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ABSTRACT

Since the international financial and food critiattstarted in 2008, strong emphasis has
been made on the importance of Genetically Modifl@dyanisms (GMOs) (or
“transgenics”) under the claim that they could ciwite to increase food productivity
at a global level, as the world population is pceeti to reach 9.1 billion in the year
2050 and food demand is predicted to increase Imuah as 50% by 2030. GMOs are
now at the forefront of the debates and strugglebfferent actors. Within civil society
actors, it is possible to observe multiple, and etmme, conflicting roles. The role of
international social movements and internationaldd$Gn the GMO field of struggle is
increasingly relevant. However, while many of th@sernational civil society actors
oppose this type of technological development®gatly, for instance, environmental,
health and even social harms), others have beeorteelly cooperating with
multinational corporations, retailers, and the éabinology industry to promote GMOs.
In this thesis research, | focus on analysing the of “international civil society” in the
GMO field of struggle by asking: “what are the amgang strategies of international
civil society actors, such as NGOs and social marés) in GMO governance as a
field of struggle?” To do so, | adopt a neo-Grarasaiiscourse approach based on the
studies of Laclau and Mouffe. This theoretical aagh affirms that in a particular
hegemonic regime there are contingent allianceda@ncéds that overpass the spheres of
the state and the economy, while civil society ecttan be seen as a “glue” to the way
hegemony functions. Civil society is then the sibere hegemony is consented,
reproduced, sustained, channelled, but also whaeneter-hegemonic and emancipatory
forces can emerge. Considering the importancevidfsociety actors in the construction
of hegemony, | also discuss some important theosiesind them. The research
combines, on the one hand, 36 in-depth interviewh & range of key civil society
actors and scientists representing the GMO fieldtafggle in Brazil (19) and the UK
(17), and, on the other hand, direct observatidmao events: Rio+20 in Rio de Janeiro
in 2012, and the first March Against Monsanto imtlon in 2013. A brief overview of
the GMO field of struggle, from its beginning anspecially focusing in the 1990s
when the process of hegemonic formation becameecleserves as the basis to map
who are the main actors in this field, how resourgbilization works, how political
opportunities (“historical contingencies”) are disered and exploited, which are the
main discourses (“science” and “sustainability” rtiaulated by “biodiversity
preservation”, “food security” and “ecological agrture”) articulated among the
actors to construct a collective identity in orderattract new potential allies around
“GMOs” (“nodal point”), and which are the institatis and international regulations
within these processes that enable hegemony togemar meaningful and durable
hegemonic links. This mapping indicates that tihat main strategies applied by the
international civil society actors are influencegtiwo central historical contingencies
in the GMO field of struggle: 1) First Multi-stakelder Historical Contingency; and 2)
“Supposed” Hegemony Stability. These two typesistidnical contingency in the GMO
field of struggle encompass deeper hegemonic éations and, because of that, they
induce international civil society actors to rethime way they articulate and position



themselves within the field. Therefore, dependingone of those moments, they will
apply one specific strategy of discourse articalatisuch as: introducing a new
discourse in hegemony articulation to capture titentdon of the public and of
institutions; endorsing new plural demands; indreasollective visibility; facilitating
material articulations; sharing a common enemytitieror spreading new ideological
elements among the actors in the field of struggle.

Keywords: genetically modified organism, governance, fieldstsfiggle, civil society,
neo-Gramscian discourse theory, hegemony
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Figure 1: First March against Monsanto in London on May 25, 2013.
Source: The author (2013)

1 INTRODUCTION
In this first chapter, | will summarise the maingaments around the creation,
production, and use of Genetically Modified Orgams(GMO) in order to provide a

framework for the research question and the relevaf this study.

1.1  The problem and the research question

My involvement with the issue of governance in Gmadly Modified Organisms
(GMOs) began in 2009 when | was enrolled in a Mastertssgmam. My research work
on that occasion focused on how the Cartagena ¢diatobiosafety influenced Brazilian
legislation regarding GMOs, not only at a localdgwbut also internationally. As | was
reaching the final stages of that research projeasgcame aware of the fact that, aside
from the corporations and the state, differentl@wociety organizations also influenced
the struggle over GMO governance (see Figure e decided to investigate further

the role of civil society actors within GMO govenuz.

Through the years | also became involved as anisicin the food movement in Brazil
(where | am based) and abroad. My involvement aacéinist is not associated to any

1n Brazil, the term ‘GMOs’ is widely applied in baquial language. On the other hand, in the U, th
most common term used in colloquial language isf@ddl (Genetically Modified Food).



specific organization and can be described asahanh “organic intellectual” (Gramsci,
1971) who influences individuals and groups wheng@ssible and translates social
transformations in a way that make sense to théiqubgeneral. Furthermore, the role
of the organic intellectual is shaped along with #ttors-subjects of a concrete society
and directly related to their lived reality (Raub2004). Following Misoczky, Flores and
Bohm’s (2008: 186) claim, | understand the orgamiellectual to be someone who “has
as its main function to contribute to the formatmfna new morality and a new culture.

That is, to contribute to the production of coustiegemony”.

However, this position also entails challengesed myself as a researcher first and an
activist second (Roseneil, 1995; Uldam and McCu2iy13). This inevitably entails
taken-for-granted observations with blind spots simared sympathies (Plows, 2008).

In order to explore the research context, | belignat it is necessary to define GMOs and
GMO governance. Transformations in the global seenf@ave created a transnational
arena of governance in which governments, corpmrgti international organizations
(e.g., United Nations), civil society organizatipasid other actors attempt to influence
international regulations directly to their own adtage (Scherer and Palazzo, 2011,
Guedes and Faria, 2009 this way, my research problem is based on aitieh of
GMO governance as a contested “field of strugglegvf, 2008; Laclau and Mouffe,
1985) with actors competing and coalescing theierests and positions. GMO
governance mirrors and reproduces key fault linedebates on global social-ecological
well-being (Viola and Franchini, 2012; Guimaraed &ontoura, 2012).

GMOs (or “transgenics”) are defined as organismssehgenetic material (DNA) was
altered in a way that does not occur naturally, fagher through sexual mating and
genetic recombination (Nodari and Guerra, 2001giiTtole in terms of food governance
became prominent particularly after the internaldimancial and food crises of 2008
(FAO, 2011, Rosset et al., 2011). As the world pafan is predicted to reach 9.1
billion in the year 2050 and food demand is prestidio increase by as much as 50% by
2030, and up to 70% by 2050 (FAO, 2013); higheerditbn has been given to food

security.

2 This process can be done in different ways, sschegjional and multilateral cooperation, the éoeabf
international regimes; transnational cooperatiord ather “global” political actions (Keohane andd\y
2001). Here | highlight the role of internationalicsociety actors in the global GMO agenda, dMO
governance”.



Strong emphasis has been made on transgenic sesmsasing them with the notion of
“food security”, which in turn has projected highxpectations of profit in the
biotechnological market, made up by large inteorati conglomerates (Banerjee, 2003).
Additionally, food security has been seen as thendg of multinational corporate
dominance of the food system as a whole, espeaéiity the 2008 crises. The negative
effects of these crises brought into light the imace of debates about the role of
agriculture to guarantee food security (Edelmamlef014; Jarosz, 2011; McMichael,
2009; Patel, 2007; Reardon et al. 2003; Pereinatduoa and Fontoura, 2013).

During the Rio-92 conference in 1992, the firsernational milestone on biosafety was
set with the creation of the Convention on Biola@yiDiversity (CBD), which had the
aim to guarantee biosafety, more specifically,dbeservation and the sustainable use of
the components of biological diversity and the &jue and just division of the benefits
arising from the use of genetic resources (CBD6200he main legal and independent
instrument on biosafety resulting from the CBDhe Cartagena Protocol, developed in
2000 in the city of Montreal, Canada, but officjalaunched in 2003. In 2004, Brazil

became one of the Parties ratifying the document.

For the first time in the international contexte tRrotocol emphasized the difference
between GMOs and natural organisms and highligtitedootential environmental and
human health risks resulting from modern biotecbgyl (Gupta and Falkner, 2006;
Benthien, 2010). Without restrictive effect, thenpipal objective of this international
agreement is to contribute to ensure the safefegnsse and monitoring of GMOs to
avoid adverse effects, focusing specifically omst@oundary movements, that is, on the
international transportation of GMOs from one coumd another (United Nations (UN),
2000).

At the heart of these interlinked challenges aneerdie and even competing visions
regarding what to achieve, how to achieve it, ahd whould be the beneficiaries, which
highlights the relevance of adopting the perspect GMO governance as a field of
struggle. Different actors have a stake in GMO goaece, such as multinational
corporations (e.g. Monsanto, Syngenta), nationgstanternational organizations (e.g.
Convention on Biological Diversity, Food and Agiicme Organization), social

movements (e.g. Movement of Peasant Women), tlankst (e.g. International Council
for Science), Nongovernmental Organizations - NG@g. Greenpeace), and others.

These actors encompass a wide array of divergidgeaan contradictory positions. Key



points of contention revolve around the roles amgbdrtance of the private sector
(particular large multinational agribusiness cogtimns), the public sector, and civil

society actors (mainly social movements and NGBalkaer, 2000; Banerjee, 2003).

Within civil society actors, it is possible to obse multiple, and sometime, conflicting
roles. However, the role of international socialveiments and international NGOs in
GMO governance is increasingly relevant. On the lwared, numerous acts of resistance
serve as counterhegemonic forces. Many NGOs aridl snovements oppose this type
of technological developments, alleging risks (emwinental, health and even social
harms) associated with the exponential increas&MOs worldwide (Falkner, 2000;
Gupta and Falkner, 2006).

Two significant events recently highlighted the reesing growth of civil society
mobilization in GMO governance: Rio+20 and thetfikéarch Against Monsanto. In
2012, during the Rio+20 Peoples’ Summit, some c@diety actors protested against the
adoption of GMOs worldwide and the increasing “degency” of capital in modern
agriculture. They also criticised the rhetoric ageld by multinational corporations on
the need to feed the world population by 2050 anich¢kle food security through GMOs
(People’s Summit, 2012). In 2013, the first Marclhgafast Monsanto was an
international social movement that called on comigatultinational corporations, such
as Monsanto, as well as opposing GMOs. The movesiarted in The United States of
America (USA) and took place on May 25 in more tB@ncountries and more than 400

cities, with around 2 million people attending (0pg Monsanto, 2013).

While both events adopted different ways of orgawgzand had different goals, they
both aimed to promote organic agriculture and feodereignty, protect local farmers,
expose the cronyism between governments and cdigpmusa and argue that
biotechnology is not the solution to world hungene movements have included a range
of different civil society participants; from traregtional grassroots movements (such as
International Social Movement 1 - anonymity guageadlt in this study), local social
movements (such as Brazilian Forum of NGOs and gboklovements for the
Environment and Development), local NGOs (such & Beeze, from the UK, and
Agricultura Familiar e Agroecologia - AS-PTA, froBrazil), International NGOs (such
as Greenpeace, Navdanya International, and Friehtlse Earth), as well as farmers,

women’s movements, activists from social media gso(such as The Anti-Media and



Occupy Earth Now), indigenous groups (such as Aason of Indigenous Peoples of
Brazil), and others.

Along with international social movements, interoadl NGOs have been seen as key
players in setting environmental agendas for theréuof humankind (Maguire and
Hardy, 2006), as well as playing a prominent ralé&MO governance. Grounded on the
political capacity of their members to communicatel to use social technologies that
facilitate decentralization to influence decisioalars and power holders, they provide
know-how and material resources in the GMO fieldstiiggle to local activists and
social movement organizations at the domestic leflebntoura and Guedes,
forthcoming). According to Finger (1994), those N&€@present the most significant
expression of how the environmental movement han lieansformed throughout the
years, amplifying its influence from the nationalthe transnational level, thus altering

its relationship with traditional, national, anatst-centric politics.

However, their positions in GMO governance are loctiig. For years, some of those
NGOs (such as Greenpeace and Biodiversity Actiotwbi&) have been reportedly
resisting biotechnology and the diffusion of GMOerldwide (Andrée, 2011). At the
same time, others have been accused of cooperaitinghe multinational corporations,
retailers, and biotechnology industry that pron6MOs (GMWatch, 2014). This shows
that it is not easy to grasp the positions of NGO rms the GMO field of struggle.
Moreover, civil society organizations can sometirbesnerely an instrument of the state
and they often manipulate states and market adtwrachieve their own agendas
(Escobar, 1995; Banerjee, 2011).

Drawing on the neo-Gramscian discourse approaclkelguaand Mouffe, 1985), the
positions adopted by all these actors highlight Gifwernance as a field of hegemonic
struggle. Therefore, in this thesis research, lusoon unfolding the role of the
“international civil society” in GMO governance lagking:“what are the organizing
strategies of international civil society actorgjah as NGOs and social movements, in
GMO governance as a field of struggleere, | define “organizing strategy” as the
way these international civil society actors aftater and position themselves in the

hegemonic struggle for GMO governance.

My conceptual lenses are grounded on the neo-Gramsitscourse approach (Laclau
and Mouffe, 1985), based on the perspective thttinva particular hegemonic regime

there are contingent alliances and forces thatpassr the spheres of the state and the



economy, while civil society actors can be seenadglue” to the way hegemony
functions (Klimechi and Willmott, 2011). Civil say is then the site where hegemony
is consented, reproduced, sustained, channelldédalbo where counter-hegemonic and
emancipatory forces can emerge (Levy and Egan, ;28@&er and Boéhm, 2007;
Gramsci, 1971). That is, any dominant discoursémetessarily remain incomplete in a
collective process of hegemonic struggle (Lacladi ouffe, 1985).

In a neo-Gramscian discourse approach, hegemopariml and fragile as it is always
open to contestation and resistance. Resistancersodmecause civil society actors
continuously attempt to articulate and develop fiehaf equivalence” amongst several
struggles in order to challenge the apparent dsseirunity. However, the studies of
Laclau and Mouffe (1985) do not go into any furtlietail about how exactly these
actors organize themselves nor do they explorenidie differences among them (Spicer
and Bo6hm, 2007).

