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book-length, empirically based assessment of the socioeconomic impacts of the deployment of
agricultural biotechnologies in Latin America. The structural analysis to understand the roots
of the food crisis was already contained in the book, so it was re-issued in paperback by the
University of Texas Press in 2010. The present introduction and the three articles that follow
are all new contributions for the Spanish version of the book, which will be published by
M.A. Porrúa in Mexico as La dieta neoliberal: globalización y agricultura en América Latina
by 2013. Given the centrality of these papers, we thought it appropriate to make them available
to the English-reading public.

The next section discusses the neoliberal food regime and two of its chief dynamic factors: the
state and neoregulation, on the one hand, provide the political and policy context, while agribusi-



While there is no doubt that corporations have become the dominant economic agents,
especially after the neoliberal turn of the 1980s, I argue that we must continue to take full and
explicit account of the specific role of the state. In contrast to McMichael’s characterisation of
the “corporate food regime” (2005, 2009), therefore, this article subscribes to the naming of
this regime as the “neoliberal food regime” (Pechlaner and Otero 2008, 2010). This characteris-
ation takes into account national-level states and local or domestic-level resistance struggles. This
contrasts, for instance, with the prominence that McMichael gives to one particular social move-
ment, Vı́a Campesina, which is, admittedly, the most important grassroots organisation that wages
struggle at the transnational level. What must be recognised, however, is that the struggles of con-
stituent organisations of Vı́a Campesina are firmly rooted at the national level (Desmarais 2007,
2008): their objects of struggle are primarily their national state and the state’s involvement in
local-level legislation as well as in international regulations promoted and enacted by suprastate
organisations.

While Vı́a Campesina and affiliated organisations have been quite successful in derailing the
WTO’s Doha Round of negotiations, the central goal of which has been further to liberalise agri-
cultural trade, this sector was already substantially liberalised through the passage of the WTO’s
Uruguay Round in 1993. The extent to which such liberalisation is materialised in each country’s
agriculture largely depends, however, on domestic mobilisation and resistance.

Thus, it is not simply that the ‘core principle’ has been displaced from the state to the market
with the move from the second to the third food regime, as McMichael (2009) posits. Rather, the
state continues to play a central ro27(e)]Tu2.7(f49.5v8
0 -its.)-2]Tu2.8-



Green Revolution approach. But transgenics are only a small part of what they do. Biotechnology
as a wider suite of technologies – including, for example, the use of molecular markers – has seen
a broader range of involvement at CIAT. ATNCs have been able largely to monopolise the
research results of the publicly funded International Agricultural Research Centres; yet they
cannot be patented. Although CIAT and other international centres use new intellectual-property
rights to patent what they do, this is done so as to preserve the possibility that others in the public
sphere use their research results. They have practiced this in keeping their germplasm/seed bank
material available for use, while ensuring that it cannot be privately patentable. This is different
from public university research, which is often funded by and then later patented by private enti-
ties for private benefit. This is a complex situation in which publicly funded or publicly preserved
resources (such as germplasm in seed banks) can be tapped by ATNCs (Kenney 1986). CIAT’s
ambivalence is that, while these resources can be tapped, they cannot be privately patentable
without significantly changing the variety involved – ATNCs have to sign a legal-material use
agreement to this effect.

Government or public support has not been limited to research and development funding. It
has included the issuing of new policy and legislation to protect intellectual-property rights, as
will be discussed below. Although US farmers also participated in this alliance, they never
played a determining role with regard to what technologies were to be developed or produced;
they were simple recipients of technological innovations that responded to the profit-maximising
logic of ATNCs (Pechlaner, forthcoming).

While other international agreements relevant to agricultural biotechnologies exist, to date the
most significant supranational regulatory body remains the World Trade Organisation. Agricul-
ture has featured prominently in WTO negotiations since it replaced and absorbed the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 1995 (Pechlaner and Otero 2010). The issue of redu-





genetic material into plant varieties, we acknowledge that there are other forms of modern bio-
technology that do not involve such genetic alteration.

The Green Revolution was the incarnation of what had earlier emerged as the modern agri-
cultural paradigm in US agriculture. The technological paradigm of modern agriculture involves
a specific package of inputs made up of hybrid and other high-yielding plant varieties, mechan-
isation, agrochemical fertilisers and pesticides and irrigation. “Green Revolution” is the name
given to this technological package when it was exported to developing countries. While the
Green Revolution technically began in Mexico in 1943, with a program promoting high-yielding
wheat varieties (Hewitt de Alcántara 1978), its origin and initial development were located in the
agriculture of the United States, dating from the 1930s (Kloppenburg 1988a). This exported
package then became the technological paradigm for modern agriculture throughout the twentieth
century (Otero 2008).

