concept in available academic
literature (Jenkins, 2013). In terms of terminology, we have given preference to the use of
“Transnational Corporations”, as opposed to many other existing synonyms like
“multinational companies”, “multinational corporations”, “multinational enterprises” and
“multinational firms”. In fact, this same strategy has also been adopted by other scholars (e.g.
Jenkins, 2013). Although the term has been used in many ways, there has been very little
effort so far to trying to offer a scientifically approved definition of ‘“transnational
corporations”. Usually the term has been applied to refer to firms of production which control
assets in foreign countries (Hood and Young, 1979 cited in Jenkins, 2013). Discussions
around whether the term should be applied to designate state or privately own corporations

have taken place within the United Nation’s structures (Jenkins, 2013).
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2.34. Transnational Agency

In the last forty years, international relations, anthropology and migration studies, have been
the only three disciplines that have dedicated efforts aiming at recognising and researching
about the concept of “transnationality” or “transnationalism” as a modern phenomenon
(Kongeter and Smith, 2015:3). Transnationality* as a phenomenon is characterised by “the
circulation of people, goods, money, ideas, symbols, and cultural practices across traditional
national reference points. In the process, new patterns emerge in terms of biography, space
and institutions.” (Kéngeter and Smith, 2015:2). It is in this context that Pries (2002) defines
transnationalism as “lasting, extensive, and institutionalised relationships that' transcend
national border” (Pries, 2002 cited in Chambon, 2012:2). However, he later expanded his
understanding of the concept to refer to: “the sense of belonging, cultural commonalities,
intertwined forms of communication, workplace context and everyday life practice, as well as
to related social orders and regulations that transcend the borders of nation states™ (Pries,

2010 cited in Chambon et al., 2012:2).

For Naila Kabeer (1999), while in social science literature, the term “agency” is normally
operationalised as “decision-making” in the other fields of science, it can take different
forms. Kabeer sees agency within the dimension of power — the ability to make choices - and
defines agency as the “ability to define one’s goal and act upon them” (1999:438). However,
agency is more than the observable actions; to the extent that it also includes the meaning,

motivation and purpose which individuals (and groups) bring to their activity (Kabeer, 1999).

However, because the reference to “agency” is very often not well defined in
transnationalism studies it is, therefore, crucial to rely on the already extensively elaborated
conceptualisations of agency in social science and turn them into more productive
conceptualisations for their use in transnational practices (Kongeter and Smith, 2015:7). It’s
based on this argument that for the purpose of this study our understanding of “transnational
agency” refers to one’s (individual or group) ability to define its goal and act upon them in

transnationalised contexts (beyond national border).

4 Which should not the confused with the concept of internationality — which describes the relations between
states, in which they present themselves as sovereign actors (Kongeter and Smith, 2015)
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2.3.5. Agroecology

For Guzman, Eduardo and Graham Woodgate (2013) any attempt to provide a definition for
agroecology (as an applied science) which does not limit its ability to contribute to systems of
food production, consumption and distribution which are sustainable must be able to
problematise “capitalist relations of production or allying itself with agrarian social
movements” (p.33). Thus, Guzman and Woodgate (2013) define agroecology as system
which:
Promotes the ecological management of biological systems through collective forms of social
action, which redirect the course of coevolution between nature and society in order to
address the “crisis of modernity.” This is to be achieved by systemic strategies ...to change
[the] modes of human production and consumption that have produced this crisis. Central to
such strategies is the local dimension where we encounter endogenous potential encoded
within knowledge systems ... that demonstrate and promote both ecological and cultural
diversity. Such diversity should form the starting point of alternative agricultures and the

establishment of dynamic yet sustainable rural societies. (Sevilla Guzméan and Woodgate
1997, 93-94 cited in Guzman & Woodgate 2013:33)

Although not having attempted to provide a detailed explanation to it, Guzman and Woodgate
(2013) recognise the existence of three core dimensions of the concept of agroecology for
research purpose which emerged from various critiques to neoliberal globalisation and the
capitalist model of food and fiber production, consumption and distribution. These critiques
“seek to contribute to ecologically and culturally appropriate food systems and food
sovereignty” (Guzman & Woodgate, 2013:33). These dimensions are: productive/ecological,
socioeconomic and sociocultural/political dimension. Wezel et.al. (2009) seems to also
recognise similar dimension of the concept of agroecology when observing that amongst
various uses of the term, agroecology has been applied to refer to science, movement and

practice (Wezel et.al 2009 cited in Rosset & Martinez-Torres 2012)

In fact, agroecology is a very strong theme in the agrarian social movement and food
sovereignty movement in particular. It has been offered as the alternative to the destructive
capitalist and industrialised agriculture which has led to very negative environmental impact
such as “soil degradation, nutrient losses, environmental pollution and loss of biodiversity”
(Weis, 2010 cited in Guzman & Woodgate, 2013:33). Agroecology is considered by some
one of the key pillars of food sovereignty (e.g. Martinez-Torres and Rosset, 2014).

In LVC the rise of agroecology situates in the context of its territorial disputes with capital
and agribusiness. In this dispute LVC has been “addressing the roles played in the current
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global disputes over natural resources by both agroecology-as-farming and agroecology-as-
framing, as elements in the (re)construction of peasant territories.” (Martinez-Torres & Peter

M. Rosset, 2014:980)

A part from considering a key pillar of food sovereignty, the broad definition offered by LVC

to agroecology argues that peasant agroecology is:

A social and ecological system encompassing a great diversity of technologies and practices
that are culturally and geographically rooted. It removes dependencies on agro-toxins, rejects
confined industrial animal production, uses renewable energies, and guarantees healthy food.
It enhances dignity, honours traditional knowledge and restores the health and integrity of the
land. (...) Agroecology defends biodiversity, cools down the planet and protects our soils.
Our agricultural model not only can feed all of humanity but is also the way to stop the
advance of the climate crisis through local production in harmony with our forests and
waterways, enhancing diversity and returning organic matter to natural cycles. (Via
Campesina, 2013)

LVC attaches emotions to its definition of agroecology as it results from concrete examples
of how peasant farmers related themselves with nature. Agroecology also represents the

centre of the model of production the movement proposes to the world.

We can find examples of sustainable peasant and family farm agriculture all over the planet,
though the names we use vary greatly from one place to another, whether agroecology,
organic farming, natural farming, low external input sustainable agriculture, or others. In La
Via Campesina we do not want to say that one name is better than another, but rather we want
to specify the key principles that we defend. Truly sustainable peasant agriculture comes from
a combination of the recovery and revalorization of traditional peasant farming methods, and
the innovation of new ecological practices... We do not believe that the mere substitution of
‘bad’ inputs for ‘good’ ones, without touching the structure of monoculture, is sustainable...
The application of these principles in the complex and diverse realities of peasant agriculture
requires the active appropriation of farming systems by peasants ourselves, using our local
knowledge, ingenuity, and ability to innovate. We are talking about relatively small farms
managed by peasant families and communities. Small farms permit the development of
functional biodiversity with diversified production and the integration of crops, trees and
livestock. In this type of agriculture, there is less or no need for external inputs, as everything
can be produced on the farm itself. (LVC 2010 cited in Rosset & Martinez-Torres 2012)

For this research, we have applied the definition of agroecology which is offered by LVC.
Although too broad for scientific purpose this definition covers the sentiments revealed by
both UNAC and LVC when referring to the term agroecology, peasant farming and more

broadly to sustainable models and techniques of agrarian and agriculture production.
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2.3.6. Land Grabbing