Recent studies using the neo-Gramscian framewore hsought to examine the
relationship and the boundaries between the prisattor, the state, and civil society,
and the role each of these may play in differergehgonic and counterhegemonic
processes that are socially constructed throughigadlarticulations. These studies have
problematized different forms of resistance that & challenge hegemonic discourses,
an enlightening contribution to understand howdfiebf struggle for hegemony are
formed (Andrée, 2011; Levy and Spicer, 2011; Rabeeg and Levy, 2012; Levy, 2008;
Levy & Egan, 2003; Levy & Newell, 2002; Contu & Wilott, 2003; Bohm, Spicer and
Fleming, 2008; Van Bommel and Spicer, 2011; Staakek 1997; Howarth and
Stavrakakis, 2000).

However, these studies offer little if any insigistto how civil society actors operate or
about their different organizing strategies, at libeal and international level, and the
ways in which they are deployed not only in oraerdsist but also to sustain hegemonic
formations. In other words, civil society is stdl big “black box” in neo-Gramscian

studies. In particular, it is still very blurred &8 as international civil society actors are
concerned, since their organizing particularitiessen not been deeply explored and
explained with this theoretical lens. Thus, in tthissis | also aim to contribute to neo-
Gramscian studies by delving into internationall@weciety ways of organizing in GMO

governance. It is also important to point out tld#lO governance has been largely

neglected in the Management and Organization Stuidikels of research.



Having said that, within this “field of struggledgricultural biotechnology practices are
considered hegemonic (Shiva, 2005). For instanteBrazil this is a highly relevant
topic, since agriculture accounts for a significpatt of the country’s economy. In 2013,
agribusiness (one agricultural biotechnology pcajtreached 1 trillion Brazilian Reais
of the country’s Gross Domestic Product (Velosd£0For Sauer (2008), agribusiness
involves agricultural business (including produgebsisiness industry and input traders,
as well as production marketing (acquisition, pesteg and sale to end users), with
focus on increasing production and productivitye©time, both resistance and support
to agribusiness from civil society actors have @ased in GMO governance (Banerjee,
2003).

Focusing on international civil society actors, #mapirical research was conducted in
two key privileged locations to understand how G@ernance is shaped as a field of
struggle from a more global perspective: Brazil #mel UK. These two countries were
chosen for their relevance in GMO governance. Oa ¢me hand, as previously
mentioned, in 2003, Brazil became the fourth largeeducer of transgenics in the
world; on the other hand, the UK plays an importate in GMO governance, although
resistance to GM technology in public opinion ighh{Hickman, 2013). It must be noted,
however, that a wider set of case studies coul@ Ipawvided further insights, but due to
limitations of space and time during the doctoeslearch, it was considered advisable to

focus the field research on these two countries.

The thesis was structured in five central chaptérspduction, Theoretical Review,
Methodology, Research Results, and Conclusionsthén first chapter the research
problem, the relevance of the study and the scdpgbeoresearch are detailed. In the
second chapter, | develop a theoretical refleatiorthe neo-Gramscian discourse theory
and civil society actors that will define the coptieal lenses of the research. The third
chapter highlights the methodological strategie=iua this study, based on a qualitative
research approach, grounded on the neo-Gramscewoulse analysis. The fourth
chapter demonstrates the research results of éhe fesearch, which entails a brief
overview of the GMO *“field of struggle” and the dadnalysis of field research in Brazil
and the UK, focused on international civil societtors. In the end, the final chapter
highlights the main theoretical and empirical cosans of this research as well as the

proposals for future studies.



1.2  Relevance of the research

The relevance of this research shall be discusseohd four main aspects, which will be
highlighted in this section. First, the rapid grovaf GMOs worldwide has high impacts
on the food systems debate. Secondly, even thaugimational civil society actors have
great impact on global governance and, particulamyGMO governance, they have not
been sufficiently researched as “international” itp@l actors in the fields of
Organization Studies, International Business, amdrhational Management. Thirdly,
this research provides a relevant contributiondo-Gramscian literature by unpacking
civil society and describing the practices and fomss of civil society actors, not only at
a local level, but internationally. Last but noadg¢ the research also contributes to the
daily lives of participants in civil society and thfose involved in management.

The first relevant aspect of this research is twbl@matize biosafety as one of the most
debated issues in food systems. In this way, theomes of this study have political
implications for multiple stakeholders concernihg introduction, growth and release of
GMOs and their by-products into ecosystems. Prasghiodiversity and ecosystems is
critical to ensure the continuation of human lifetbe planet and to enable that the world
population adopts a sustainable lifestyle and etingrowth that reflects the importance
of knowing the limits set by the dynamics of thedmhere in human life (Moreira, 2000).
Social movements have claimed that the exponegtiadvth of the corporate GMO
industry around the world is evidence for the rimtal logic of “green capitalism” and for
the way it has marketised nature, causing worngaogial and environmental impacts
(Banerjee, 2003, 2011; Bohm, Misoszky and Moog2201

Secondly, in terms of field research, in Organ@ai Studies, organizational scholars
have increasingly recognized the importance of tstdeding the interactions among
distinct organizational forms. Particular attentibms been given to the relational
exchanges between social movements and organigatrauding business corporations
(Yaziji and Doh, 2013). However, De Bakker et &013) have pointed out that more
studies should be conducted on the intersectiondsst social movements, corporations,
and societies, as well as to advance the undeistaraf the political economy of

governance. The interpenetration of organizatiam$ @ganizing happens in different
ways through direct and indirect interactions bemvéne agents, including civil society
actors. This means that not only corporations ghbel taken as the main organizations

of a specific field.
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Organization Studies have also neglected the ‘hateynal” aspect of civil society

actors. Although there are numerous referencdseirexisting research to “international”
NGOs without mentioning or labelling them as “imational” (Maguire and Hardy,

2006; Dubuisson-Quellier, 2013; Yaziji and Doh, 2))the studies of Beech (2008) and
Hardy, Palmer and Phillips (2000) advocate that NGi@liberately adopt the term
“international” in their identity-claim when thegesk to gain a favourable reaction from
governmental bodies. Thus, the use of the ternefivdtional” draws on and interacts
with a wider context of discourse. In this case, iticorporation of “international” has a

meaningful impact by fitting language into an ertdrcontext (Beech, 2008).

Nonetheless, recent research in Organization $udie begun to analyse international
social movements actors using anti-corporate somiavement theory (Kraemer,
Whiteman and Banerjee, 2013; Banerjee, 2011). Hewesccording to Kraemer,
Whiteman, and Banerjee (2013: 825) “organizatiowliss have largely ignored the often
disruptive nature of transnational anti-corporatgaaizing efforts”.

Moreover, in order to challenge management disesyisternational civil society actors
develop advocacy strategies, such as public psosest media campaigns (Yaziji and Doh,
2013; Spicer and Bohm, 2007; Banerjee, 2011). Tthey, are key organizations in setting
international agendas at local and global leveid, feom within and outside corporations
(i.e., NGOs-corporations relationships and pariwpy projects, shaping consumers’
preferences, influencing public opinion) (MaguiredaHardy, 2006; Dubuisson-Quellier,
2013; Yaziji and Doh, 2013; Beech, 2008; WrightblEsg and Grant, 2012). For instance,
they also mediate conflicts and try to represenmroanity interests in global

environmental governance (Spicer and Bohm, 200@&eker, Whiteman and Banerjee,
2013; Banerjee; 2012; Yaziji and Doh, 2013). Hentes clear that these are key
organizations in the global governance procesd) witreasingly intersection between
movements, corporations and society, a fact thaemogins why more research should
address in more depth the understanding on howsagiety actors alter the conditions in

which corporations act (De Bakker et al., 2013).

In short, | argue that there is still a need fatHar research on international civil society
organizations in Organization Studies, especiallgarding the ways they act and
organize, and their political role in the oftenttbling nature of transnational social
movements. That is, in this study I call for a lweaexplanation of those actors in this

field of research by problematizing them by mede meo-Gramscian perspective.
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In International Business and International Managean “civil society” is often
represented in a homogenous way, which is far fnom the reality of the struggle over
GMO governance manifests itself. Recent studieg haghlighted that international civil
society actors differentiate themselves from thealanes in their practices, methods,
structures of governance, strategic managemenogagahizational structures (Boli and
Thomas, 1999; Teegen, 2003; Van Huijstee and Gigshe 2010), as well as in their
power to influence the global governance networkpi@, 2002; Arts, 2002; Arts, 2005;
Betsill and Corell, 2001a, 2001b; Bostrom and Hadls, 2010; Srinivas, 2010;
Christmann and Taylor, 2006; Teegen, Doh and VacRa04).

Bohm, Spicer and Fleming (2008) argue that it maskable that International Business
as a field of research has very limited discussasut how multinational companies
have been resisted in manifold ways. Accordinghesé authors, politics is addressed as
having to do with formal institutions, such as tlegjotiations taking place between host
governments and multinational corporations, butreghare few studies about the
importance of civil society actors and informal amthndestine actions against
international business practices. Kourula and Laaiss study (2010) equally expresses
that the “political” aspect of international ci8bciety actors in the context of global
governance has been neglected in the fields ofrdatenal Management and
International Business. Additionally, the narrowewi these fields in the study of
international organizations, which focuses on Igygeate corporations, limits the scope
of study in these areas (Guedes and Faria, 201€&3,2010).

Concerning global governance, international ciatisty actors have played decisive
roles (Arts, 2005; Betsill and Corell, 2001a, 200Bwostrém and Hallstrom, 2010;
Gupta, 2002). Some partnerships between thosesaetwd different agencies with
distinct patterns of organizing (like big privateorporations and international
organizations) draw our attention, since they wemy antagonistic in the past (Fontoura
and Guedes, forthcoming).

Although global governance has been scarcely askeldes the abovementioned studies,
multiple international actors have been widely dethain the field of International
Relations (Martens, 2006; Reimann, 2006). More i§palty, Joachim and Locher
(2009) investigated main themes related to NGOsglobal governance in the
International Relations field. They found that timain topics are: the strategies and

tactics of these organizations (Beyers, 2004; Bunge, 2001); their impact in the
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formulation of international agendas (Locher, 200@achim, 2007; Gordenker et al.,
1995); the elaboration of norms (Clark, 2001; Keckl Sikkink, 1998); the increasing

rise of a global civil society (Kaldor, 2003; Balnd Thomas, 1999; Wapner, 1996); the
consequences of international NGOs in relation tates sovereignty (Friedman,

Hochstetler and Clark, 2005); and, last but notstledhe perspectives about the
democratization of international institutions (Naamd Steffek, 2004; Scholte, 2004,
Greven, 2006).

In this way, | argue that it is necessary to ampiife scope of research by approaching
GMO governance not only at the level of “managerhésélf but also at the level of
“governance” (Faria and Guedes, 2010). In spitthefdifficulties regarding the meanings
of “management” and “governance”, Faria and Guég@@s0) argue that the first is more
related to the practices and skills of managersiéenthe business enterprises, while the
second is more related to the practices and pavidrigher-order actors and networks that

constrain and enable the practices and skills siegs managers.

Thirdly, this research is also relevant as it affar reconsideration of complementary
perspectives on neo-Gramscian discourse theoryitaragent-structure framework for
further research by unpacking civil society throtigé investigation of international civil
society actors in GMO governance. The studies aldutaand Mouffe (1985) are very
useful to understand that social movements areraleagents of resistance, but as
pointed in the first section, they do not go inty &urther detail about how exactly these
actors organize themselves and their struggles©idgemony. Also, besides Laclau and
Mouffe’s (1985) work, some recent research groungledhe neo-Gramscian discourse
theory has sought to analyse the intertwined aiatiip among private, state and civil
society actors in the process of hegemonic and teduegemonic formation (Andrée,
2011; Levy and Spicer, 2011; Rothenberg and Le®@}22 Levy, 2008; Levy & Egan,
2003; Levy & Newell, 2002; Contu & Willmott, 20086hm, Spicer and Fleming, 2008;
Van Bommel and Spicer, 2011; Stavrakakis; 1997; &fthwand Stavrakakis, 2000).
However, they still did not inquire in much deptita civil society actors and their
complex ways of organizing nor do they explain htihwe neo-Gramscian theoretical
lenses could provide tools to deepen the understgraf these issues. Therefore, this
thesis is also relevant inasmuch as it discusséssociety actors through the theoretical
lenses of neo-Gramscian discourse theory and,raseqaence, can contribute to unpack

the big ‘black box’ of civil society in GMO governee.
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Finally, it is important to highlight that this sty aspires also to contribute to the daily
life of participants in civil society organizatioasd in management. Civil society actors
in agrifood systems are highly connected to tteses and the outcomes of this research
will reinforce key topics related to their realdien their cause and work. Moreover,
different actors in management and food busineasek close to this theme, and thus
this research may contribute to their understandimgnow hegemony has been resisted
in GMOs struggle. This highlights the importancehs exchange between academia and

different social actors.
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2 THEORETICAL REVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to present and séstioe theoretical framework of the
thesis. The first section explores the neo-Gramsdiacourse approach on hegemony
(Laclau and Mouffe, 1985). After that, | delve intivil society actors, some important
theories around them, the main actors involvedthan role in global politics. By doing
so, the chapter provides the main theoretical caiteg of analyses that will be
operationalized in the empirical research.

2.1 Neo-Gramscian Discourse Approach on Hegemony

| took the neo-Gramscian discourse analysis asrihi@ theoretical framework of this
research mainly based on the 1985 study by LaalduMouffe entitledHegemony and
Socialist StrategyAlthough this book has been chosen as the maimergfe for this
doctoral thesis, | naturally acknowledge the reheea of other studies using this
approach that have been done before and after Lacld Mouffe, 1985. Therefore, in
this section, different authors on neo-Gramsciatalirse theory will be discussed in
order to better understand this theory and its mapae for the research object of this

thesis.

In the late 1970s, the social sciences experieacéuhguistic turn’ as an intellectual
critiqgue to the mainstream theoretical approacHethe late 1960s and to structuralist
theories of society, language, and culture. Likewis was a response to the crisis of
Marxism and the rise of neo-conservative and neddlbhegemony. In this context,
discourse theory offered a new analytical perspeatihich aimed at understanding the
meanings and rules that conditioned the constnuabio political, social, and cultural
identity. Following this tendency, in the last deea we can speak of an emerging
‘discursive turn’ (Torfing, 2005; Alvesson and Kaman, 2011).