The Green Revolution has been called a technological ‘paradigm’ (Otero 2008) in the sense
that the range of solutions to problems emerging in agricultural production tends to be solved
within a narrow variety of options shaped by the paradigm. In analogy with Thomas Kuhn’s
‘scientific paradigm’, Giovanni Dosi (1984) suggested that technological paradigms move
along technological trajectories shaped by the ‘normal’ solution to problems. Such technological
paradigms not only select solutions but also have exclusionary effects on alternative solutions that
do not pertain to the paradigm. The technological paradigm, then, defines both the agendas for
research and development and the technologies that are excluded from the frame of vision and
technological imagination of engineers and, in our case, plant breeders and other agricultural
researchers.

Modern agriculture has thus ‘normally’ involved large areas of land, the application of heavy
machinery, irrigation infrastructure, heavy doses of agrochemicals, monocropping practices, etc.
Therefore, problems emerging in agriculture will likely be solved along the lines determined by
this technological trajectory. It is not surprising, then, that the application of agrochemicals has
increased dramatically with the extension of the modern agricultural paradigm from its place
of origin, the United States, to most regions of the world that practice capitalist agriculture. It
should not be surprising either that the agribusiness multinationals involved in their production
have become dominant economic actors in world agriculture, as seen above.

In what ways is biotechnology part of the modern agricultural paradigm? From its start at the
laboratory stage in the 1980s, proponents described agricultural biotechnology in general and
genetic engineering in particular as potent tools for sustainable development and for ending
world hunger, food insecurity and malnutrition. It is well known that these problems are dispro-
portionately concentrated in developing countries, which also have larger proportions of their
population dedicated to agriculture. But the technological profile of modern agriculture centres
above all on improving the productivity of large-scale operations: those that are highly specialised
on a single crop and are very intensive in the use of capital inputs rather than labour. Compared
with this productive and technological model and bias, therefore, the majority of smallholder,
peasant cultivators in developing countries has been rendered ‘inefficient’.

In the FAO’s calculation, 20 million to 30 million peasants were displaced by new policies and
technologies in the 1990s (Araghi 2003). Some of these peasants were transformed into wagewor-
kers for large, capitalised farms, while countless joined the unemployed. Many of these people
have contributed to the growing trend toward internal and international migration, separating
them from their communities and families for prolonged periods of time or permanently.
Hence Castells and Miller (2003) have called neoliberal capitalism the age of migration. In
Mexico, for instance, hundreds of thousands became redundant in agriculture (Corona and
Tuirán 2006), while the rest of its macro economy was incapable of absorbing them (Otero
2004, 2011). As a result, Mexico became the number-one sending nation in international
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migration: between 2000 and 2005, Mexico economically expelled 2 million people, mostly to the
United States but also increasingly to Canada (González Amador and Brooks 2007). By compari-
son, as reported by theWorld Bank, China and India sent fewer migrants abroad during this period
even though they are more than ten times bigger than Mexico in terms of population (González
Amador and Brooks 2007).

The neoliberal reforms that started in the 1980s had deep consequences, many of them nega-
tive, for the agricultural sectors of Latin America for a large proportion of agricultural producers.
The ideological preamble of these reforms is constituted by what has been called neoliberal glo-
balism (Otero 2004, 2008). This ideology, which vilified state intervention and glorified the



national markets. By definition, petty-commodity producers are content to produce quality use
values for human consumption that generate enough revenues for the simple reproduction of
their household units. Such production may occasionally generate income above and beyond
simple-reproduction needs. In this case, such income may contribute to improve their living stan-



More direct adoption of transgenic crops leads to greater dependency on the import of capital-
intensive inputs, lowering demand for labour and thus further threatening peasant agriculture.
This trend will exacerbate the socially polarising effects brought about by the Green Revolution
(Hewitt de Alcántara 1978; Pearse 1980).

Adopters of transgenic crops to produce soybeans or corn for the export market, which may be
more lucrative than the domestic market in Latin America, are large-scale farmers with substantial
capital endowments. Export agriculture will, of course, take agricultural land away from pro-
duction for the domestic market. Hence we had the Argentine paradox at the turn of the
twenty-first century (Teubal 2008): having been the second-largest soybean exporter after the
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