Colonialism represents the first great land grab in Africa. During colonialisation, millions of
hectares were taken by settlers and colonial companies from the native population. This was
followed by another great land grab after independence but this time through state-led land
acquisition. In many African countries, the state allocated land which previously belonged to
local farmers to parastatal companies. These two forms of land grabs were followed by
acquisition of large scale of land by local prominent people (Politicians, army generals,
former liberation fighters, government officials, business people etc.) and a growing middle

class classified by Cotula (2013:31) as “land grabbing from below.” (See Cotula, 2013:27)

However, with the advent of the global food and energy crises which climaxed in 2007-2008,
the magnitude of large-scale investments in foreign land made by Transnational Corporations
(TNC’s) has witnessed a remarkable increase. The major impact of this increase was on the
African continent (Clements & Fernandes, 2013). The main reason current global investment
is targeting mostly Sub-Saharan African land is the belief that the region has large
unexploited agriculture potential and vast tracks of land can be acquired under long-term
lease agreements (Cotula & Vermeulen, 2009; Clements & Fernandes, 2013). Figures on the
scale of the land acquired so far must be treated with caution, as they differ depending on the
nature of their sources. Although highly contradictory, some reports estimate that from 2005
to 2011 alone nearly 20,000,000 hectares were acquired in sub-Saharan Africa. Countries like
Ethiopia, Madagascar, Mozambique, Liberia, Ghana, Mali and Senegal are the most
important recipients of land investments according to official and unofficial sources. In
Mozambique for example, a national inventory for the period between 2004 and 2009
calculated a figure closer to 2.7 million hectares acquired (Cotula, 2013). Like some other
African countries, in the Mozambique’s context, acquiring land means a long-term lease as

per its constitution all land is state-owned and only holding use rights is legal.

The BRICS countries (Brazil, the Russian Federation, India, China and South Africa) are
becoming significant investors in Africa (UNCTAD, 2013). Mozambique is in a strategic
position in Africa-Brazil relations. This originates from a combination of different factors
such as: historical affinities, common language (Portuguese), diplomatic bonds, increasing
business opportunities and its convenient geographical location for exporting soya to China
by ships crossing the Indian Ocean (Cotula, 2013; Cabral et al., cited in Chichava et.al.,

2013).
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Between 2003 and 2011, there were twenty-two countries hosting Brazilian companies, some
of which had already invested heavily in Mozambique (Vilas Bbas, 2011 cited in Schlesinger,
2014). At the end of 2011, Brazil’s technical cooperation portfolio in Mozambique comprised
21 active projects, with nine new projects in the process of negotiation. Agriculture,
education and health are the main areas of focus (Chichava et. al., 2013). However, in their
rush to Mozambique, the Brazilians are not only searching for exporting capital to Africa,

they also exporting an agriculture development model (Cotula, 2013).

For this research, we have applied Matias Margulis, Nora McKeon and Saturino Borras’s
(2013) definition of land grabbing in which it is viewed as global land rush characterized by
“transnational and domestic corporate investors, governments and local elites taking control
over large quantities of land (and its minerals and water) to produce food, feed, biofuel and
other industrial commodities for the international or domestic markets.” Another important
characteristic of such land deals is a “very low levels of transparency, consultation and
respect for the rights of local communities living off the land” (Borras and Franco, 2010;

Cotula, 2012; Zoomers, 2010 cited in Margulis et. al., 2013:2).
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Chapter Three: Methods and Procedures

This chapter describes the methodological efforts put in place to generate answers to the
research questions proposed in this study. The chapter includes a discussion of the extended
case method approach offered by Michael Burawoy, which has been applied to this research.
It also describes the tools and procedures applied to gather and analyse the information
collected during the fieldwork. Burawoy’s approach to the extended case method goal is to
reconstruct a theory or a body of theories by refuting it (Burawoy, 1998). Here,
reconstructing and re-theorising meant accommodating neglected elements which allow a
more coﬁprehensive analysis and understanding of the agency of the peasantry in the context

of advancing neoliberal capitalism.

3.1. Research Method

This study applied Michael Burawoy’s approach to the extended case method. The extended-
case method owes its origin to anthropology and more specifically to the works of the
Manchester’s School of Social Anthropology pioneered by Max Gluckman. In his works,
Max Gluckman proposed the empirical study of actors through “particular incidents and then
link the incidents as constitutive of the processes studied” (Tavory & Timmermans,
2009:246). In his view, the task of social researchers should, therefore, be of documenting “a
series of disputes, ruptures, and norm conflicts and record as much of the total context as
possible” (Tavory & Timmermans, 2009:246). In this context, the process of building
theories results from the exercise of putting together similar case reports of conflicts

documented over time (Tavory & Timmermans, 2009).

For Michael Burawoy, while in the positive approach every effort is made not to participate
in the world being studied, the extended case method applies reflexive science to
ethnography, the recognition that the researcher is also part of the social world he is studying
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). As Burawoy puts it, his reflexive approach to ethnography
aims to “extract the general from the unique, from the ‘micro’ to the ‘macro’ and to connect
the present to the past in anticipation to the future, all by building on pre-existing theory”
(Burawoy, 1998:5).
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Michael Burawoy defines ethnography as “writing about the world from the standpoint of the
participant observer” (1998:6) and his definition of science means “falsifiable and

generalised explanations of empirical phenomena” (p.6).

The role of an ethnographer has been defined in many ways depending on the field of science
it is applied to. Hammersley and Atkinson (2007), for example, who view ethnography
simply as another social research method, argued that the ethnographer participates “overtly
or covertly, in people’s daily lives for an extended period, watching what happens, listening
to what is said, and/or asking questions; in fact, collecting whatever data are available to
throw light on the issues with which he or she is concerned.” (p.2). Jan Savage (2000), who
applied the method for health studies, (while defending that there is no standard definition for
ethnography) stressing the role of the “participant observer” in the fieldwork argues that the
“term ethnography can be applied to any small scale research that is carried out in everyday
settings; uses several methods; evolves in design through the study; and focuses on the
meaning of individuals' actions and explanations rather than their quantification” (p.1400

cited in O’Reilly, 2012)

For Scott Reeves, Ayelet Kuper and Brian Hodges (2008), an ethnographic research should

usually expose the following key features:

e A strong emphasis on exploring the nature of a particular social phenomenon, rather than
setting out to test hypotheses about it

o A tendency to work primarily with “unstructured data” that is, data that have not been
coded at the point of data collection as a closed set of analytical categories

e Investigation of a small number of cases (perhaps even just one case) in detail
Analysis of data that involves explicit interpretation of the meanings and functions of
human actions; the product of this analysis primarily takes the form of verbal descriptions
and explanations (p.512).

Meanwhile, Burawoy (1998) is not the only scholar to have applied the (ethnographic)
extended case method. Many others have done it in the past (e.g. Garbett, 1970; Gluckman,
1958; 1961, 1964; Van Velsen, 1960, 1964, 1967; Mitchell, 1956, 1983, Epstein, 1958 and
many others cited in Burawoy, 1998). Like this study, many have applied ethnography to
study social movements in their respective political and economic contexts (Fantasia, 1988,
Johnston, 1994, Ray, 1998 cited in Burawoy, 1998) and many others have used it to analyse
global processes (e.g. Goldman, 2001; Hannerz, 1996, 2003; Comaroff and Comaroff, 2003;
Tsing, 2005; Englund, 2002 cited in Lapegna, 2015).
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Burawoy’s reflexive approach to science is premised upon participation of the researcher in
the world being studied. This participation aims at deploying multiple dialogues to reach
explanations of empirical phenomena. This approach begins with dialogue which can be real
or virtual, between observer and participants, it moves to another level of dialogue between
local processes and extra-local forces that in turn expand to a dialogue with a theory with
itself (see Burawoy, 1998). The goal of Burawoy’s extended case method is to arrive at a
theory reconstruction. Rather than confirming theories, Burawoy’s approach to the extended
case method focuses on looking at failures of a theory or of a body of theories in explaining
certain social phenomena. In this context, the identified failures lead not to a complete
rejection but to a process of rebuilding a theory or a body of theories which can result in
producing stronger theories (Burawoy, 1998). In this sense, the emphasis of Burawoy’s
approach is to reject a theory to reconstruct it to make it stronger. Burawoy’s approach looks
at refutations which inspire progressive theory reconstruction. Progressive reconstructions,
according to Burawoy, are those that “leave core postulates intact, that do as well as the pre-
existing theory upon which they are built, and that absorb anomalies with parsimony, offering
novel angles of vision” and, he adds “should lead to surprising predictions, some of which are

corroborated” (Burawoy, 1998:16).