As a cross-disciplinary approach that aims to lk#y insights from linguistics and

hermeneutics with central ideas from social andtipal sciences, this ‘discursive turn’
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emerged from the growing recognition of the conioecbetween language and politics
in societal transformation and through the basaeunstanding that ‘politics matters’ and,

moreover, ‘discourse matters’ (Torfing, 2005; Alses and Karreman, 2011).

There are many kinds of discourse theory, whichyvhoth according to their
understanding of the overlapping of language arldigad power struggles and to their
view on discourse (Torfing, 2005).

Drawing on the view that discourses construct amcbmpass a broad array of social
phenomena (organizations, individuals, social tgaliAlvesson and Karreman, 2011),
the neo-Gramscian discourse approach focuses oncoheept of hegemony to
investigate the processes of consent, resistandec@ercion that shape and are shaped
by discourse articulations. As a global challermbdgemonic stability, discourses and —
more significantly— political struggle are embedide&MO governance. Moreover, neo-
Gramscian discourse theory offers a systematicaggpion and key theoretical elements
to examine how both resistance and consent emergedivil society (Spicer and Bohm,
2007). In that sense, GMO hegemonic struggle inetoporary politics results from the
fragile nature of the social that can never bedige an objective reality. Essentially, this
fragile nature evokes the need for society to amgaitself in a political terrain (B6hm,
2006).

Having its roots in Marxism, neo-Gramscian theaadtienses “assume the centrality of
the struggles that capitalist relations of produttengender to contemporary politics”
(Andrée, 2011: 175). However, it differs from “econistic” Marxism in its “dismissal
of the assumption that the material basis necégshafines ideological superstructure”
(Laclau and Mouffe, 1985: 175).

The late British-based Argentine political theofishesto Laclau and his life partner and
co-author Chantal Mouffe (1982, 1985, 1987) aineeddvelop a synthetic post-Marxist,
post-structuralist, and postmodern political thedfgr this purpose, they attempted to
translate the different theoretical insights oncdigse theory into a comprehensible

framework that could act as a starting point farialoand political analysis.

According to Torfing (2005), there are at leaseéhdifferent generations or traditions of
discourse theory: 1) socio-linguistic analysis firtks discourse in the narrow linguistic
sense of a textual unit (usually larger than aesw#) and focuses on the semantic

aspects of written and spoken text (e.g., Down&84;1 Holsti, 1969; Schegloff and
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Sacks, 1993; Potter and Wetherell, 1987); 2) alittiscourse analysis — sees discourse
also as a social practice and not only restriatesl written or spoken language but a wide
set of social practices (e.g., Foucault, 1985, 19=drclough, 1992, 1995); 3) post-
structuralist discourse analysis — extends theonaif discourse in a way that it can now
cover all social phenomena since it is a relatiosygdtem of signifying practices
depending upon a decentred system of contingewthgstoucted differences and rules
(Derrida, 1978; Laclau and Mouffe, 1985 Laclau, 4;9Btavrakakis, 1997).

Laclau and Mouffe’'s neo-Gramscian discourse thésrgonsidered to belong to third-
generation theoretical perspectives. In their baaiclau and Mouffe (1985) explore the
genealogy of the concept of hegemony through ayat radical political discourses. In
so doing, the authors expand Gramsci’'s conceptegieimony by theorizing it as a

discursive formation.

Laclau and Mouffe (1985) follow Foucault’'s notioegarding the internal relation

between power and discourse, and “define discaass® quasi-transcendental definition
of the historically variable conditions of possityilof what we say, think, imagine, and
do” (Torfing, 2005: 9). However, they abandon thstidction between the discursive
and the non-discursive. For them, non-discursivenpmena like institutions, economic
processes, and technology are ultimately consuluictend through discursive systems

of equivalence and difference (Torfing, 2005).

Regarding Norman Fairclough’s Critical Discourse absis, Laclau and Mouffe

guestion the naturalist ontology latent in the idbat discourse results by extra-
discursive powers at the level of the state orébenomy and that the reflexivity and

actions of the human agents reproduce and trangf@eocial world. On the other hand,
regarding social and political discourse, the dédfees between them are small since
many of Fairclough’s analytical notions and categgfor analysing particular discourse
and different types and genres of discourse camsbd together with concepts from neo-

Gramscian discourse theory.

Through these three generations of discourse thesmye developments were made
towards a broader concept of discourse and poves.mieans that this development also
results “of contingent intellectual articulationsat open a variety of future paths of
development” (Torfing, 2005: 9). Thus, third-gerena discourse theory will not focus

on observable facts or deep meanings. It will anurtderstand the historical formation

of the discursive conditions of social being (Togfji 2005).
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Likewise, in their approach “organization” is histally shaped and “dominated by the
economic spheres of production, bureaucraticallyntroled by the state and
legitimatized by civil society”. This is closelyla@éed to Gramsci’s conception of the

materiality of ideology, which overcomes “superstwal” notions of ideology.

One of the most important theoretical elements an-Gramscian discourse theory is
“ideology”. For Laclau and Mouffe, ideology “is natentified with a ‘system of ideas’
or with the ‘false consciousness’ of social agentsistead, it is “an organic and
relational whole, embodied in institutions and appsses” (1985: 67), which binds a
specific configuration of superstructures and datigroups around a number of basic
articulatory principles. In other words, it funat®as an amalgam in social subjectivity
creating the conditions for political and economioups to emerge. Thus, the discourse

analyst must try to understand the materialitydeblogy in a specific social formation.

The utmost outcome from the neo-Gramscian discoamsgysis is to better understand
how historical actors articulate their differentipbsitions and ideological elements
within the discourses that constitute the sociati€a It is important to point out that, for

Gramsci, political subjects are not only descrilasdclasses (strictly speaking), but as
complex “collective wills”. Gramsci stressed thgiolitics in the modern mass society
takes the form of a struggle for hegemony in teofihe establishment of a political and

moral-intellectual leadership” (Torfing, 2005: 10).

In this sense, Laclau and Mouffe define articulagicas “any practice establishing a
relation among elements such that their identityaglified as a result of the articulatory
practice” (1985: 105). Ideology is then fragmentpdrtial and a relatively coherent
articulation of meaning. When articulated, diffdrediscourses are processed
theoretically among social agents and incorporatéal their very identity (Laclau and
Mouffe, 1985). Thus, for neo-Gramscian discoursmiti, “the institutionalization of a
hegemonic project in an organic coupling of statd aivil society is more important
than taking control with the means of productiondifing, 2005: 11).

For Torfing (2005: 14), discourse can be seem sasltref political decisions, but at a
concrete level, discourse can be analysed as “@endsle of cognitive schemes,
conceptual articulations, rhetorical strategiestyses and images, symbolic actions
(rituals), and structures (architectures), enun@amodalities, and narrative flows and
rhythms”. Together, these elements should shaperesithpe meaning and provide a

homogenous space of representation.
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Discourse is then forged and enlarged throughwation processes defined as a practice
that sets a relation among discursive elementspgi@ahotes a mutual modification of
their identity (Torfing, 2005). The discursive attiations in neo-Gramscian discourse
theory are a sine qua non factor for the rise geh@ny. Hegemony is a central category
since it represents an important and contentiofegerece in Gramsci’s work. Through
this concept, Gramsci sought to comprehend theur@ilof socialist revolution

worldwide, which entails:

not only a unison of economic and political aimst klso
intellectual and moral unity [...] the developmentdan
expansion of the [dominant] group are conceived afd
presented, as being the motor force of a univessphnsion
[...] In other words, the dominant group is coordatht
concretely with the general interests of the suinate groups
(Gramsci, 1971: 181).

In neo-Gramscian discourse theory, hegemony is céo-gmlitical situation that has

“staked out” a particular, dominant idea of whadlity is (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985).

That is, it represents a consented form of powat allows the identification of people
with their political and social institutions, coasting with “coercive” forms of

domination. It happens when power is held throughngéellectual, moral, and political

kind of leadership or authority (Levy and Egan, 208picer and B6hm, 2007; Gramsci,
1971).

Besides, the ideological elements articulated dyegemonic class do not necessarily
have a class belonging. This reiterates why wegkaups might consent to participate
within hegemonic fields of struggle in which thegve little influence to change the
“rules of the game” and do not enjoy the “sharedhdfits (Levy, 2008). Hegemony
conveys a refined balance of ideology that legitesahe outcomes of a system, allows
concrete concessions to weaker groups, and pesuit® degree of economic and
political coercion. In this perspective, consenesimot mean that weaker groups are
victims of a form of false consciousness (Abercr@ntill and Turner, 1980). As
pointed before, Gramsci’'s concept of ideology i¢ tiat of a rigid system of ideas

imposed on society.

The outcome of class struggle provides a systehiligiag class compromise where
institutions reinforce the apparent universalitytleé dominant ideology. The struggle is
largely over marginal changes in resource distidioytout not over the legitimacy of the
system as a whole. Thus, it no longer appearsdm@ie any specific class interest, at
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the same time that it seems to provide some betoeliwer classes without threatening
the hegemonic class and its interests (Rucki, 20Mligrefore, in governance contexts,
hegemony may prevail under “a coherent conjunctiofit between a configuration of

material power, the prevalent collective image airlal order and a set of institutions

which administer the order with a certain semblasfagniversality” (Cox, 1981: 139).

Based on that, neo-Gramscian discourse analysi®ueages an investigation of
“relations of force” (the material, institutionah@ discursive) and their connections
across three levels of mutually constitutive pcditiactivity: global order, civil society,

and the state (Gill, 1998). These three levelsteeta: a) ideas as intersubjective
meanings of what would be the collective imagewofld order; b) material capabilities
as a process of accumulation; and, last, c) ingtita as channel of order stabilization

representing the mixture of the two previous elemédox, 1981).

For instance, in climate change governance, hegemstiuctures allow market
mechanisms, such as carbon trading, to become rhery mechanism to reduce
emissions and highlight voluntary action rathernthegislative measures (Bohm and
Dabhi, 2009; Bumpus and Liverman, 2008). At the esaime, there is a globally shared
assumption that energy is a key driver of econognamvth, an assumption on which
much of the power of the fossil fuel lobby relidis helps to explain the success of
their lobbying efforts in climate change negotia@and why, in the end, “the interests of
states in ensuring that climate change regimesoti@neate any obstacles to economic
growth thus coincide with the interests of the flofsel industry” (Banerjee, 2012:
1764). Hence, discourses of climate change arerinakly linked with discourses of
development and energy security. This governancgygie involves both developing
and industrialized countries and other severalradtibbying for different positions and

particular configurations of interests (Banerje&l2).

As mentioned before, in a neo-Gramscian discoupggoach, the institutional group
formed by those actors (comprising institutions,rpooations, governments and
transnational managerial elites) in climate chagggrcise structural power to ensure that

whatever the agreement reached it does not haimgibeds.

Likewise, the complexity around GMO governance &#He national policies,
international regimes, organizations, and also mnganand knowledge production in
environmental, social, political, and cultural tedas (Fontoura and Guedes,

forthcoming). When these elements come into aligiméhe prevailing economic,
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social, and bureaucratic systems enjoy a leveltalbilty and legitimacy, that is, a
hegemonic situation. Thus, | argue that it is intpotr to pay close attention to
institutional, material and discursive “relationsforce” in GMO civil society actors in
order to better understand their hegemonic amlsitenmd their ability to affect specific
practices. Moreover, neo-Gramscian discourse aisalgsless about establishing a
definitive description of when specific groups areare not hegemonic, and more about
explaining and describing the complexity of the qasses of consent, resistance, and

coercion involved in a broad-scale social change.

In doing so, this discourse approach integratesn@gedynamics, and power by
conceiving GMO governance as a “field of strugglEie “field of struggle” operates in
a very dynamic system of continuous flux of conithdns, ideologies, and agents,
whereby equilibrium is never reached. Meanwhilepidgies and actors are themselves
instituted in field-level processes and structunes dialectical movement (Levy, 2008).
This means that hegemony and ideology are incompétd non-monolithic, but
transitory and historically specific. Hence, remmste and oppositions can always arise
(Gramsci, 1971). Mittelman (2000: 184) reinforckis notion by stating that, “Different
historical contexts will produce different forms begemony with different sets of
actors”. Thus, hegemonic power is deeply intert@ingh the concept of resistance.

For Cox, when actors stand against hegemonic-rexalidforms of globalization, such
opposition represents a “dialectical response tmdgenization” or an “affirmation of
difference” (Cox, 1997: 24). Therefore, resistarscpart of a “double movement”: first,
the self-regulating market expansion inflames slycdisruptive and polarizing trends;
and secondly, there is a movement of the reassesfipolitical responses (Cox, 1995;
Mittelman, 2000; Levy and Egan, 2003; Levy, 2008).

Such double movements mark moments of instabitig generate an open fissure in a
cascading effect that leads to a reconfiguratiorthef whole system (Levy and Egan,
2003). When discontinuity happens or a crisis @femeony arises (or an “organic crisis”
occurs, according to Gramsci), it means that theiteacy of the ruling class collapsed
in the face of a political failure that allowed timehoate demands of subordinate actors
to be voiced. These moments of a hegemonic cris®vige opportunities for
restructuring new hegemonic relations between Bgcieconomy, and state (or

counterhegemonic relations).
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In this sense, “historical contingency” or “logi¢ the contingent” is a cornerstone in
neo-Gramscian discourse analysis. This stresses a@ma hegemonic formation is
dynamic since contingent articulations are privilgg political moments in the
structuration of society. That is, hegemony is jost the “unfolding of an identity but
the response to a crisis” (Laclau and Mouffe, 1986:Deeper levels of contingency
produce new hegemonic articulations (also contitjgemhich in turn lead to new

political actions of the institutions and restée process of construction of hegemony.

Therefore, the logic of hegemony is based on cgatioy and articulation, and those two
factors will together determine the identity of thegemonic subjects (Laclau and
Mouffe, 1985). Laclau and Mouffe (1985) pointed that the dimension of contingency
is even more visible in the contemporary world tltawas in Gramsci’s time, as over

time, hegemonic rearticulations have become faergeneralized and common.

Likewise, contingency is central to challenge aesist hegemony. As highlighted by
Otto and Bohm “every hegemonic discourse is ompuial fixation of a particular order

that can be challenged through resisting forceB062 11).

Hegemonic discourses result from the logics of ejence, but also from the logics of
difference. “Chains of equivalence” “involve thenstruction of common ideologies,
identities and strategies” (B6hm, Spicer and Flgm008: 177). Thus, in order to resist
hegemony, some civil society actors attempt to ldgviheir own hegemonic discourses
“within and between their own operations by artting ‘chains of equivalence™

(Bbhm, Spicer and Fleming; 2008: 177). The undadstegy of these chains of

equivalence is fundamental in neo-Gramscian diseothieory. They are set to reach a
broad coalition in a common project in order toaomodate actors and their plural
demands (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985). That is, “actoaacel out their differences, in

order to identify with a particular demand. Yet tstablishment of this chain can never

be a purely intentional and rational act” (Otto &thm, 2006: 10).

Antagonism is also central in neo-Gramscian diseerapproach. Chains of equivalence
also emerge by establishing a political frontieraotagonistic relationship with regards
to other discourses (Otto and Béhm, 2006). Thislvas analysing logics of difference
that rely on “antagonisms” for identity constructias a way to oppose the hegemonic

discourse.
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The logic of equivalence relates to the simplificatof political space, while the logic of
difference to its increasing complexity and enlangat (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985). Otto
and Bohm (2006: 10) point out this coexistence betwthe logics of difference and
logics of equivalence: “Yet, the establishment bistchain can never be a purely
intentional and rational act, as the process igugdited through an antagonistic
relationship with other discourses, which at theedime is necessary for the unity of

the movement”.

Antagonism lies in the fact that identity cannot ungfied into an existing system of
differences (Dellagnelo, Bohm, and Mendonga, 20l prder to identify oneself, one
must delineate oneself from an “Other”, “which we anot, and from which we are
superior” (Otto and Bohm, 2006: 10). In short, “az@ say that the constitution of an
‘enemy’ is necessary to construct the movemenéstitl as the precondition for its own
existence” (Otto and B6hm, 2006: 10).

Laclau (2005) highlights the importance of the ¢ibagon of a common ‘enemy’ for a
collective identity construction. For the authds, ineaning is determined largely by the
differential positions within the symbolic compasit of society. The extensive series of
social demands can boost the disintegration of/éng symbolic framework of different
collective groups. Thus, popular demands shall dss land less sustained by a pre-
existing differential framework, and shall rathex grounded on the construction of a

new one. Because of that,

the identity of the enemy also depends increasirayly a
process of political construction. | can be releliyvcertain
about who the enemy is when, in limited strugglesm
fighting against the local council, those respolesifor the
health system, or the university authorities. Bupa@pular
struggle involves the equivalence between all thpatial
struggles, and in that case the global enemy tadéstified
becomes much less obvious. The consequence isthibat
internal political frontier will become much lesstdrminate,
and the equivalences intervening in that deterngnatan
operate in many different directioritaclau, 2005: 86)

Antagonistic relations are thus seen as “radichlit with the mutual recognition of
legitimacy among the opponents (Mouffe, 2013). Mes¥, antagonisms delineate
society’s limits since those are essentially amiégi@. In other words, antagonisms are
external to society and thus they constitute thterfa impossibility of consolidation (or
social organization) as a totalifikaclau and Mouffe, 1985). Based on the power ef th
antagonism to demarcate the line between the mitermd the external, in the form of
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two opposing systems of equivalences, its constnudtas become increasingly crucial
in politics. For instance, forms of resistance @asume the character of collective
struggles from the rise of an external discourdasis Bhows that there is no politics
without hegemony. Therefore, in a neo-Grasmciaradisse theory, it is of utmost

importance for us to identify the discursive coiugis for the rise of a collective action
and the conditions in which an antagonism has wesstituted (Laclau and Mouffe,

1985).

Additionally, it is important to point out that thplurality of varied and often-
contradictory positions discards the idea of aqumly unified “society” or the broad
concept of “the people”. This might seem paraddxicasisting hegemony requires the
construction of a counterhegemonic identity, ans tiew identity will never achieve the
status of a perfectly unified and homogenous agsuth as the “working class”
discourse. On the contrary, antagonisms allow thergence of Gramscian concept of
“war of position” against the dominant hegemonierie (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985).

In this sense, antagonism does not emerge at & guoint of difference. There is an
array of possible antagonisms in social realitie$ some of them can even oppose each
other. The chains of equivalence will differ radigadepending on the antagonism
involved; and it may affect and penetrate (conttadily) the identity of the group.
Hence, “the more unstable the social relations,léss successful will be any definite
system of differences and the more the points tgomism will proliferate” (Laclau and
Mouffe, 1985: 131). This proliferation makes thentral identity of a group of actors
more difficult to define, and, consequently, itcalmakes organising unified chains of

equivalence more challenging.

Thus, the dynamic system in a neo-Gramscian appré@acgovernance can also be
described as an endless “war of position” of socmhtestation (Bohm, Spicer, and
Fleming, 2008). For Gramsci, the “war of positioréntails the progressive
disaggregation and construction of people’s idgntit hegemony. It means that the
identity of the opponents to hegemony, for instarfee from being fixed from the
beginning, is mutating constantly. In this senée, metaphor of “war” has little to do
with the strict military sense, and rather stregbas in collective actions, identity is not
stable or fixed. For instance, struggles againstafg corporations are increasingly
articulated at the international level. In a recetidy about the Cartagena Protocol

negotiations on GMOs, Fontoura and Guedes (fortimgfound that different actors
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from civil society were embedded in a “war of pmsit during the whole process of
formulation and implementation of this internatibmalicy. For instance, sometimes
they used antagonistic articulatory practices (@cfivism protests in the pre-negotiation
phase of the Protocol promoted by Greenpeace amehdsr of the Earth), while
sometimes they adopted hegemonic articulatory ioexct (e.g., the lobby of
BioteCanada, International Trading House, and JegmrBioindustrial Organization,

during the initial proposals of the Protocol).

Another key concept in neo-Grasmcian discourseryhisothat of the “nodal point” (or
“empty signifier”) which actors adopt in order teeate chains of equivalence. In other
words, to create chains of equivalence, actorsoiciesy articulate “nodal points”.
“Emptiness” is “an essential quality of the nodalint, as an important condition of
possibility for its hegemonic success” (Howarth é@tdvrakakis, 2000: 9). The nodal
points are then quite ambiguous central points mliseourse connecting a variety of
interests of different groups in a particular sgst@f meaning or “chain of equivalence”
with some degree of temporary stability (Torfin@99; Bohm, 2006; van Bommel and
Spicer, 2011). As pointed out by Stavrakakis (19%68), “the nodal is the signifier of a
‘lack of a lack’, it represents itself as a poirftabsolute meaningfulness; it aims at
arresting the flow of the Real”. However, in thsiudies, Laclau and Mouffe underscore
that social actors do not simply adopt a nodal tpagnphilosophical point of view at the
level of ‘ideas’. Rather, it should “be seen as arencomplex set of discursive
hegemonic operations embracing a variety of aspboth institutional and ideological,
through which certain themes are transformed intmlah points of a discursive
formation” (1985: 174).

For instance, in the case of the Bolivian “water'wtne social movement that sought to
resist management and business practices useérthéwater” as a nodal point because
‘it was so open and general that it could comprseplurality of demands and
accommodate many different interpretations” (Ottml 86hm, 2006:16). Also, as an
example, environmental movements often use the tgreen” to refer to a wide range
of floating signifiers from the environmental leait (Stavrakakis, 1997). In both cases,
discourses compete for “the construction and stabibn of meaning by articulating as
many elements as possible around certain privilgg@dts. In this way, the resulting
meaning will be always a ‘political’ fixation thatill involve ‘winners’ and ‘losers™
(Dellagnelo, Bohm, and Mendoncga, 2014: 143).
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In turn, nodal points comprise a range of “floatisgnifiers” that are articulated

differently in different discourses (Laclau and Mfey 1985; Torfing, 1999). They are
signifiers because they are full with meaning, dnely are “floating” because they
accommodate many different interpretations and lsanattached to many possible
patterns of signification, depending on how theg kmked with other words (Torfing,

2005; van Bommel and Spicer, 2011). Civil societioes often exploit a sort of floating
signifier in the attempt to create a richer languémarticulate their political struggle, to

mobilize broader support and attract potentiaéallvan Bommel and Spicer, 2011).

Moreover, considering that civil society actorsoatfraw on antagonisms to construct
identity, Laclau and Mouffe (1985: 171) defendedtttEvery antagonism, left free to
itself, is a floating signifier, a ‘wild’ antagomswhich does not predetermine the form in
which it can be articulated to other elements soaal formation”. Again, it is crucial to

analyse “antagonisms” as a central type of floasiiggifier.

To clarify the concept of floating signifier, | takthe example of van Bommel and
Spicer’s study (2011). In their research on theattve and development of the Slow
Food movement, the authors found out that the mewmeimad gained global reach (from
Italy to other countries) by incorporating and @rtating a large range of new floating
signifiers through the years. First, the movematitw@ated the following signifiers:

slowness, artisanal, local/traditional, and tasteler the nodal point “gastronomy”. After
2000, it started to articulate floating signifiebgyond gastronomy, and articulated
“sustainability”, “social justice”, and “biodiversi’ as related to eco-gastronomy. By
2010, the slow food movement became more organaati expanded to more than 150

countries, with more than 100,000 members by 2010.

In brief, to build collective identity three proses are required: a) an equivalential
articulation among different demands that allows &mergence of “the collective”; b)

the creation of an antagonistic borderline; andhe) unification of these demands in
hegemonic discourse (or a stable system of sigtifin) (Laclau, 2005: 75).

Last, but not least, even though Laclau and Moyff685) highlight that social

movements are the fundamental agents of resistdmeg,do not “go into any further
detail about exactly how social movements orgathe& hegemonic struggles” (Spicer
and BOohm, 2007: 6). Grounded on that, this studyp aims to contribute to neo-
Gramscian literature by opening-up the box of ceatiety through the investigation on

the dynamical and complex role of internationall@eciety actors in GMO governance.
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2.2 Civil Society Actors

Initial theories in civil society used to referitoas a social interaction sphere governed
by political reasons (Arendt, 1958), disconnectsamnf the state, the family and the
marketplace (Hegel, 1821/2002), and where the savwap supposedly to be civilized
and ordered (Hobbes, 1651/1985). In the last degacigil society has often been
characterized by individuals coalescing voluntaalpund common ideas, causes, and
needs to achieve collective gain or action, withinet organizations being public or for
profit in their origins (Yaziji and Doh, 2009).

In a neo-Gramscian discourse approach, civil spegetentral to hegemony (Klimechi
and Willmott, 2011) as it offers “the vital ideoiogl ‘ground work’ that establishes
those structures of social and cultural conserttgbpport, and enable the reproduction
of the state and the economy” (Spicer and B6hm,720@3). Levy and Egan also
highlight that “the relative autonomy of civil sety turns the ideological realm into a

key site of political contestation among rival sdgroups and ideas” (2003: 806).

However, it is important to recognize that civil cedy is heterogeneous and
encompasses a variety of actors, mainly represdmgesiocial movements and NGOs
(Spicer and Béhm, 2007; Edwards, 2004; Mohan, 200&cer, 2002; Mintzberg and
Srinivas, 2009; Srinivas, 2010).

In this study, social movements will be defined‘@dlective challenges by people with
common purposes and solidarity in sustained interacwith elites, opponents and
authorities” (Tarrow, 1994: 3-4). From this defiait, we identify three unique features
of social movements, as follows: 1) they focus otlective challenges articulated by
relatively coherent groups of people, which corngrasith micro-political approaches
that are basically focused on individual forms es$istance; 2) they show that these
collectives share a sense of solidarity and commorpose, corresponding to what
Laclau and Mouffe (1985) call “chains of equivaleficwhich bind different groups
involved in the struggle; and 3) they highlight ttmesistance may comprise sustained

interaction with dominant groups such as econonitiese(Spicer and B6hm, 2007).

For Laclau and Mouffe (1985), social movements the key agents of resistance.
Nevertheless, it is important to stress that nbsatial movements are the same and
struggles are fragmented and can be articulated mrray of different discourses.
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In the face of the transformations experiencedaipitalist societies in the last decades,
“new social movements” (NSM) theory attempts to emsthnd contemporary social
movements (Johnston et al. 1994). NSM theory dr&wem continental European
traditions of social theory and political philosgpmnd emerges in part as a critique to the
inadequacies of classical Marxism on collectiveicact(Cohen, 1985; Klandermans,
1991; Klandermans and Tarrow, 1988; Larana, Johrestd Gusfield, 1994).

For NSM theorists there are two main types of rédasm in classical Marxism which
hinder the possibility to comprehend contemporasymk of collective action: a)
Marxism’s economic reductionism, in which all pmi#lly significant social action
results from the central economic logic of capstaproduction and that all other social
logics are secondary in the formation of such actty Marxism’s class reductionism,
which assumes that the most relevant social acmsdefined by class relationships
rooted in the process of production and that dleptsocial identities are secondary in
shaping collective actors. These assumptions inxigiar privilege a proletarian
revolution embedded in the sphere of production disdegard other forms of social
protest (Buechler, 1990).

NSM theorists, in turn, emphasize other logics afective action based on ideology,
culture, and politics as the foundation of muchaactin addition, they have focused in
other sources of collective identity such as gendexuality, and ethnicity. The term
“new social movements” thus refers to a varietygafective actions that have displaced
the old social movement of proletarian revolutissaciated with classical Marxism
(Cohen, 1985).

The main themes discussed in NSM theory have bgdallaws: a) symbolic action in
civil society and the cultural sphere as arena dollective action coexisting with
instrumental action in the state or political sgh@ohen, 1985; Melucci, 1989); b) the
importance of processes that foster autonomy afdermination instead of strategies
to maximize power and influence (Habermas, 198471%8icht, 1988); c) the role of
postmaterialist values in collective action (in tast with struggles restricted to the
allocation of material resources) (Inglehart, 198@jton, Kuechler and Burklin, 1990);
d) investigation on the construction of collectidentities and identification of group
interests, instead of taking for granted that tbeflect groups and their interests are
structurally determined (Hunt, Benford and Snow94;2ohnston, Larana and Gusfield,
1994; Klandermans, 1994; Melucci, 1989; Stoeck&5)9e) the socially constructed
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nature of injustice and ideology, rather than assgnthat they result from a group’s
structural location (Johnston, Larana and Gusfie@94; Klandermans, 1992); and f) the
array of submerged latent, and temporary netwohied bften provide the basis of
collective action (Melucci, 1989; Gusfield, 1994uiller, 1994).