This method does not necessarily worry about the uniqueness of the case being studied since
it is not interested in its “representativeness” but in reconstructing theories (Burawoy, 1998).
The scientist begins his research by selecting his favourite theory seceking refutations to
deepén it. The only requirement, according to Burawoy, is that the selected theory is worth
developing. Theory is central to every dimension of Burawoy’s extended case method as “it
guides interventions, it constitutes situated knowledge into social process, and it locates those

social processes in their wider context of determination” (Burawoy, 1998:21).

Contrary to the grounded theory method where a significance of a case refers to its statistical
significance, the generalisation from a sample to a particular population, in the extended case
method, significance refers to societal significance, the importance of what a single case can
tell about a society as a whole. In this sense, the object of analysis of the extended case

method becomes situations and not variable (See Burawoy, 1991:280-281).

In the present context, the researcher has used his own experience as a former employee of

UNAC very closely related to its relationship with LVC and a current Programme Manager at
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a partner organisation (RLS-SA) of UNAC. From 2008 to 2012 the researcher worked as
UNAC staff member. He first took the post of International Relations Officer. In January
2012, four months before he left UNAC, he was promoted to the post of the Head of
Advocacy, Cooperation and Communication Department. While working for UNAC, he was
involved in the design and implementation of projects and programs for rural and
organisational development. Apart from representing the organisation in and outside the
country, he provided political and technical advice to the Head of the organisation (Executive
Coordinator). His responsibilities extended to the organisation and representation of UNAC
at local, national, regional and international conferences and training workshops. As the
primary information resource at UNAC, he advised on national networks, international
organisations (the World Bank, International Monetary Fund, etc.), national participation
processes and on our relationship with the Mozambican Government, particularly to the
Ministry of Planning and Development and Agriculture. Within these networks he advanced
UNAC’s agenda of food sovereignty as an alternative to the more neoliberal-orientated views
on food security. The work involved mobilising Civil Society Organisations to embrace and
recognise the critical need for food sovereignty. The quest was and remains the expansion of
a coalition of like-minded activists to push a rural development policy in Mozambique (and
in the Southem Africa Development Community region) that targets peasants to deliver

viable livelihoods.

3.2. Research Techniques and Procedures

Firstly, the most concrete steps that led to the development of this study started from directly
observing both organisations internally and studying the internal dynamic and process which
led to relationship between UNAC’s and LVC. The participant observation process occurred
in various separate phases: more recently it occurred during the month of December 2015,
January 2016 and March 2016. This observation period has been added to the previous four
years (2008-2012) of another direct observation. This observation and participation phase
was supported by interviews with actors who were directly and indirectly involved in the
genesis of UNAC but also in the decision-making process which led to its transnational
activism. These actors include UNAC founding members and former executive coordinators,
UNAC former and current advocacy and international relations’ officers, LVC regional

personnel and UNAC members who were and some still are actively involved in its
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transnational activism. The phase allowed the research to collect fundamental empirical data

about the questions the present study seeks to answer.

Secondly, the exercise expanded to the study of the external forces which determined first
conclusions obtained from the analysis of the collected data. Particularly the exercise
expanded to the examination of external forces which influenced developments and decisions
in both movement organisations. The forces are the processes of liberalisation for the case of
UNAC and neoliberal globalisation for LVC. This phase was supported by the analysis of the
available literature. This was basically a desk research aiming at digging back into the history
of neoliberal globalisation and cabitalism. It is this phase that Burawoy labels “extending out
from process to force” (Burawoy, 1998:19). Finally, a dialogue was developed with neo-
Marxist approaches to social movements. This dialogue is scientifically fundamental given
the current academic context which suffers from lack of coherent theoretical and conceptual
foundation for studying transnational activism in general (Maiba, 2005) and on

transnationalisation of national movements’ activism.

In this study, Burawoy’s approach to the extended case method has been specifically applied
to elaborate on the agency of national peasant movement organisations. More specifically, to
explore on the strategy of national peasant movement organisations (UNAC) of
transnationalising part of their activism through affiliating with an already transnational
peasant movement (LVC) as way of confronting with and surviving the threats from

neoliberal capitalism.

The ethnographic research method is basically a qualitative method (Reeves et.al, 2008).
Moreover, due to the qualitative nature of the objectives, the questions it seeks to answers,
and to the entirely qualitative nature of the data used and required, this study followed
entirely a qualitative approach. It entailed not only drawing on extensive experience and very
well established networks in these areas of study, but also the review of books, academic

articles and academic papers as well as position papers in these and related fields.

Historical documents from UNAC were extensively consulted and deeply analysed. More
importantly, however, was the role the ten long years of direct national and transnational
activism of the researcher in the development field of which four have been dedicated to the
targeted organisations (UNAC) and partially LVC. This experience was determinant in terms

of accessing privileged and relevant sources of information (documents and basically people).
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The interviews with relevant sources such as UNAC board members and staff, as well as the
regional and the international staff of LVC were fundamental to consolidate the qualitative
data collected from the extensive literature about the transnational movements and movement

history in general.
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Chapter Four: Agrarian Restructuring and Neoliberalism Against the Peasantry

This chapter is made up of an analysis of the major forces which influenced the creation
process and evolution of both UNAC and LVC. It discusses how the process of liberalisation
in Mozambique not only determined the origins of UNAC but also pushed it into looking for
international alliances. The chapter also includes a short discussion about neoliberal reforms
globally. These reforms where behind LVC’s creation and have been the force behind its
relationship with UNAC. It also covers the impact of industrialisation and free trade

agreement in agriculture, some of the major threats against the peasantry today.

4.1. The Agrarian Transformation and the Agrarian Question in Post-independent
Mozambique

The agrarian transformation and the agrarian question in post-independent Mozambique can
be analysed and understood in the context of the food regime analysis proposed by
McMichael (2013). More specifically, they can be understood in the context of the second
and third food regimes: the United States — centered food regime (1950s-1970s) and the
corporate food regime (1980s-2000s). While the former can help explain the country’s
agrarian question in the context of cold war and a centrally-planned economy the latter helps
understand the reforms in the context of neoliberal globalisation and a market-led economy.
It is in the context of the corporate food regime (1980s-2000s) that most of the neoliberal
reforms targeting the country’s agrarian sector took place aiming basically at fully

subordinating the Mozambican state to the market control.

The type of Portuguese colonialism in Mozambique involved a combination of a
concessionary administrative system with European settler farms and indigenous peasant
agricultural production (Amanor & Chichava, 2016). This was already a context in which the
peasantry dominated the sectorial and territorial (regional) distribution of agricultural
production (Tarp, 1984). In terms of the structure of production and labour use, the
Mozambican peasantry accounted for about 70% of the gross value of total agriculture and
about one third of the gross value of monetary agricultural output. The plantations and settler
farms accounted for the remaining 30%. The colonial economy was structured and heavily
dependent on forced labour and on forced cultivation of crops (basically cash cropping:
cashew, cotton and food crops). The population was (and still is) predominantly rural with

80% living in rural areas performing and depending directly on subsistence farming. The
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rural society was characterised, amongst others, by predominance of feudal and capitalist
social relations, strong ethnic divisions, polygamy, and the role of traditional leaders as

agents of the colonial government (Wuyts, 2001).

The newly independent Mozambique inherited an economy that was structurally deformed.
The economy was principally built to serve the hinterland countries (South Africa and
Southern Rhodesian - today’s Zimbabwe) and to provide the colonial Portugal with power to
extract from it as much resources as it could (Tarp, 1984). There was simply no economic
link between the various sectors of the economy and the economy was very dependent on
migrant labour from South Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and South Africa (Newitt, 1995). This
coupled with the immediate destabilization efforts by South Africa and Rhodesia using the
guerrilla movement Resisténcia Nacional de Mog¢ambique (Renamo) to sabotage the
country’s economy because of Frente de Libertagdo de Mogambique’s (Frelimo) support to

nationalist struggles in these countries.’

Mozambique’s most profound social and economic transformation started in the early
seventies but it was further reinforced immediately after indépendence. Under the country’s
first Constitution, these transformations aimed at rapidly eliminating the colonial legacy. It
aimed at eliminating the oppressive and exploitative colonial and traditional structures and
changing correlated mentalities; extending and consolidating the people's democratic power;
establishing an independent economy and promoting socio-cultural progress; defending and
consolidating independence and national unity and establishing a people's democracy and

constructing the material and ideological bases for a socialist society.

This projected radical change of Mozambique’s political and socio-economic structure was to
be achieved in two subsequent phases: the stage of popular democracy and socialist
revolution. As part of these efforts, two years after independence (in February 1977) the
ruling Frelimo defined the long-term strategies and policy guidelines for the country which

were later crystallised into its Ten-Year Perspective Plan (PPT — 1981/90) projecting a 17%

5 MNR (today — Renamo) was founded by the Rhodesian Central Intelligence Organisation (CIO) in 1976 to
fight ZANU guerrilla operatives based in Mozambique. They were then recruited from the FLECHAS (arrows)
formed by the Portuguese police (PIDE) when they were fighting Frelimo to maintain Mozambique under
Portuguese rule. After the independence of Zimbabwe in 1980 their support came mainly from the South
African apartheid regime. After the General Peace Agreement in 1992 Renamo was transformed into a political
party. Today it is the most important opposition party in Mozambique. Renamo still maintains military power.
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economic growth per year (Amdt 1999). The PPT introduced a rigid system of central
planning emphasising the state control of the economic production and investments as well as
over wages, prices and transactions in foreign currency. It was with this means that the
government centrally-planned economy, aiming at establishing a socialist society, introduced
what was then called the process of “socialization of the country-side” through communal

villages and cooperatives.

The introduction of communal villages (the engine of the rural development) had as its main
purpose to “bring about a measure of co-operation and a pooling of resources in peasant
agriculture and to indoctrinate the peasantry in the political or religious ideology of the rulers
of the time” (Newitt, 1995:549). This process, because of the involvement of forced removal
and reallocation of peasants from their own traditional to other villages (land) met strong
resistance from the peasantry who would often abandon the communal villages and return to

their own traditional villages (Newitt, 1995:549).

Amongst other radical measures Frelimo nationalised land and services (banking and health)
and put in place measures to develop the state agriculture sector. Most of the land which
previously belonged to the colonial estate and settlers was now under the use of the state
farms and the family farmers who under the 1979 Land Law could get and use. While the
cooperatives and communal villages could also acquire and use land for free, the private
farmers’ use of land was subject to a rent under a predetermined and unalterable specific

purpose (Tarp 1984).

The agricultural sector was divided in four distinct parts: the family farms, private farms,
cooperatives and state farms. The state farms, which received 90% of the agricultural budget
(Amanor & Chichava, 2016), followed by the cooperatives, were the ones which received
government attention and were meant to produce food for the cities and provide foreign
exchange for the government through export of surplus. To achieve these goals, the state
farms concentrated the most important technological and modern industrial development
(machinery and experts). The state farms were regarded as a people’s owned superior
mechanism of production. Cooperatives were understood as the transition mechanism to
advanced socialism. The private sector, however, was not seen as part of the new society and
had to be extinguished through various established mechanisms. The socialisation of the

country-side was, in this context, understood as a process of rapid transformation towards
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modemization of the production units and the proletarisation of the country’s peasantry
which was regarded as politically and economically conservative as well as socially
individualistic and against the socialisation of the means of production (Tarp, 1984; Newitt,
2001; Mosca, 2011).

In the intended political and socio-economic context, the country’s population was to live in
communal villages based on collective ownership of means of production. In this context, the
state farms and cooperatives of production would be the material/productive basis of the
villages. The agricultural model of development was driven by the ideological objectives
such as the socialisation of production and of the means of production, the collective
ownership of property and the reduction or gradual elimination of non-socialist
characteristics of production. The peasants would be transformed into the most important
working class of the intended socialist model of production (see Mosca, 2011). Peasants and
the state farms would also be expected to feed the urban class, provide the domestic industry
with the needed raw agricultural material and supply its work force to the states farms and

cooperatives (Dinerman, 2001).

Frelimo’s Cooperativisation of agriculture was based on the experience of the liberation war
(Mosca, 2011). Cooperatives were considered as socialist as long as they were governed by
collective ownership of land, means of production and distribution. Under these units,
peopled worked collectively with the promise of the state support of equipment, input, etc.
Cooperatives were regulated by the 1979 Cooperative Law. However, they never received
substantial government financial and technical support and production never exceeded 1% of

the total production of the agriculture sector.®

However, the situation was much harder for the peasantry to the extent that during the first
seven years of independence (1975-1982), out of the belief that the sector would be absorbed
by the cooperative sector and the state farms, the peasant family sector was completely

neglected. From 1977 to 1982 the sector reflected government’s total neglect and the absence

¢ Up until 1990 cooperatives received only 2 per cent of the total government agricultural investment and were
considered poorly related to other sectors. They were placed in the second position after the state farms in terms
of allocation of qualified personnel and machinery. Malyn Newitt, 4 History of Mozambique (London: Hurst &
Company, 2009), 557.
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of even the basic technology resulting in its contribution to the economy decreasing

consistently (Tarp, 1984; Newitt, 1995; Dinerman, 2001).

By 1980 Frelimo was forced to recognise the need for reforms. Various internal and external
political and social factors forced it into revising its central planning approach and moving
into a more market-oriented one. The civil war had become politically, military and
economically unsustainable, a vast part of the territory had become a battlefield and all
sectors of the economy were severely affected (lack of foreign exchange, shortage of input,
irregular supply of electricity, etc.). By 1985 military expenditures amounted to 46,2% of
total public investment. Agricultural production fell consistently, reaching 50% in terms of
market production. Severe famine was reported due to fall in agricultural output owing to
prolonged drought (1982-83). Frelimo’s political peace initiative with Renamo through the
Nkomati Agreement with South Africa in 1984> produced no desired effects with the war
continuing to devastate the economy. With the demise of the cold war both Frelimo and
Renamo were losing the support of their natural allies. Thus, it became extremely important
for Mozambique to initiate negotiations with the Bretton Woods Institutions for discussions
around the country’s debt, influx of foreign direct investment, and humanitarian aid (Castel-

Branco, 1994; Arndt, 1999; Mosca, 2011).

Mozambique’s economic reforms started in 1983 and the country officially joined the
Bretton-Woods Institutions — The International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank in
1984. By 1987 aid and credit become conditioned upon government implementation of the
Bretton-Woods designed Economic Recovery Program (ERP) subsequently called Economic
and Social Rehabilitation Plan (ESRP) with the focus put on social issues in 1980 (Arndt
1999).