As example, in the last decades, NSMs have produesdarch on the feminist
movement, the environmental movement, the peaceement, the anti-nuclear
movement, the gay movement, human rights grougbsaron (Fitzgerald and Rodgers,
2000; McAdam and Kloss, 2014; McAdam, Tarrow anéyTi2001). Further, | also

highlight that anti and pro-GMO movements are NSMs.

Through the years, McAdam has investigated socialements and their political
strategy for expanding opportunities for resourcebilization and political access
(McAdam and Kloos, 2014; Fligstein and McAdam, 2002Adam and Boudet, 2012;
McAdam, Tarrow and Tilly, 2001). That is, social vements can form and mobilize
resources such as funding opportunities and legpllations, and they can get access to
influential institutions and other political actor§hese variables are components of
political opportunity structures and they allow we understand the structural
environments in which conducive or unconducive opputies arise that either constrain
or encourage activism (McAdam, McCarthy and Zal@9d). Exhibit 1 illustrates the

relation of social movement location and politiopportunity structures.

Exhibit 1 - Dimensions of social movements according to locatio

Large size
New or declining field
Conducive opportunity
structure

Political Strategy

I
Space for Relatively little
workplace space for
conflicts Work- Civil workplace
Control over piace = »  society  conflicts
location location Conflict over
labour process o1 e
at stake g
processes
L
Infra-Political
Strategy
Small size
Mature field

Un-conducive
opportunity structure
Source: Adapted from Spicer and Béhm (2007: 8)
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As pointed out in Exhibit 1, opportunity structura® “consistent - but not necessarily
formal or permanent - dimensions of the politicavieonment that provide incentives for
people to undertake collective action by affectimgir expectations of success or failure”
(Tarrow 1994: 85). A conducive opportunity struetwoccurs where there is relatively
open access to participation in the dominant imstihs, when elite allies are available,
and the state has a reasonably low propensitypaocty for repression, and last, but not
least, when political alliances are relatively atde (McAdam, 1996). In these cases, the
public attempts to challenge dominant actors bjecte actions. They would be more
likely to set up a more organized challenge to sedcelite groups. Hence, “social
movements will be more likely to adopt politicatagegies when they are large in size,
when they operate in new fields and when they fameducive opportunity structures”
(Spicer and Béhm, 2007: 20).

The other strategy that resistance groups may aoptrough infra-politics in an
unconducive opportunity structure. This strateggsato challenge managerial hegemony
in a less formalized and organized way. It oftensists of direct and non-hierarchical
initiatives by actors to rebuild social relatiorghiand claim their rights. In infra-politics
strategy, the focus is not formal organizationsarmolvement with official centres of

power such as the state or corporate hierarchies.

In this type of strategy, resistance agents fawtaiming rights directly. Their aim is to
create and experiment alternative identities, caltinnovation, and some symbolic
economy (Spicer and Béhm, 2007; Melucci 1989, 196éug 1998; Crossley, 2002).
Usually these resistance groups avoid formality laiedarchical organizational forms, as
they also are against forms of authoritarianism ‘anstitutional orientation” (Crossley,
2002; Blaug 1998). The agenda they pursue invdlgkalleng(ing) the machine of the
state with viral micro-operations” (Blaug, 1998:)48haracterized by struggles at the
level of everyday practices. These include comgaiominant styles in industry (Rao, et
al. 2001, 2003), the rise of shareholder activismlarge corporations (Davis and
Thompson 1994), and gay and lesbian causes (Ctekd2602).

Based on these dimension explanation (from ExHipit argue that resistance in GMO
governance can be characterized as large in sie #&iffects different types of civil
society organizations worldwide), a quite new figld., the commercialization of GMOs
started mainly only the 1990s; that is less thade8ades), and face a conducive

opportunity structure with institutions that areitquoften open access to public
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participation (i.e., the CBD, the Food and Agriautt Organization of the United Nations
- FAO, and European Union - EU, are key institusiam GMO governance and they all

require some degree of public participation).

For some authors, the tendency to place identitiedlSMs theory at centre stage
neglects the emphasis over movement participandsitipn in the social structure
(Fitzgerald and Rodgers, 2000). Hardisty (1999uadgthat this narrow view of identity
groups does not take into account larger issuels aadJ.S. imperialism, class, or the
exploitative nature of global capitalism. Groundednew-Gramscian approach, Mouffe
(1984) argues that these new social movementsharexpression of antagonisms that
have risen as a result of the new hegemonic foomatonsolidated after Second World
War. For the author, advanced capitalist soci¢taae become an extensive market place
and this “commaodification” of social life has be@alowed by the “bureaucratization”
resulted from the growing intervention of the stateall levels of social reproduction;
and, by the “cultural massification” resulted fréine wide influence of the mass media.

Drawing from the same perspective, Laclau and Mo(i985) claim that, despite the
fact that NSMs studies are not centred on “clasggte”, it is important not to put them
together into a unified category opposed to thatlas. Rather, scholars should seek to

emphasize

not the idea of arbitrarily grouping them into ategpory
opposed to that of class, but the novel role th&y pn
articulating that rapid diffusion of social confliality to more
and more numerous relations which is characteristiay of
advanced industrial societies. (Laclau and Mou&85t 159)

As can be seen in NSMs literature over the pastsyesacial movements are becoming
more influential, organized, and incorporated imeernational politics and business
through new organizational forms represented by Q8G(Davis and McAdam, 2000).
Reimann (2006) establishes a relationship betwkanhfact and institutions of global
governance. In other words, over time, in globavegnance contexts (such as GMO
governance), international institutions have preducnew “international political
opportunities” for funding and participation of NGOthat enabled a structural
environment highly conducive to a dramatic growtiNG&Os. While some NGOs work

together with business enterprises, others réssh in many ways (Reimann, 2006).
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For instance, Béhm, Spicer, and Fleming (2008) Iigbh that NGOs and social
movements are the main actors resisting internalionsiness practickm civil society.

However, their role in resistance differs in twoimavays of organizing: formal and
informal. Thus, drawing on a new-Gramscian framdéwof analysis, the authors
maintain that within civil society NGOs are the mdormal types of organization to
resist international business practises while $omiavements represent the main
informal one. The distinct types of resistance r{far and informal) to international

business are described in Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 2 - Types of resistance to International Business
Formal resistance

Formal firm Formal state Formal civil society
resistance resistance resistance
(e.g. unions) (.. political parties) | (e.g. non-govemmental
organizations)
firm state civil socely
Informal firm Informal state Informal civil society
resistance resistance resistance
(=.g. organizational (e.g. guermilla action, (&.g. new social
misbehavior) mutiny) movemanis)

Informal resistance
Source: Adapted from Bohm, Spicer and Fleming, 2008

This result encouraged me to explore the politicdé of NGOs. In contemporary
western societies, NGOs are private, not-for-profiganizations that serve particular
societal interests by targeting operational andoedey efforts on economic, political,
and social goals, such as equity, education, hungnts, health, and environmental
protection. They also deal continually with privaf@undations, governments, and
multilateral institutions for funding purposes. @iy NGOs try to be accountable to the
“clients” they serve. Likewise, they measure tlseiccess by their impact on these clients

and their communities (Woller and Parsons, 2002g€&a, Doh and Vachani, 2004).

In organizational terms, many NGOs today keep d pad permanent professionalized
staff, and their activists have personal qualifmad that are specifically required for
their work in the NGO, such as fund-raising skijtajrnalistic skills, media experience,
and a scientific background in different fieldsresearch (Martens, 2002; Clarke, 1998).
For some authors, NGOs are a reservoir of manageprefessionals and a highly

International business practices include multovel corporations and their articulation with a evid
range of groups in distinct international contg@8hm, Spicer and Fleming, 2008).
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skilled labour pool (Tarrow, 1998; Teegen, Doh &athani 2004). Furthermore, they
have at least a basic organizational structure woffices, fulltime members,
headquarters, financial income, and constitutionarfghs, 2002; Teegen, Doh and
Vachani, 2004).

These organizational aspects intertwined with stima¢ incentives for civil society
organizations at the international level allowed ®&30 increase their opportunities for
political access and participation in policy-makipgcesses (Reimann, 2006). Hence,
NGOs’ organizational structures and high skilledfpssionals enable them to gain
legitimacy in the political arena as they can ard¢jo@t they areclose to the people
(Fisher, 1997, my emphasis). It also influencesisi@e makers to rely on NGOs to

improve their political claims in political contesions.

In terms of funding, the universe of internatiorsglonsors of NGOs has increased
dramatically in the past two decades including ardy international organizations, but
also new actors in a complex array of governmemfagsi-governmental, and private
organizations. Without material resources, they ldrawt be able to survive. United
Nations (UN) support alone has grown exponentialhen comparing the 1950s and
1960s with the 1980s and 1990s. In the late 199085agencies were providing more
than $2 billion a year to NGOs not only for implartation of UN projects but also for
NGO networking, NGO training and “capacity buildingrograms, and attendance to

UN conferences (Reimann, 2006).

Other international bodies, such as the World Bahk, Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the Europs#aon (EU) set up numerous
programs to support the growth of NGOs during #ie 1980s and 1990s. EU funding to
NGOs also increased dramatically in this periodt didy each EU member state has its
individual bilateral aid programs, but also sinte t1960s, the EU has had its own
separate foreign assistance program. EU funding N&@Os had a budget of
approximately $3.2 million in the mid-1970s. By B99it had skyrocketed to an
estimated $1.0 billion, which represents betwee¥ End 20% of all EU foreign aid
(Randel and German 1999).

In the U.S., quasi-governmental and political foatnehs have been used to channel state
funds to NGOs, just like in the European case sthee1980s and 1990s when these
organizations started to devote a significant parof their grants to NGOs and others

social movements. The U.S. government funds mostheke quasi-governmental
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foundations, such as the Asia Foundation, the afriDevelopment Foundation, the
Eurasia Foundation, and the Inter-American Foundgfreimann, 2001).

Those private foundations are also big sponsofl@D programs and have become an
important elite ally of these organizations. Intdional development was the main area
funded by foundations during the 1970s; in the $98Ad 1990s, they intensified their
contribution in terms of funding both service amtv@acy NGOs (Jenkins, 1998; Berry,

1999). From 1999 to 2000, the 14 foundations ligtdekhibit 3 spent more than $1.1 billion

on international programs and projects, and dorate®b to NGOs and transnational NGO
networks for international development, human #gghsecurity, gender issues, the

environment and civil society development (Reim&@Q6).

Exhibit 3 - Funding of NGOs by Selected American Fandations - 1999-2000

Foundation Number of Granis (Year) Total International Funding
Alton Jones Foundation 69 grants (1999) $16.6 million
Carnegie Corporation 21 grants (2000) $7.3 million*
Ford Foundation 600 grants (2000) n.a.

Gates Foundation 51 grants (2000) $701 million*
Global Fund for Women 354 grants (2000) $4 million
Hewlett Foundation 91 grants (2000) $60 million*
Kellogg Foundation 73 grants (2000) $40 million
MacArthur Foundation 112 grants (2000) $36 million*
Mott Foundation 215 grants (1999) $27 million
Packard Foundation 156 grants (2000) $42 million
Rockefeller Brothers Fund 87 grants (2000) $9 million*
Rockefeller Foundation 195 grants (2000) $142 million
Turner Foundation 56 grants (1999) $4 million
Wallace Global Fund 59 grants (2000) $5.7 million
Total 2139 grants $1.1 billion

Source: Adapted from Reimann (2006: 54)

In the international domain, international NGOs al&o considered more accountable
and formally organized to represent “humanity” ivilcsociety (Boli and Thomas, 1999).
In this sense, NGOs themselves are seen to beasiogly multinational and subject to
many of the same pressures and influences of matittimal corporations, such as
technological advancement, increasing returns,ajipdtion, and economic development

and integration (Teegen, Doh, and Vachani, 2004).

Furthermore, for some authors, those NGOs influente spread of world-cultural
principles, such as universalism, individualisnggess, rational voluntaristic authority,
and world citizenship. Some international NGO lablgyconvinced states to apply their
principles (at least in some issues and some s3ct@sed on their world-cultural
principles perspective (Boli and Thomas, 1999;i8as, 2010; Banerjee, 2003).

34



For instance, international NGOs, such as Greempempending on the issue, have the
legitimacy to often directly speak in the name wfl society, without necessarily being
able to represent the different positions held desthat movement. Historically,
Greenpeace emerged from the environmental moveofethie 1970s and early 1980s
that also influenced the foundation of Green PaiheEuropean Countriesn 2002, with
2.5 million members, Greenpeace was present iro8atdes and had the largest number
of members in Holland (600 thousand), Germany (8@@usand), and the United
Kingdom (400 thousand). Drawing on direct mediacast as their most visible type of
action, the organization is also deeply involvedhwscientific research and lobbying
practices. With its “spectacular actions”, it lodgksbrand itself with the flag of heroism
and of purity (Van Der Heijden, 2002). Greenpea@etvism is driven, most of the
time, by professionals, such as Engineers, Finamck Logistic Administrators, Web

designers, Senior Researchers and so on (GreenR€4és.

Save the Children, also an international NGO, wsialdished in the 1930s in the U.S.
Throughout its more than 80 years of action, SaeeGhildren’s approach has focused
on saving children’s lives and investing in childdo(everyday, during times of crisis
and in the future). In this way, the internatiofd6O has employees with specialized
skills to address children’s needs in differentalocealities such as Mozambique,
Afghanistan, Haiti, and Bolivia. In 2015, Save tbkildren was present in 120 countries
(Save the Children, 2015).

In governance contexts, international NGOs alsdeusupport and opposition in the
domains of their target policies. They are ableetach voters through media campaigns
in order to pressure governments, while lobbyinigeotnetworks (i.e., private sector,
grassroots representations) through different foohsaction (Fontoura and Guedes,
forthcoming). For example, in 1987, anticipatindexisive vote from the World Bank in
relation to a development project in the Amazonjiremmentalists from international
NGOs (such as Friends of the Earth) in the U.Srofs and Australia together
researched and drafted letters with environmeiiahsfic fact sheets to their respective
governments. In one week, the lobby coordinated samdiltaneously helped to cancel
the proposed development project. In other sitaaticnternational NGOs also relied on
their access within voter circles aiming to obtagsistance in the formulation of national

public policies (Princen, 1994).
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Furthermore, international NGOs also provide sdieninderstanding focused on their
target policies by conducting their own researchd atudies and through their
relationships with scientific communities. Since vgmments and international
organizations do not obtain this type of information a routine basis, and their
responses to global problems (i.e., climate chafage] hunger, and others) are much
more relative and centred on managing the crigie, dvailability of this type of

information from international NGOs proves to beywealuable (Princen, 1994).

Sullivan, Spicer, and Bohm (2011) argue that iragamal civil society actors (such as
international NGOs) encompass a new mode of “glalciVism” that is part of the so-

called “transnational social movement”. Tarrow def the *“transnational social
movements” as “socially mobilized groups with cdaognts in at least two states,
involved in sustained contentious interaction withwer holders in at least one state
other than their own, or against an internationatifution, or a multinational economic
actor” (2001:11). Nowadays, these movements havdemanconventional political

campaigns focused more on issue-based movememshbbse mentioned above when

discussing NSMs, from environmentalism to civilhis}

For many years now, Banerjee has claimed thatyranshational social movements,
western international NGOs tend to promote thein aagenda at the national level,
which may generate a clash of interests with fewcessful and equitable cases of
cooperation and interaction in transnational cagimsiBanerjee, 2003; 2011; Kraemer,
Whiteman and Banerjee, 2013). Banerjee highlighigs tcontradictory role of

international NGOs:

It is important to note here that while NGOs caaypah crucial
political role in mediating conflicts and represagt
community interests they do not automatically hibld moral
high ground when it comes to social and environalessues
or representing Indigenous communities. NGOs andl ci
society actors may not be profit driven, but theiwer and
legitimacy to represent marginalized groups musb abe
scrutinized along with their motives and intentiof2011:
331)

This often-contradictory position of internatioMdGOs can also be observed in GMO
governance. As pointed in the introduction, durthg Rio+20 and the first March
Against Monsanto of 2013, while some internatioh6Os showed resistance to

agribusiness practices, others cooperated andsengorted hegemony.
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However, | believe that, without dismissing theexant contributions of the studies
analysed in this section, there are some key ltiaita to international civil society
actors that have not fully explored. First, theralitly of the international civil society
actors is still not clear, as most of the studesltto group those actors under a single
over-encompassing term. Sometimes they use “abaglety actors” (without describing
who they are, where and how they act), sometimeyg tise only “NGOs” or, less
frequently, “international NGOs” (as if there is wiifference among those types of
NGOs in many aspects - strategy, locus of actiogiajed issues, main targets, and so
on), and sometimes “social movements” or only “sraational social movement” if they
act internationally (without differentiating the y&in which they are organized, as if
they were the same worldwide and were organizethénsame way, with the same

strategy to achieve their goals, etc.).

Secondly, research on international civil societtoes as effectively representing
“humanity” in global governance is still lacking this sense, | would like to argue that
more studies should problematize the real legitima€ those actors to represent
“humanity” or, the often neglected “marginalizedioas” of other members of civil

society. For instance, considering that the ris&BIOs worldwide seriously affects the
reality and daily life of small famers, peasant counities, indigenous people and other
subjects on the margins of society, one might akkther international civil society

actors in GMO governance really represent theirghldemands or which international
civil society actors resist and which maintain hragay in GMO governance. These
problematizations of international civil societyt@as are still blurred and neglected in
Organization Studies, Management and Businesssfiefdesearch (particularly in the

international domain).

Thirdly, the literature on international civil sety actors tends to portray social
movements as essentially actors of resistance.fdezlion a neo-Gramscian approach,
every collective action shall comprise sustainegdraction with dominant groups (Spicer
and Bohm, 2007). This is not clear from the literatin social movements. Rather, the

widespread notion is that all social movementsaasgys a form of resistance.

My fourth argument poses that those studies dodebte into the dichotomy to be
observed between Southern and Northern contextseder, they do not take into
account that different local realities and theisifion in geopolitics might affect the way

that international civil society actors act. Thifishey act “internationally” it is important
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to ask what the similarities and differences insthactors’ strategies are when applied to
Southern or Northern realities and to what exteistmatters.

Finally, | believe that there is still little explation on why international civil society
actors cooperate with or resist hegemonic strugglesobal governance. Therefore, one
might ask what motivates one international civikcisty organization to engage in
hegemony while others decided to confront it, archtncould be the main reasons for
this.

With these reflections on the literature on intéioral civil society actors, | aim to make
my contribution to understanding them as key raleydayers in global governance that
should be better explored and understood.

In this sense, the classification of Bohm, Spicest Bleming (2008) in Exhibit 2 for the

types of resistance to International Business withvil society, can also be useful to
differentiate the types of “international civil sety actors” that | am investigating.
Therefore, based on Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2, | sifysthe international civil society

actors in GMO governance as formal (internationadb®¢) and informal actors

(international social movements). Then, in the Bith, | show how these organizations
can be distributed based on Exhibit 1 (adapted fe@necer and B6hm, 2007).

Exhibit 4 - Positioning and differentiating international civil society actors in GMO
governance

Large s|ze International NGOs
New or declining field e
Conducive opportunity International Social
Movements
structure
Political Strategy Resist or
Sustain
A Hegemony in
GMO Relatively little
v?(?:(C?af:er Governance space for
- Work- Civil workplace
conflicts . :
place < > society conflicts
Control over . \ :
location location Conflict over
labour process e
legitimation
at stake
processes
Y
Infra-Political
Strategy
Small size
Mature field

Un-conducive
opportunity structure

Source: The author
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After these reflections on international civil setg, in the next chapter | shall discuss
methodology that will guide the operationalizatafrthis research.

39



3 METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the methodological strateigyptad for this research. In the first
section, | discuss the research design, showingjtiaditative perspective | have used
followed by the type of research. The second sedtarces the site selection. In the third,
| describe how data were collected and analysethlllyj the chapter concludes with a

discussion about the methodological limitationshid research.

3.1 Research Design

To explore international civil society actors in @\Wjovernance (GMOs “organizational
field” of struggle) and unfold the concept of cigibciety through these actors and their
way to promote consent, resistance, and coerclus, research adopts a qualitative
perspective of investigation grounded on Laclau Mwlffe’s discourse analysis to
governance and the neo-Gramscian concept of “hegghtibaclau and Mouffe, 1985;
Levy and Egan, 2003; Levy and Newell, 2005; LewW§Q& Bohm, Spicer and Fleming,
2008).

In order to achieve this, | wish to go beyond thederstanding of organizational
processes within the formal boundaries of orgammratand institutions (Parker, 2002;
Bohm, 2006). As highlighted by Otto and Bohm,

following Laclau’'s language, organisation is sees a
hegemonic impossibility that cannot be reduced he t
contemporary discourse of neo-liberal managementd an
business. Seeing organisation as hegemonic implitysib
therefore opens up new possibilities for understand
resistance against managerial and business inégtin civil
society and imagining new and alternative formssotial
organisation. (2006: 9)

Drawing on this concept of “organisation as hegeimanpossibility” and that we need

to expand the notion of organization on the basisogial process (Cooper and Burrell,
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1988; Bohm, 2006), this study adopts a discoursdysais as the core of its research

design.

Discourse analysis has been used to study instisitfe.g. Phillips and Malhotra, 2008;
Hirsch, 1986; Motion and Leitch, 2009; Maguire andrdy, 2006; Lacerda, 2014) and
there are numerous types of discourse analysis Difan1997; Alvesson and Karreman,
2000a; Wetherell, Taylor and Yates, 2001; Grantdg@aOswick and Putnam, 2004).
The main premise of the growing trend of discousselysis is that “discourse”
constitutes and/or builds any phenomenon under stigaion (organizations,
individuals, reality). That is, language builds angational reality, rather than just
reflecting it (Fairclough, 1995; Alvesson and Kanan, 2000a, 2000b, 2011; Hardy,

Lawrence and Grant, 2005).

This discourse approach has been adopted to explaiariety of organizational

phenomena (van Bommel and Spicer, 2011), includorganization theory (B6hm,

2006), entrepreneurship (Jones and Spicer, 208&xihg (Contu and Willmott, 2003),

global production networks (Levy, 2008), internatb business (Bohm, Spicer and
Fleming, 2008), strategic management (Levy and Eg8AA3), management education
(Elliott, 2003), organizational culture (Ogbor, 2Q0training programmes (Brown and
Coupland, 2005), organizational identity (Couplaadd Brown, 2004), industrial

relations (Haworth and Hughes, 2003), institutiomairepreneurship (Levy and Scully,
2007), and organizational change (Spicer and Se2@10).

Laclau and Mouffe’s (1985) discourse analysis aflows to expose “hegemonic
discourses as something contingent” that constdiféérent aspects of social reality
(Glynos and Howarth, 2007: 308), and therefore, tmege discourses can be settled but
also resisted. That is, Laclau and Mouffe’s (198fgcourse analysis helps us to
understand how popular resistance movements tonf@ge regimes are organised in
their field of struggle. In doing so, this perspeetdraws on the discursive and symbolic
dynamics of the social and on the conditions ofrgeece of resistance, at the same time
that it explores how civil society actors build @uoterhegemonic discourse (Otto and
Bohm, 2006).

However, it is important to point out that in neca@scian discourse analysis, discourse
does not refer just to bodies of text (i.e., Gratardy, Oswick and Putnam, 2004), but to
“any complex of elements in which relations plag gonstitutive role. This means that

elements do not pre-exist the relational compleixdsa constituted through it” (Laclau,
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2005: 68). As highlighted in section 2.1 of thedtwstical review, for this approach,
discourse characterises the underlying logics, srulend ways that delineate the
relationships among a series of distinct “elemerf&illmott, 2005). This aspect of
discourse allows it to generate a “sense of satidahat can be used by the participants

in political action to support or resist hegemobgdlau and Mouffe, 1985).

In order to operationalize this discourse approatibgcourse analysts “are not just
concerned with the way in which social actors usterd their particular worlds, but
attention is focused more on the creation, disampéind transformation of the structures
that organize social life” (Howarth and Stavraka®800, p. 6). Moreover, they shall not
describe society as static in an all-encompassiegiralized place. In other words,
“society should be seen as a social interactioh dbaurs within a discursive context”
(Dellagnelo, Bohm and Mendoncga, 2014: 143).

Likewise, as a discourse analyst, Laclau (1991festéhat the methodological tools
cannot be taken as a unified system of procedwksdc'methodology” (Laclau, 1991).
The mechanical application of a fixed theory “wouglshtradict its own epistemological
assumptions, as the aim is to deconstruct categand fixed entities” (Otto and Bohm,
2006: 11). Based on that, more than delimitatingedi steps and categories of
investigation, this research design aims to trdee discourses actors use to assign

meaning to events in order to construct or reggemony.

| do this in the context of the international cisdciety actors in GMO governance. The
key theoretical categories under analysis were rhegg; historical actors; ideological
elements within the discourses; relations of fddiscursive, material, and institutional);
historical contingencies, chain of equivalenceagahisms, nodal points, and floating
signifiers (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985, Laclau, 192005; van Bommel and Spicer, 2011,
Levy and Newell, 2005; Howarth and Stavrakakis, ®00Qtto and B&hm, 2006;
Dellagnelo, B6hm and Mendonca, 2014; Klimechi andridétt, 2011; Levy, 2008). The
next section describes how data were collecte@fteat these categories and how they

were analysed.

3.2 Data Collection and Analysis
The main strategies of data collection consistegpamary data combined over 36 in-
depth interviews with a range of key civil sociemtors and scientists representing GMO

governance in Brazil (19) and the UK (17), and direbservations of two events:
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Rio+20 in Rio de Janeiro in 2012, and the first dhaAgainst Monsanto in London in
2013. The relevance of these events is closely exiad to neo-Gramscian discourse
theory, since both of them represent privilegeéssdf discourse articulations in order to

sustain and/or resist hegemony in GMOs.

Twenty years after Rio-92, where discussions abmsgafety and GMOs gained strong
attention, Rio+20 represented the most significdabal event in favour of sustainable
development. Aside from the participation of heaflstate and representatives (more
than 190 countries sent representatives to Ria}jcgeating in parallel events were
representatives from civil society (mainly composaid NGOs, co-ops, indigenous
communities, religious groups and others); scientisom different fields, think tanks,
politicians and representatives from the privatet@e Moreover, amid a global
economic recession, the conference started on IJ8n2012 and went hardly noticed
worldwide by civil society, the media, and the stikc community (Guimaraes and
Fontoura, 2012). Thus, the importance of this ratbdkeholder arena highlights its
importance for investigating how different actorscalate different discourses in GMO

governance in order to resist or endorse GMO heggmo

Additionally, as mentioned in the introduction, B013, the first March Against
Monsanto was an international social movement #hated to combat multinational
corporation Monsanto and also to oppose GMOs. Twilliom people attended the
March, which took place on May 25 in more than 6Qrdries and more than 400 cities
(Occupy Monsanto, 2013). In terms of discoursecaldtion, the March Against
Monsanto represented a privileged locus of invesitg for this study since it showed
what discourses have been articulated against ar@GRIOs (it is important to say that
some pro-GMO discourses can be articulated in antatic ways) by civil society actors
in GMO resistance. Furthermore, in neo-Gramsciacadirse theory, the mobilization
against Monsanto represented more than a manitestgainst the largest multinational
corporation in the GMO business. It was a demotistraagainst the whole biotech
agrochemical conglomerates, which also include BaeiPont, and others (Sklair,
2002).

The actors interviewed were selected by the catefi accessibility and importance
within the GMO field of struggle, locally and intetionally. Additionally, because of
the “struggle” aspect, | decided to interview diffist types of civil society actors in

GMO governance in both countries to better undedstay object of research from
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distinct standpoints, especially of those who ag/active in GMO governance. During
the field research, | highlighted that the anonynof the interviewees and of their
organization would be guaranteed in this study. ifterviews were conducted through

Skype and in person (see Table 1).