In agriculture, the reforms were guided by the assumption that the rural production was
partially affected by external factors (colonial heritage, the war, floods and draughts) and by
the adoption of inadequate agriculture policies (administrative price fixing, overvalued
currency, adoption of restrictive commercial policies, concentration of public investment in

the state sector, etc) (Gibbon et. al., cited in Castel-Branco, 1994).

What followed was a wave of privatisation and liberalisation reforms with the former being at
the core of the economic reforms (Cramer 2001; Mosca 2011). By 1989 products with fixed

prices accounted only for 30% against the 70% of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
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recorded in 1986. Prices of cooking oil, maize meal and rice were liberalised by 1993. By
1996 the government had removed its control over administered consumer prices
considerably. All these changes were aimed at aligning the agriculture product prices with the
international market. In 1989 the government put in place a comprehensive privatisation
programme which saw about 370 small and medium enterprises privatised. Most of the state
farms were privatised and their land was transferred to the private and peasant sector. The
private sector was given incentives to engage in food production and trade. (See: Castel-

Branco, 1994; Arndt, 1999; Mosca, 2011)

Furthermore, cooperatives ceased to obtain the previous support (public investment, technical
support, bank financing, etc.) and the communal villages were removed from the agenda of
the now market-oriented government policies. The reforms led to a crisis in the cooperative
and state sectors and an exponential decrease in terms of government support to these

production sectors (Mosca, 2011).

However, the agrarian transformation in Mozambique was not only influenced by the
country’s geopolitical location, and the internal and external socio-political dynamics. Above
all, it was primarily based on an inappropriate model of the inherited rural economy which
failed to understand the real nature of the agrarian question in Mozambique and the extent to
which the country’s peasantry was shaped by the colonial legacy. While the post-
independence centralised planning phase ignored the extent of dependence on agriculture (as
a livelihood for farmers) in relation to the dictates of the market, the post-reforms market-led
economy (after 1983) ignored the organic connection between household production and
non-agricultural employment which defines the accumulation and social differentiation in

rural areas in Mozambique (Wuyts, 2001).

4.2. Neoliberal Reforms

During the past decade, states have been subject to three forms of squeeze which occur
simultaneously. Firstly “from above” through globalisation, with some regulatory powers
being increasingly transferred to international regulatory institutions; secondly, “from below”
via the process of decentralisation of central political, fiscal and administrative powers of the
states to its local counterparts and finally “from the sides” through the privatisation of some
functions (see Fox 2001). Out of this context, threats and opportunities have emerged which

encouraged national rural social movements to further localise, as a response to the state
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decentralisation process, and at the same time to internationalise their movements, advocacy
and actions in attempting to respond to globalisation, while at the same time holding on to
their national characters (Borras, 2010). One result of this complex adjustment is the
emergence of more horizontal, “polycentric” rural social movements (Chalmers et al.,1997
cited in Borras, 2010) which simultaneously struggle to construct coordinating structures for

“vertical integration” (Fox, 2001).

For Borras (2004) globally, it is the rural sector that has been negatively affected the most by
these processes. The orientation of the world’s trade markets and technology and fiscal
policies towards a neoliberalism has had actual and potential adverse impacts on poor
peasants and small farmers. Many poor peasants and poor people have been exposed to the
negative impact of the market forces due to the state’s withdrawal from its natural obligation
to these people (Borras, 2004). This new context has presented the poor people with both
threats and opportunities.

Neoliberalism is considered the most pervasive economic policy agenda and dominant in the
current era. It is described as a powerful and expansive political agenda of class domination
and exploitation; the manifestation of “capital resurgent”. Some have denounced it as the
main driver of a great deal of inequality and suffering in the contemporary world (Hardin,

2014; Venugopal, 2015).

Historically, while before the 1980°s the term “neoliberalism” had almost been confined to
the use of the economists to signify a category of economic ideas later it began to be used by
many who applied and described it in many ways. Rajesh Venugopal summarises how it this

term has been used more recently:

By the early 1980s, neoliberalism was used in a very different way, as it came to describe the
wave of market deregulation, privatization and welfare-state withdrawal that swept the first,
second and third worlds. It then went on to expand accretively as a concept to signify not just
a policy model, but a broader political, ideological, cultural, spatial phenomenon. By the early
1990s, neoliberalism had become elevated to an epochal phenomenon and was often used as
loose shorthand for a prevailing dystopian zeitgeist. This has led to characterizations of
neoliberalism as ‘capitalism in its millennial manifestation” (Comaroff & Comaroff, 2000, p.
298 cited in Venugopal, 2015:168).

However, regardless the different ways neoliberalism can be understood, its impact on the
world’s rural poor and on poor farmers is unquestionable. New forms of deregulation,

privatisation, open markets, and free trade, have opened avenues for transnational financial
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capital and TNC’s to invest in new and old enterprises worldwide. Corporate companies are
in desperate search for new investment opportunities. Currently, investors are increasingly
looking south especially focusing on rural natural resources (Rosset & Martinez-Torres,
2012). One of the most important and multidimensional asset to the world’s poor people to
have been deeply affected by neoliberalism was “land” and conseqqently the policies over its
ownership and use. Some dimensions of land include political, economic, cultural, social and
spiritual (Borras, 2004). Neoliberal economists advocated for an efficient allocation and use
of land. To achieve the aims of the neoliberal policies, neoliberal economists pushed for the
creation of farms which were in their understanding competitive and efficient in economic
terms. For Borras (2004:6) these neoliberal economists introduced several reforms to the pre-

existing agrarian structures which, amongst others, also included:

First, is to carry out massive privatisation and systematic (individual) private titling of
public/communal lands in order to make use of the capital ‘sleeping’ in the form of land.
While most countries of Africa have been and will be affected by this initiative, this policy
also applies in many upland and indigenous communities of Latin America and Asia. Second,
is to privatize and parcel out state and collective farms in ‘transitional economies’, such as
those in Eastern Europe. The first two broad policies are directed towards non-private lands.
The succeeding ones are directed towards private lands. Third, is to promote share tenancy or
land rental arrangements as a way to maximize the efficiency potential of land resources. This
option means that pre-existing laws that prohibit ownership of land beyond a certain farm size
and prohibit share tenancy have to be abolished. These three broad policy prescriptions are
founded on the neo-liberal assumption that individual private land-owners will use clear legal
land titles as collateral to secure bank loans, thereby increasing capital inflow in the
countryside, which would in turn stimulate capital accumulation, and so reduce poverty (...).
The fourth policy prescription is most controversial because it involves private landholdings
and calls for a stop to conventional state-led approaches to land reform. The main neo-liberal
policy toward private farms is to promote share tenancy arrangement, and only in
circumstances where there are ‘willing sellers’ and ‘willing buyers’ should land sales be
allowed. The neo-liberal ‘land reform’ that rests on the ‘willing seller-willing buyer’ principle
has features quite opposite to those of the conventional state-led land reforms. This policy,
more popularly known as Market-Led Agrarian Reform (MLAR) is a voluntary land reform
whereby landlords are paid 100 percent spot-cash for 100 percent market value of the land.