Considering the emphasis on international civilistycactors in this research and the
emphasis on GMOs as field of struggle from a glgiskpective, the interviews could

not focus on one single country; that is why | asetdd them in Brazil and UK.

In addition, | collected secondary sources comgjstif a wide range of academic books
and articles, media sources, “grey” literature arahy of the foundational texts of civil
society GMO organizations, as well as websites ipafions, histories, speeches, and

campaigning literature.

Table 1 -List of interviewees in field research in Brazildatihe UK

Organization Activity of the Short Biography Month,| Type | Country of
Description Interviewee Year Interview
Professor at the Catholic
University of S&o Paulo, with
Catholic Researcher and a PhD in Social Sciences. April
University of Campaianer Has been studying the 201é Skype Brazil
Séo Paulo paig evolution of the GMOs in
Brazil and worldwide for
over 20 years.
Following GMOs in the
International Director of NGO'’s Superintendence of| April, Skvpe Brazil
NGO 1 Conservation, Brazil Conservation Programs for| 2015 yp
over 10 years.
Among other issues, works
. . directly with GMOs in field
. Campaigner, Latin 4 .
International America and offices on program April, Skype Brazil
NGO 1 . development and 2015
Caribbean . )
implementation throughout
Latin America.
Works as Executive Director
of the NGO International
office; has worked at the UN
International D?rector, Policy & | and has also been Executive May United
NGO 1 Smence_Department, Secretary of the Secretary- 201é Skype Kingdom
International Office| General’'s High-Level Panel
on Global Sustainability. Has
followed GMO governance
for over 15 years.
Executive director of the
NGO-UK for twelve years
International | Ex-Policy Director, (1989-2000), and is the | June, In Person United
NGO 2 UK leading voice of civil society| 2013 Kingdom
against GMOs in the country
since that time.
International Ex-Campaigner Served as coordinator of the May United
Coordinator in GMO, NGO'’s campaign on GMOs ' | Skype ;
NGO 2 2013 Kingdom
UK for 10 years.
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Organization
Description

Activity of the
Interviewee

Short Biography

Month,
Year

Type

Country of
Interview

International
NGO 2

Ex-Policy Director,
Brazil

Holds a PhD in Social
Sciences, founded the NGO
in Brazil in 1992, led the first
campaigns of the NGO
against GMOs in the country,
and has followed the subject
in the country for over 20
years.

April,
2015

Skype

Brazil

International
NGO 3

President, Brazil

Working on the GMO agenda

as campaign leader in the
NGO for 9 years.

Abril,
2015

Skype

Brazil

International
NGO 4

Executive Director,
International Office

The director is widely
regarded as an authority on
issues of global governance,
corporate concentration, and

intellectual property
monopoly. Additionally, he
has more than four decades
experience working on
international civil society,
first addressing aid and

development issues and then

focusing on food, agriculture
and commodity trade. In
1977, he co-founded this
NGO, and has worked on th
politics of biotechnology and
biodiversity.

1%

of

June,
2013

Skype

United
Kingdom

International
NGO 5

Campaigner, UK

This campaigner has worked
for over 10 years with the
NGO focusing on

agribusiness issues. Worked

in direct actions against
GMOs during the EU
negotiations in the issue.

April,
2013

Skype

United
Kingdom

International
NGO 6

Europe Director

Ran the Europe office of the
NGO in the environment
sector for over ten years,
focussing on international

advocacy, policy, and civil

society strategy. Has been an

activist for 15 years in severa
environmental issues,
including GMOs.

April,
2013

Skype

United
Kingdom

International
NGO 7

Senior Representati
UK

The Senior Representative @

the NGO has worked for over

30 years on sustainable

development, food and water

issues, and public policy,
both nationally and
internationally, and has a
long-standing commitment tq
bettering the spiritual, social
and economic lives of rural
people.

e,

=

April,
2013

Skype

United
Kingdom
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Organization
Description

Activity of the
Interviewee

Short Biography

Month,
Year

Type

Country of
Interview

International
NGO 8

Programmes Directd
UK

and, since then, designs an

' develops programmes with

civil society organisations in
themes such as GMOs.

=

Co-founded the NGO in 2002

jApriI,

2013

Skype

United
Kingdom

International
NGO 9

Coordinator, UK

Activist and agriculture expert

and sustainable technology
demonstration since 1988. In
the last decade, has worked i
sustainable food security
solutions (also against GMOs
while addressing
environmental problems at the
grassroots level.

Has worked with permaculture

nApril,
2013

D

Skype

United
Kingdom

International
NGO 10

Senior Advisor, UK

Has worked in environmenta
issues for 25 years (includin
GMQOs in Europe and UK),
had leading positions in 4
large international NGOs, hal
been an environmental
consultant for 10 years.

June,
. 2013

Skype

United
Kingdom

International
Social
Movement 1

UK Leader

Started the movement in the

UK in 2012, and since then

has been an active voice in

peasant representation and

the diffusion of agroecology

and food sovereignty in the
country

nMay,
2013

In Person

United
Kingdom

International
Social
Movement 1

Brazil Leader

Current coordinator of the
movement in Brazil. Has
been an activist in the civil
society combating GMOs fo
over 10 years.

Abril,
2015

Skype

Brazil

Local NGO 1

Research Director a
Editor

Has researched GMOs for 17
years and is the main editor g
the one of the most recognize
local NGOs working on the
GMO issue in the UK.

nd

April,
2013

In Person

United
Kingdom

Local NGO 2

Director of the
Campaigning Grouy

Director of the Campaigning
Group against GMOs for
more than 10 years

April,
2013

Skype

United
Kingdom

Local NGO 3

International
Advocacy Adviser

Works as senior internationa
campaigns officer and has
worked in GMOs for more

than 15 years

I
May,
2013

Skype

United
Kingdom

Local NGO 4

Legal Advisor

Legal adviser to one of the
most active NGOs in GMOs
in Brazil.

April,
2015

Skype

Brazil

Local NGO 5

Campaigner and tut

Campaign coordinator in the
women and agroecology are
agronomist and technical
advisor of the NGO; has
worked in the fight against

DI

[

April,
2015

GMOs for over 10 years.

In Person

Brazil
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Organization Activity of the Short Biography Month,| Type | Country of
Description Interviewee Year Interview
Doctor and Master in
Nutrition in Public Health
from the Public Health
School of the University of
Sao Paulo, Brazil. Currently
Researcher and is a food researcher and for| April, .
Local NGO 6 Campaigner the last two years has worked 2015 Skype Brazil
in the food and health area of
the NGO, especially
regarding food labeling,
including labeling of GMOs
in Brazil.
Agronomist, technical
advisor and researcher. Has
followed the history of GM
Researcher, policy in Brazil and the April, :
Local NGO 7 Campaigner and tutor  World for over 10 years, 2015 In Person  Brazil
besides working directly with
farmers in agroecological
practice.
Researcher and Performs _researph on GMQ ’ April .
Local NGO 8 Campaigner in Brazil since Rio-92 and is 201é Skype Brazil
a member of the NGO Board.
Agronomist, member of the
Local Study Group on agro-
. biodiversity and Coordinator| April, .
Researcher Coordinator . Skype Brazil
Association of 'Fh_e Working Group on 2015
Pesticides and Transgenics of
the NGO.
Director of the largest
. organic food and farming .
'I\_/IoocvaelmSgrc]:{all Policy Director organisation irj the UK, has ‘;léqz Skype K'ii]rg:jeodm
fought GMOs in the UK for
25 years.
Coordinator of the campaign
Local Social Researcher and against pest|C|d_e_s for the.IaStApril, .
) 5 years, and militant againsit Skype Brazil
Movement 2 Campaigner S . 2015
transgenics in Brazil for over
five years.
Local Social Rese_archer, GM researcher and militant April _
Campaigner and | against GMOs for more than L | Skype Brazil
Movement 3 X ' 2015
Coordinator five years.
Local Social _ Coo_rdinates the movement April, .
Movement 4 Coordinator against GMOs for over 10 2015 Skype Brazil
years.
Researcher and leader of one
. Researcher, .
Local Social Campaigner and of the largest movements | April, In Person  Brazil
Movement 5 C - against GMOs and pesticides 2015
oordinator . .
in Brazil.
Local Social| Campaigner and Has acted in the c.oordlnauo ! April, .
Movement 6 Coordinator of m?vement against GMOs 2015 Skype Brazil
or over 10 years.
Since 2000 coordinates the
Local Social| Campaigner and movement that has, among| April, In Person  Brazil
Movement 7 Coordinator other agendas, the fight | 2015
against GMOs in the country].
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Organization Activity of the Short Biography Month,| Type | Country of
Description Interviewee Year Interview

Activist in the food area,
founded in 2012 a page on
the social network Facebook
Director and to fight against GMOs in | April, |Faceboo

Campaigner Brazil; the page has, since| 2015 chat
then, become one of the main
pages for this activism in the
country.

Small local
activist
organization

Brazil

Has researched the
economics of new
technologies, firm
University of Professor and organisation, and licensing.| June, In Person United
Essex Researcher 1 Recent publications included 2013 Kingdom
the interplay between
intellectual property, GMOs

and competition policy.

Has researched critical
geopolitics, climate change,
social justice, civil society,
the environment, and social
movements for more than 1%
years. Nowadays, has beer
University of Professor and concerned with two key areas June, Skyvpe United

Leeds Researcher 2 of interest: the spatiality of | 2013 yp Kingdom
social movements in the
Global South and Global
North; and the practical,

political and ethical

challenges of scholar
activism.

Source: The author

Initially, from the secondary sources | briefly stmict a narrative of the development of
GMO governance as a key step to discuss GMOs eddaof struggle and the role of
international civil society actors. By doing thatdo an overview of some significant
moments, relevant contingencies that happened i©®@bVvernance, the main actors and
institutions involved, as well as their articulatiovith materiality and discursive

resources in this field of struggle.

In the second section of the research results ehdpgxplore the process by which some
international civil society actors resist or sugpleegemony in GMO governance. As
pointed out above, grounded on the neo-Gramscisgodise perspective in Laclau and
Mouffe’s study (1985), | examine those actors i@ tonstruction of chains of difference
and equivalence in identity formulation that aravdn and redrawn in the context of
GMO hegemony. From the actors involved, | focughminvestigation of international

civil society actors in GMOs, such as internatioM6Os and international social

movements (see Exhibit 4).
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Drawing particularly on previous academic reseamchGMO governance, | found that
“GMOs” constitute the common denominator where @neculations occur since the
1990s. | then define them as the nodal point of #tudy (Andrée, 2011; Gupta and
Falkner, 2006; Hiatt and Park, 2013; Massarani,320%ubsequently, | identified the
floating signifiers that articulate GMOs as nodalrp. They were mainly recognized in
the data collected through direct observation at-R0 (Rio+20 People’s Summit, 2012),
media sources (Allain, Nascimento-Schulze and Cgmaf009), academic texts,

international negotiations publications, and osegondary sources (Andrée, 2005).

From those sources and from the in-depth intervidweund that civil society actors
have largely claimed both “science” and “sustailiigbias a legitimizing argument for

their future practices in GMOs (i.e., People’s SUum@a012; Allain, Nascimento-Schulze
and Camargo, 2009; Krimsky, and Wrubel, 1996; HaHia, 1999; Andrée, 2005, 2011,
Gupta and Falkner, 2006; Hiatt and Park, 2013; kiass, 2013). In other words, they
articulate “science” and “sustainability” in chaid difference and equivalence in
GMOs through the articulation of what | call a segddevel of floating signifiers that also

encompass an array of discursive sources withim ffsee table 2).

Table 2-Floating Signifiers within the Nodal Point of GMOs

Floating Signifiers

1) Science

2) Sustainability

Second Level of Floating Signifierg Discourses Articulated

2.1) Biodiversity Preservation environmental conservation; biosafety;
protection of traditional and
marginalized peoples; conservation pf
the material, aesthetic and spiritua
wellbeing; respect to the integrity of
the planet’s life support systems

2.2) Food Security green economy, agriculture
productivity, feed world population,
food commaodities; agribusiness by
products (seeds, fertilizers and other

agro-chemical products and services);

global markets; global retailing; trade;
private corporations

2.3) Ecological Agriculture Agroecology; feminism; food
sovereignty; organic food; animal an
human health

o

Source: The author

49



As pointed in section 2.1, every antagonism “ledefto itself, is a floating signifier, a
‘wild’ antagonism which does not predetermine thenf in which it can be articulated to
other elements in a social formation” (Laclau anduffe, 1985). Therefore, | also
investigate how antagonistic discourses are reftet the practices of international civil

society actors.

Finally, in the last section of the research resudased on the neo-Gramscian discourse
theory and its main categories of analysis, | famushe role of international civil society
actors in hegemony (see also van Bommel and S@®€dr]; Levy and Scully, 2007;
Spicer and B6hm, 2007). First, | investigate themsaifts in GMOs discourse in Brazil
and in the UK since the 1990s. To do so, | combemndary and primary data from the
interviews and direct observation to verify my aogb and make the necessary

adjustments, editions, and amendments for thefgignt moments.

Subsequently, | discuss the multiple strategiesesfstance and support deployed in
international civil society in GMO governance hegemyp These actors influence
collective identity within hegemony or in the coeritegemonic struggle. To do so, |
combine the data collected from field research mzB and the UK with direct

observations and secondary sources on GMOs. IreTRaUl describe the key theoretical
categories for hegemony in neo-Gramscian discduesay and provide some examples.

Table 3—Examples okey theoretical categories in neo-Gramscian distiteory

Key Theoretical Categories Examples

Historical contingencies Through the investigatidnhe construction of GMO governance
and its key moments in Brazil and UK, | identifyettnain historical
contingencies in GMO governance. After that, | dastate how
those moments allowed important discursive artioats in the

hegemony of GMOs (for instance, see Tables 7 and 8)

Nodal Points As pointed out in the brief overviemwtbe GMO “field of struggle’,
“GMOs” emerge as the common “empty” denominator ngttbe
articulations occur in GMO governance, since thet Btudies carried
out on GMOs in research institutes and corporatiomsil the end of
this study, they prevailed as the only nodal paiticulated in GMOs
struggle, as the research results will highliglite Dperationalizatign
of this nodal point is demonstrated through thizaldtion of the
floating signifiers in GMO governance throughou tesearch
analysis.