In the table below (Table 2), Borras (2004) has summarised the key elements of both State-

Led and Market-Led Approaches based on (pro-market) neoliberal explanations and claims.
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Table 2: Key-elements of both State-led and market-led approaches based on (pro-
market) neoliberal explanations and claims

below market price, and so

landlords oppose it resulting

Issues State-Led Market-Led
Getting Access to Land
Acquisition method coercive; cash-bonds | voluntary; 100% cash
payments at payment

based on 100% market value

of

state selected and so includes
economically  non-efficient
and

households

non-competitive

in policy land, and so landlords will
failure not oppose
beneficiaries supply-driven; beneficiaries | demand-driven; self-selected

and
includes only households that
are

economically efficient

Implementation method

statist-centralised;
transparency
and so accountability —low

degree

privatised-decentralised; and
SO

accountability - high degree

pace & nature

protracted; politically &

quick; politically & legally

progressive land tax & land

titling  programme  not

required

legally non contentious
contentious
land prices higher lower
land markets land reform: cause | land reform: cause & effect
of/aggravates of
land market distortions; | land market stimulation;

progressive land tax & titling

programme required

Post-Land

Transfer Farm & Beneficiary Development

Programme sequence;

farm developments plans

farm development plans
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extension after land redistribution. | before,

service protracted, uncertain & | pace of dev't &
anaemic post-land transfer | redistribution. quick, certain
dev't; extension  service | & dynamic postland
statist-centralised = | transfer dev't. extension
mefficient service privatised-

decentralized = efficient

credit & investments low credit supply & low | increased credit &
investments investments
exit options none ample
Financing
mechanism state "universal" subsidies; | flexible loan-grant
sovereign guarantee; | mechanism; cosharing of

beneficiaries pay subsidized | risks; beneficiaries shoulder

land price; "dole-out" | full cost of land; farm dev't
mentality among | cost given via grant
beneficiaries

cost of reform high low

Source: Borras (2004:8)

Borras (2004) groups neoliberal land policies in four broad types: 1) privatisation and
individual titling of public and communal lands;2) privatisation and parcelling out of state
and collective farms in transitional economies; 3) promotion of share tenancy arrangements,

and; 3) implementation of the market-led agrarian reform.

However, these policies, which some scholars had predicted would lead to disappearance of
the peasantry due to penetration of agriculture by capitalism (Kaustky, 1899, Hobsbawm,
1994 cited in Martinez-Torres & Rosset, 2010), have been responded to by social movements
in different ways at global, regional and national levels (Reitan, 2007 cited in Girvan, 2012).
Famers organised and mobilised locally, regional and internationally to taking the lead in the -
struggle against neoliberalism, capitalism and globalisation (Bello, 2009). Locally, farmers

have decentralised their actions to mobilise and respond more effectively. Regionally they
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built and joined regional platforms and globally they transnationalised their activism. It is
against this background that LVC emerged internationally as a movement for small

producers, small and poor farmers from the Global South and North (Borras, 2008).

4.3. Industrialization in Agriculture

Industrialization of agriculture refers generally to “the application of modern manufacturing
production, distribution and coordination methods to the food chain” (Boehlje, 1996 cited in
Tweeten, 1998:2). It was due to the process of industrialization which began some 300 years
ago in England that the transition from “agrarian societies to a new production pattern based
on large-scale, machine-assisted production of goods™ finally occurred (Erb et.al., 2008:687).
The agrarian industrialisation process, apart from having fundamentally altered the “patterns
and magnitude of socioeconomic metabolism” it is also linked to other fundamental changes
including in how land is used (Erb et.al., 2008:687), how food products are processed before

finally reaching the consumer.

The classical development paradigm which was a dominant paradigm until 1960s and 1970s
argued consistently that agriculture growth was the key element for the industrial growth.
After having experienced failure under “import substitution industrialization policies” and
after having seen its protection mechanisms neglected under the Washington Consensus
policies (which led to 20-years neglect of agriculture), a new form of the classical
development paradigm seems to be returning to the global agenda. This return is attributed to
the most recent financial and global food crises (De Janvry, 2010). The return of agriculture
into the current development agenda has been accompanied by the assumption that to be able
to effectively respond to the increasing global demand for food products, agriculture and food
productions must become more and more industrialised. Industrialisation has provided the
world with mechanisation and agrochemicals, the two principal means for increasing
agriculture productivity, especially via the use of inorganic fertilizers and pesticides
(Woodhouse, 2010). Thus, for the proponents of the agriculture industrialization agenda there

is no alternative to agriculture “except further industrialization” (Van der Ploeg, 2008:6).

Van der Ploeg (2008) identifies the corporate farming - understood as the type of farming
which relies almost exclusively in salaried workers and the primary function is of profit
maximization - as the main driver behind the process of agriculture industrialisation. The

other driving force includes the entrepreneurial type of agriculture - understood as the type of
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agriculture mainly built by financial and industrial capital - for its highly specialized and
market oriented agriculture production. Meanwhile, the creative destruction perspective
identifies other specific drivers of change behind global agriculture industrialisation. These
drivers include: changing consumers; customers and continual improvement; societal
accountability; farmers as endangered species; technology and precision agriculture (Sonka,
1995). Changing consumer refers to the pressure resulting from increasing demand by
consumers for excellence and variety of products provided in the market place. Consumers
and continual improvement refers to the role of food suppliers as the intermediaries between
the food producers and the consumers to demand for continues improvement of the products
they get from the producers as they have learnt the type of demands consumers have. Society
accountability refers to the pressure by the consumers for additional information regarding
the product they expect to consume. Thus, as “these pressures increase, the commodity
market becomes less effective in responding to consumer needs” (Sonka, 1995:17). Farmers
as endangered species refers to Steven Sonka (1995) assumption that the global overall
number of famers and people interested in becoming “independent family farmer” has been
constantly reducing requiring a different production structure for agriculture. Finally,
technology and precision in agriculture refers to the role technology and information plays in
allowing information collection, production processes and decision making to be with more
precision. These factors are forcing the agriculture sector to further industrialize (Sonka,

1995).

Meanwhile, the process of industrialisation has altered agriculture in many ways. It has
altered by the way agriculture production is performed and the decision-making process of
(the small) farmers in ethically ways (Hendrickson & James, 2005). The ability of farmers to
produce in an environmentally-friendly way is being severely restricted by the current
economic environment dominated by the advance of industrial production systems. The
genetically modified seeds, for example, limit farmers from producing using traditional
techniques. The ethical attitude of farmers towards production techniques becomes under
threat due to market pressﬁre and other growing constraints. (Cf. Hendrickson & James,
2005)

In fact, in other ways, industrialisation has been disconnecting the process of food production
from its process of consumption. “Spaces of production and consumption (understood as

localities) no longer matter.” (Van der Ploeg, 2008:6) Agriculture industrialisation is driving
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agriculture production away from the ecosystem; “the once organic unity that characterized
the agriculture production process is broken down into isolated elements and tasks that are
combined through complex and centrally controlled divisions of labour, space and time.”
(p.6). in this same context, Van der Ploeg (2008) also recognises a disintegration and a
reconfiguration of food products per se to the extent that there are no longer produced but
“engineered”. The process of agriculture industrialisation also coincides with further '
capitalist control of the food production and consumption processes in search for high levels
of profitability. The agenda behind this process is in the words of Van der Ploeg (2008:6):
“globalisation, liberalisation, a fully-fledged distribution of genetically modified organisms
(GMOs), and the claim that the world has never had safer food at its disposal than now are

key elements of that agenda.”

4.4. Free Trade Agreements and Agriculture

The first international rules to have been agreed upon and established with the objective of
governing international trade come into force on 1 January 1948, in a post Second World War
political and economic context. They were introduced a year before in 1947. At the time,
these rules did not include agriculture due to the United States and the European Community
successful efforts to securing an exemption to their agriculture sector from General
Agreements on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) (Burnett & Murphy, 2014). The signatories of
GATT decided to enter a series of mutual agreements aimed at substantially reduce not only
tariffs but also other barriers to trade. They committed to working together to eliminate

discriminatory treatment in international commerce.

The objectives of GATT were established under the recognition that trade and economic
deregulation should be conducted with the objective of “raising standards of living, ensuring
full employment and a large and steadily growing volume of real income and effective
demand, developing the full use of the resources of the world and expanding the production
and exchange of goods”. GATT is regarded as being the most important instrument that

regulates global cooperation on free trade to date (Richard, 2011).

Agriculture remained exempted from the GATT up until the Uruguay Round (UR) with the
conclusion of a revised version of GATT in 1994 (Burnett & Murphy, 2014). The UR
required in its final Act a global reduction of “domestic agricultural production subsidies,

export subsidies, and import tariff” (Teixeira, 1998: 442). Because of this round the World
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Trade Organisation (WTO) was established in 1995 with fully accepted membership
(Hartman, 2013). WTO’s Agreement on Agriculture (AoA) is basically based anchored on
three pillars: market access, export competition and support from domestic governments. In
this context, governments were required to make commitment to allow developments in these

areas.

The revision of the GATT also included other new agreements such as Trade-Related
Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs), Trade-Related Investment Majors (TRIMs), and the
General Agreement on Trade and Services (GATS). This move represented a shift from a
scenario in which the state and some private trade grain traders where the ones who
dominated and made decisions regarding international agriculture markets (Burnett &
Murphy, 2014). The TRIPs, which came into force in 1995 are considered the most
comprehensive agreements and the most important legal document on intellectual property

(Rehber & Grega 2008; Hartman 2013). TRIPs cover many other areas including:

copyright and related rights (i.e., the rights of performers, producers of sound recordings and
broadcasting organizations); trademarks including service marks; geographical indications
including appellations of origin; industrial designs; patents including the protection of new
varieties of plants; the layout-designs of integrated circuits; and undisclosed information
including trade secrets and test data (WTO, 2012 cited in Hartman, 2013: 419).

However, disagreement between developing and developed countries over TRIPs concern
principally healthcare “where the underdeveloped nations claim the cost of many patented
medicines are unaffordable, and they, therefore, seek generic drugs that can be made
available at affordable prices” (p.19). Thus, many development countries argued that TRIPs
favoured developed countries and TNC’s by facilitating bio-piracy. They argued that
“corporations can discover and patent biological resources and their use” (Rehber & Grega,
2008:473). These disagreements led to the initiation and adoption on the Doha Declaration on
November 2001 by developing countries which allowed spaces for TRIPs member states

“circumvent patent rights for better access to essential medicines™ (p.419).

The argument of the free trade theory, as viewed by Brunett and Murphy (2014), is that the
division of labour and specialisation encourages systems of production and exchange based
on “comparative advantage, maximizing efficiency and reducing costs.” They add that the
claim of free trade is that “the removal of government interventions such as tariffs, subsidies

and market protections will allow consumers and producers to follow their economically
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rational self-interest, which in turn will create a “first best’ single market in which welfare is
maximised” (p.1074)

In line with this argument are tariff theorists too. For tariff theorists, free trade should be
pursued because it brings benefits for both the small and large scale economies. While for the
small economies it reduces domestic welfare, the large country economies “can be better off
with smaller tariffs, which generate terms of trade effect larger than the deadweight loss

caused by a tariff” (Helpman & Krugman, 1989; Vousden, 1990 cited in Teixeira, 1998:443).

Some of the most recent trade agreements include the Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA) between the United States and Canada, the Transpacific Partnership
Agreement (TPPA) and the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP). These
types of agreements represent an expansion of free trade in the form of bilateral free trade
agreements basically promoted by the FEuropean Union and the United States with

developing, emerging and developed countries (Choudry, 2014).

However, the outcome of free trade has been asymmetric. Amongst other outcomes,
agricultural trade, for example, has been characterized by economic and political
asymmetries and dominated by models of production which threaten the environment
(Clapp, 2009 Koning and Pinstrup-Andersen, 2007, Morrison and Sarris, 2007, UNCSD,
2011, UNCTAD, 2013 cited in Brunett & Murphy 2014). Recent findings suggest that while
it is true that the underprivileged population can benefit from free trade, it is the
underprivileged from the developed and not from developing countries that benefit from free

trade (Kratou & Goaid, 2016).

However, it is not completely wrong to assume that international trade can also bring positive
impact to agriculture. It can protect local crops against crop failures; it can provide regions
suffering from scarcity with surplus from other regions; it can make life possible for humans
in regions with food production limits by making food from other regions available; it can
enrich people’s diets by making available different types of food crops including diversifying
economies by trading food for other goods. (Brunett & Murphy, 2014)

While it may seem that LVC is against trade per se, when demanding that WTO should stay
out of agriculture it is the “privileged place given to trade in food and agriculture policy and
law,” and the ruling of trade by multinational corporations that the peasant movement is
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firmly against. As observed by Windfuhr and Jonsén the food sovereignty framework “is not
directed against trade per se, but is based on the reality that current international trade
practices and trade rules are not working in favour of smallholder farmers...” (Windfuhr &

Jonsén, 2005 cited in Brunett & Murphy, 2014:1068)
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Chapter Five: La Via Campesina: Globalizing the Struggle, Globalizing Hope!

This chapter covers the history of LVC. It starts with describing its origins and how it defines
itself. It then moves to exposing the composition of LVC in terms of its membership and
structure of the organisation, covering the challenges it faces to maintain its autonomy and
nature. The chapter finishes with a summary of the themes and messages proposed by the

organisation.

S5.1. Whatis “La Via Campesina”?

La Via Campesina (LVC) is an international movement constituted of organisations of small
and medium scale farmers, peasants, farm workers and indigenous agrarian communities
from Asia, Africa, Europe and the Americas (Desmarais, 2008). The movement defines itself
as an autonomous, pluralist and multicultural movement, independent from any political,
economic or other type of affiliation (Via Campesina, 2011). It is regarded by many scholars
as the most important transnational peasant movement in the world (Borras, 2004;
McMichael, 2006, Patel, 2005, 2006; Edelman, 2005, Martinez-Torres and Rosset, 2008,
Borras and Franco, 2009 cited in Martinez-Torres and Rosset, 2010).

La Via Campesina (in Spanish language) which in English literally means “the Peasant’s
Way” was officially established in April 1993 during a conference held in Mons, Belgium by
forty-six representatives of various organisations ranging from indigenous peoples, peasants,
small farmers and workers from Asia, America, Europe and Africa (Desmarais, 2002).
Despite the derogative connotation attached to the term “Peasant” in English, at the LVC
constitutive conference in Mons, its founding members decided to maintain the term
“Peasant” as the term “Farmers” “did not capture the nature and character of the farm sector

we do represent” (Borras 2001 cited in Desmarais 2008:140).

In its constitutive conference, which came to be assumed as the First International
Conference of LVC, participants committed formally to work collectively to defend their
rights in the context of trade liberation (globalisation) and defined and agreed on a mission
statement, a structure for the organisation and came up with a very general policy framework
to protect their rights (Desmarais, 2002; Martinez-Torres & Rosset, 2010). However, the idea
of the actual constitution of such an organisation dates back to 1992, when different peasant

organisations from Central America, Caribbean, North America, and Europe met in
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Nicaragua (Managua) to discuss the impact of neoliberal policies at the Second Congress of
the Union Nacional de Agricultores y Ganaderos. This conference too was a product of a
series of previous meetings and a process of experience exchange amongst peasant
organisations which had begun in 1981 with Latin American Conference on Agrarian Reform

and Peasant Movements, held again in Managua (Martinez-Torres & Rosset, 2010).

Farm producers who joined together in Managua to start with LVC already demonstrated a
very clear and profound understanding of the challenges facing them including the future
threats that the world should pay attention to. As expressed in Managua’s final Declaration,

such challenges included:

e Neoliberal policies representing a dramatic constraint on farmers throughout the
world, bringing us to the brink of irredeemable extinction and further aggravating the
irreparable damage which has been caused to our rural environs.

e Farm communities represent the majority in most regions of the world and it is our
work that ensures the food base and life of all societies.

e We demand real participation in the formulation of policies which affect the
fundamental condition of our sector in order to overcome the injustices which we
bear.

e We draw your attention to lack of respect which has been shown to our productive
culture. It is essential that we pay due attention and strengthen our lives as generators
of agriculture as the fundamental and strategic base for the survival of all people.
(Managua Declaration 1992)

The profound level of consciousness of Mangua’s participants also extends to the challenges
and commitments made not only to address neoliberal policies collectively but also to
building fogether an effective alternative model to neoliberal policies which had to be
inclusive, democratic and environmental-friendly (Managua Declaration, 1992). The agrarian
crisis, the rural poverty and hunger resulting from the implementation of neoliberal policies

are the actual reasons for the creation of LVC (Nicholson, 2008).

5.2. LVC Membership and Structure

In 24 years of existence, LVC has had a notable organisational and thematic development. In
2000, it was composed of 101 member organisations. By 2004 this number had risen to 143
(Nicholson, 2008). As the interest to join the movement continued (and continue) to
consistently grow, by 2007 149 farm organisations from 56 countries belonged to LVC
(Desmarais, 2008). Currently, the movement comprises about 183 local and national
organisations from different countries in Africa, Asia, Europe and the Americas representing

about 200 million small and medium-scale farmers, producers, indigenous people’s
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movements, women's movement, urban movements, landless people’s movements and others

(Via Campesina, 2016b). The table below (Table 3) contains LVC member organisation per

each region.

Table 3: La Via Campesina member organisations per region

Region Countries Number of
member
Organisations
Africa 1 Angola, Democratic Republic of Congo, 7
Madagascar, Mozambique, South Africa,
Tanzania, Zimbabwe.
Africa 2 Congo-Brazzaville, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea- 8
Bissau, Mali, Niger, Senegal, Togo
North America Canada (2), Mexico, United States (4) 7
Central America Costa Rica (3), El Salvador (8), Guatemala 26
(3), Honduras (6), Nicaragua (2), Panama (3)
South America Argentina (5), Bolivia (4), Brazil (7), Chile 40
(4), Colombia (3), Ecuador (5), Paraguay (6),
Peru (3), Uruguay, Venezuela (2)
Caribbean Cuba, Dominica, Dominican Republic (7), 13
Grenada, Haiti (3), Puerto Rico, St. Lucia, St.
Vincent.
South-east and Cambodia, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, 14
East Asia Palestine, Philippines (2), South Korea (2),
Taiwan, Thailand (2), Timor-Leste, Vietnam
South Asia Bangladesh (3), India (13), Nepal (4), Sri 21
Lanka
Europe Austria, Belgium (3), Denmark, Finland, 27
France (2), Germany, Greece, Italy (3),
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Romania,
Scotland/UK (2), Spain and The Basque
Country (4), Sweden, Switzerland (2),
Turkey
Total 163

Source: Via Campesina (2016b)

Members of LVC display heterogeneous characteristics which at the same time are unifying

communalities. Borras (2004) describes these characteristics in the following way:

Via Campesina has a highly heterogeneous membership, ranging from small dairy farmers in
Germany to landless peasants in Brazil, from farm surplus-producing farmers in Karnataka
(India) to land-poor peasants in Mexico, from farm workers in Nicaragua to rice farmers in
South Korea. The ideological persuasions of its member organizations vary too, from those
coming from the communist party-based frameworks to those of the anarcho-syndicalist
tradition, from those of broadly liberal provenance to those arising from environmental
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activism. Despite the seemingly great differences among these groups in terms of their world
views, political agendas and methods of work, there are important unifying commonalities.
The most significant is that all of these organizations more or less represent sectors in society
that are economically and politically marginalised in their own national or sub-national
context, as well as internationally. (p.9)

Apart from its heterogeneous membership composition, LVC puts in place a series of efforts
to maintain its peasant status. Proponent members whose applications must be considered by
current members from their respective regions are made clear right from the beginning that
LVC is not a funding partner.” Instead, they are made clear that the movement financially
depends on its members, private donations, from some NGOs, foundations, local and national
authorities. Desmarais (2008) describes other efforts that the movement puts in place to
maintain its authenticity, in the following way:
All Via Campesina representatives are either farming themselves or they have been selected,
appointed, or elected by farm organizations. Membership is restricted to authentic
organizations of peasants, farmers, rural women, farm workers, indigenous communities that
formally must demonstrate agreement with the positions of La Via Campesina. In this way,

the movement has succeeded in clearly articulating and firmly placing in the international
arena the demands and visions of those who actually produce food. (Desmarais, 2008)

In terms of its structure and functioning, LVC has a democratly decentralized structure
defined during its IC’s in which power is decentralized between 9 regions that make the
movement. Although it possesses a clear organisational structure, LVC defines itself as a
movement and not as a coordination structure (Martinez-Torres & Rosset, 2010). The
"International Conference is the movement’s highest decision-making entity. It takes place
every three to four years and it is a moment when members engage collectively to define the
movement’s political direction and strategy including collective analysis and policy
development on issues which affect their members. The role of coordinating these regions,
evaluating the decisions made at ICs, analysing the situation in all the regions, defining plans
for joint action and advocacy falls under the responsibility of the 14 members of the
International Coordinating Committee (ICC), which meets two times a year. This Committee
is composed of one woman and one man representing each region. These people are elected
by the member organisations from their respective regions. The International Secretariat (IS)

rotates according to the collective decision by the members made every four years during the

7 Diamantino Nhampossa, interviewed by the author, December 8; Ismael Ossemane, interviewed by the author
22, December 2015; José Junior, interviewed by the author 10, December 2015 and Renaldo Jodo, Interviewed
by the author 10, December 2015.
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International Conference. It was first based in Belgium (1993-1996), from where was then

transferred to Honduras (1997-2004) and in Indonesia until 2013. Currently, it is based in the

Zimbabwean capital city of Harare (Since September 2013) (Desmarais, 2002; Martinez-

Torres & Rosset, 2010; Via Campesina, 2011). The table below (Table 4) is an attempt to

summarise the major decisions/outcomes of the international conference held by LCV so far.

Table 4: Summary of La Via Campesina international conferences outcomes/decisions

Ord. | International Date Hosting Major outcome(s) / decisions
Conference Country made
1 Mons 18-21 Belgium The movement was constituted and
April, defined the struggle against
1993 neoliberal  policies and for
Peasant’s model of agriculture as
its target.
2 Tlaxcala 18-21 Mexico The commitment to create a rural
April, economy based on peasants, earth,
1996 and food sovereignty and on fair
trade and to ensuring rural
development which recognizes and
includes the important contribution
women make in food production
and a genuine agrarian reform.
3 Bangalore 3-6 India A commitment to building alliances
October, with other who shared the same
2000 viston to change the direction of the
world’s economic order.
4 Sdo Paulo 14-19 Brazil Commitment on fighting for the
June, banning of the modified seeds and
2004 for advancement of  Food
Sovereignty.
5 Maputo 16-23 Mozambique | Commitment to create new gender
October, relations and eradicate violence
2008 against women.
6 Jakarta 9-13 Indonesia Commitment to expand its work
June, on: Food Sovereignty, agroecology,
2013 Social and climate justice, and

solidarity, A world without
violence and discrimination against
women, Peace and demilitarization,
Land and territories, Seeds, the
commons and water, Building on
its strengths
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Despite all its efforts and mechanisms put in place to maintain its autonomy and democratic
functioning, LVC is not exempt from internal challenges. The process of admission of new
organisations into the movement, which depends upon approval of new candidates by the
current members of the respective regions of the applicant due to difference in capacity,
internal divisions