Floating Signifiers The floating signifiers are ealed in the brief overview of GMQ
governance and in historical contingencies in Braad UK. From
these moments, | show that they are articulatechgractors in
GMO hegemony in order to construct a common callegtientity.
Their operationalization is also demonstrated wihaglve into the
way international civil society actors craft oristhegemony in
GMOs.
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Key Theoretical Categories Examples

Antagonisms In the chapter of the research rekbitghlight how international

civil society actors articulate antagonisms in GMé&yemony. In th

way, | demonstrate how those actors articulateatifig signifier in

order to build a “common enemy” that will delineéite identity of
one group against the other.

Chain of equivalence and differencehese chains result from the articulation of tloafing signifiers by

international civil society actors. Thus, in theearch result chapte

| demonstrate how those actors articulate diffedésgourses in order

to establish a chain of equivalence and/or a chidifference in
GMO hegemony (for instance, see Table 9).

Ideology From the analysis of the historical contingencied & the
investigation of international civil society actanshegemony, |
highlight how sharing an ideology binds differentas and also

helps to construct common identity. Moreover, l\shww ideology

shifts over time and impacts the rearticulatiomnédrnational civil
society actors and their strategy to build hegemony

Hegemony Hegemony in GMOs is operationalized in 3 wayshtytigh the
demonstration of the main institutions and the mltéorces in
GMO struggle; 2) after that, by showing that diéfer actors

articulate discourses in historical contingenciesrider to create
discursive chains that will create hegemonic atleam 3) finally, the
research results will also demonstrate hegemoliémags through
the investigation of multiple strategies deploygdriernational civil
society actors in processes of identity articutatimd mobilization

%)

=

Source: The author

From the data collection and analysis describethisisection, | shall examine in depth
how international civil society actors manage cotimgetensions in seeking to establish
or oppose hegemony. This involves investigating loege actors constitute hegemonic

links between diverse groups around a common igentiGMO governance.

3.3  Site Selection

Considering that my focus is on international csokiety actors, the research could not
be carried out in one single country; consequertiis research privileged two key

locations for comprehending GMO field of strugglemh a more global perspective,

Brazil and the UK. It must be noted that althoughwould have been desirable to

conduct field research in ore countries, | focusedhese countries given the limitations
of space and time during the doctoral research.

In 2003, Brazil became the fourth largest prodwtgsMOs in the world, and by 2010 it
was already the second largest, with 25.4 millitanfed hectares (Sindag, 2011). The
country registered the greatest growth in surfaea af land cultivated with transgenic
in 2013 (40.3 million planted hectares), an inceeas10% from the GMO cultivation in
2012 (ISAAA, 2014). On the other hand, Brazil isgakiodiverse, with the most diverse
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flora in the world (Amazon, Atlantic Forest, andrfaelo) (Conservation International,
2012). As a major exporter of agricultural commieditbased on transgenic crops, Brazil
has seen great conflicts of interest among difteaetors (Fontoura and Guedes, 2013).
Moreover, Brazil was one of the most important esicluring the negotiations for the
Cartagena Protocol (Fontoura and Guedes, fortha@dmill these aspects highlight the
importance of Brazil as a site to study GMO govaoegaand explain why it was selected

for this research.

The UK plays a substantial role in GMO governamcthree distinct pathways. Firstly, it
hosts some of the most important internationall Geciety actors involved in the issue
(UK FOOD GROUP, 2013). Secondly, it has had a gtr@presentation in the European
GMO regulation from the beginnings of policy forratibn in 1990 (Neslen, 2015;
NCBE, 2015). Thirdly, as pointed out in exhibit &ldw, public opinion in the country
has strongly resisted the consumption of GMOs (WEARI, 2004). According to the
ComRes poll conducted in 2013, although the pufder of GMOs may be easing
through the years, the public rejection in the Wksiill high as many are still sceptical
(Grice, 2013; Jordan, 2014). Additionally, as a rhemof the European Union, the UK
has never approved GMOs for direct human consumpatnal it is still a strong voice in
GMO governance (NCBE, 2015).

Exhibit 5 - On the whole, how would you describe how you féelid GM food? (%)

2002 2003
Very good thing 2 2
Fairly good thing 13 12
Neither good nor bad thing 35 40
Fairly bad thing 25 24
Very bad thing 19 16
No opinion 5 6

Source: Adapted from UEA/MORI GM Food Survey 2008fghted dataset, n=1,363); UEA/MORI
GM Food Survey 2002 (Weighted dataset, n=296), (IMEARI, 2004).

3.4  Methodological and Research Limits

Despite the aim to establish a strict methodologyng) the execution of this research, it
Is important to highlight that, as with any methlmdpcal approach, Laclau and Mouffe’s
neo-Gramscian discourse theory on hegemony prels@itetions.

According to Geras (1990), Laclau and Mouffe’s @P&fluential post-Marxist book,

Hegemony and Socialist Stratedges not engage with the material realities ofadoc
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struggle, as the authors do not make distinctiotwéen the discursive and non-
discursive fields of reality.

In addition, there has been a long debate betweshall (e.g. 2006) and Zizek (e.g.
2006) on neo-Gramscian theory. Zizek has arguetl lthalau’s conceptions of the

subject and the category of antagonism are toalfiaed that he should take Lacanian
psychoanalysis into account.

Jones (2006) criticizes the reception of Lacla®nganization Studies, which, according
to him, has not engaged critically with discoursealgsis. Jones (2006) calls on
organization scholars to read Laclau in a more ce@dm@nd critical way, pointing out the
difficulties of simply merging neo-Gramscian discgel theory into the ontological and
epistemological traditions of this field. This aoitthas also warned against the danger of
uncritically adopting neo-Gramscian discourse thigar Organization Studies without
understanding its particular reading, or perhapsreading, of the Marxist tradition
(Dellagnelo, Bohm, and Mendonga, 2014).

Lastly, as methodological limitations, Dellagnel@6hm and Mendonca (2014)
highlighted that there is still a need for a maredepth understanding in studies using
neo-Gramscian discourse theory as to how diffegeotips and organizations function
(how they make decisions, how they are lead, hay #re funded, etc.), as much as to
how they often do not function “properly”. That i8hen they fail to achieve their main
goals. This lack of research highlights the diffies of applying neo-Gramscian

discourse analysis.

The limitations of this research, in turn, were:tiie and site selection defined for the
data collection and analysis; 2) organizations csete for the interviews in both
countries; 3) time for the conclusion of the doatastudy; and 4) my own limitations

inasmuch as | am a researcher and an activisé &ame time.

Although transgenic organisms were first releasedhie 1970s in the U.S., GMO
governance as a field of struggle started its @sbaind negotiations in the 1990s
(Banerjee, 2003; Shiva, 2005). Therefore, the dali@ction and analysis in this research
focused on GMO governance beginning in the 199@sumto 2015 (the year of its
conclusion). In terms of site selection, the inigegton of international civil society
actors in GMO governance worldwide was impossible do the budget and time

limitations. In this way, as | explained in secti®3, the UK and Brazil were chosen as
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the only sites of investigation of this study. Hwee the research did not ignore the
main events related with governance issues thatdraga outside those countries.

The second limitation refers to the organizatioglected for the interviews in Brazil and
UK. Apart from one, all civil society actors intéewed in my field research resist GMO
hegemony, which turned out to be one limitationhed study. However, it did not affect
the conclusions of my study because | did not lmmt data collection to interviews. As
mentioned before, | also collected data througlkeatiobservation in Rio+20 (Rio+20,
2012) and the first March Against Monsanto (UK, 20land through an array of
secondary sources (media, foundational texts, wehgoublications, histories, speeches,
campaigning literature, academic books and artickesd more sources of “grey”
literature) on international civil society actorsGMO governance as a whole (i.e., those
who support and those who oppose hegemony). Fuorthe; according to neo-
Gramscian discourse analysis, the application @rwews is not strictly necessary for
the investigation of hegemonic formation (Van Borhienrad Spicer, 2011; Bohm, 2006;

Laclau, 2005), which also validates the conclusiaithis study.

The third limitation relates to the time for thenctusion of the doctoral study, which is
formally four years in Brazil (where my Doctoralogramme is based) and a maximum
of four years and a half. | point this as a limdatof this research mainly because of the
challenges of investigating a very dynamic and emmorary phenomenon in the
international domain. For instance, this study wlob@ve profited from more time to
interview other actors in GMO civil society in Brband the UK, as well as state actors,
multinational corporations, think tanks, foundaiprand others. | believe that the
outcomes would be more accurate. Unfortunately, time was too short to pursue

further interviews.

Lastly, the final research limitation concerns nmgagement as an activist in GMO
governance while being a researcher. As pointedhe introduction, it is quite a
challenge to disconnect from shared sympathies takdn-for-granted observations
(Plows, 2008).
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4 RESEARCH RESULTS

In this chapter, | present the research resulisguseo-Gramscian discourse analysis to
better understand international civil society astor GMO hegemony. Firstly, | discuss

GMOs as a “field of struggle”. After that, | delii@to the process by which international

civil society actors resist or support hegemonMO governance.

4.1 A brief overview of the GMO “field of struggle”
In order to discuss the role of international csokiety actors in GMO hegemony, | first

present a brief overview of GMOs as a field of ggle since the 1990s.

4.1.1 A brief overview of the GMO governance naveat

Before focusing on the GMO governance narrativatiadarly since the 1990s), |
believe that it is important to understand somewvaht events, actors, institutions,
policies, and materialities that contribute to eomtalize the beginning of GMO

governance as a field of struggle, looking at teklffrom a neo-Gramscian perspective.

The technological manipulation of transgenic sesdgtimately related to scientific
advances in the fields of genetics and moleculatoby, sponsored by large U.S.
philanthropic organizations (like the Rockefell&@arnegie and Ford foundations since
the end of the 1950s) and private investments iseReh & Development (R&D) on
plant breeding (like AgriCetus, Cargill's, Calgetec., Asgrow Agronomic, DeKalb
Genetics Corporation and Delta & Pine Land Compg®ghenkelaars, 2011; Herdt,
2005). Increasingly more money has been investddisnresearch, especially after the
1970s.

Moving beyond the boundaries of their operationthair localities, the Rockefeller and
Ford foundations supported the establishment ahtamnational research centre for the
development of rice varieties, and other studiesutbrice in the tropics. The

International Rice Research Institute (IRRI) irtgid its operations in 1960 in the
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Philippines. In 1971, a number of U.S. governmganaies donors and the World Bank
joined the foundations of agricultural biotechnglogesearchers to establish another
international research institute, the Consultatt¥®up on International Agricultural

Research (CGIAR). In 1976, more than 62 millionlalsl became available annually
from around twenty-six donor organizations for mtitan a dozen research institutes in

agriculture biotechnology (Baum, 1986).

Such institutions came to establish breeding amthglasnt banks around the world
(Herdt, 2005). Over time, industrialized countrieave supported strong systems of
intellectual property rights and subsidies for tHarmers and farm exports to guarantee
international adherence to their trade interest®yTalso have been actively concerned
with international crop varieties and germplasm aasie joined other nations to set a
series of treaties to regulate them. In turn, teemplasm banks (or gene banks) have
produced knowledge on plant breeding, treating geasm as a common heritage freely
available anywhere in the world. Germplasm banksgents of power, have come to be
considered the “guardians” of germplasm as a compatrimony of humanity (Herdt,
2005).

Paradoxically, the countries with the most biodsitgr and, consequently, with a wider
range of germplasm worldwide are currently congdeto be poor or developing
countries. This shows that the transference of gksm in the world has happened
unevenly and asymmetrically. While poor developicguntries are sources of
germplasm extraction, wealthy industrialized comstr such as the U.S., receive the
germplasm often without any kind of supervisioncontrol by the countries of origin,
since they lack the organizational structure oe@ffe inspection to control its extraction

and use (Kloppenburg, 1988).

Moreover, the communities from where the germplammextracted —generally,
indigenous groups, small farmers or traditional oamities— are those that suffer the
greatest direct and indirect consequences of ttusess. Therefore, germplasm cannot
be considered simply synonymous to genetic vanatigince its extraction is directly
related to the practices of social, cultural, agdicaltural reproduction developed by

these communities —practices that constitute sysbbpower and are a substantial part

! Germplasm is ‘living tissue from which new plant be grown. It can be a seed or another plaht-par
a leaf, a piece of stem, pollen or even just adells that can be turned into a whole plant. Geaspl
contains the information for a species’ genetic euglk a valuable natural resource of plant diversity
(SeedQuest, 2015).
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of their identity, heritage, and history (Shiva,akt 1995; Shiva, 2001, 2005; Banerjee,
2003; Benthien, 2010).

Through the 1970s and 1980s, the growing numbees#arch institutes and germplasm
banks led to scientific advances in manipulatiorplaint cells and molecules, followed
by the creation of new technologies and the advaecé of biotechnology as scientific
field (Herdt, 2005). The advancement of biotechgglonade the materialization of a
“gene action” discourse possible in which North Aien geneticists assigned to genes

the features of agency, autonomy, and causalitgi(Mesira and Clegg, 2009).

This “gene action” process that was taking placenéU.S. culminated in the creation of
GMOs and their commercial cultivation in the coyntr the 1970s, followed by other

countries, mainly in the 1990s (Banerjee, 2003y&h2005). As pointed out in the first
chapter, all GMOs are defined as organisms whogetgematerial (DNA) was altered

in ways that do not occur naturally, whether thtougexual mating or genetic

recombination (Nodari and Guerra, 2001).

In this sense, as an outcome from scientific stdie research institutes and
corporations, “GMOs” get established as a “nodahfyan GMO hegemony since the
beginning of the field formation (the GMO field stiruggle) until the present. That is, the
discussions around GMOs have always been groundestientific arguments, which
justify the use of “GMOs” as the empty signifier ®MO hegemony under which all
other discourses will be articulated. In other verthrough the years, no other nodal
point replaced “GMOs” because it represents thadst signifier that could comprise
different demands and accommodate plural interpogis (Otto and Bohm, 2006).

The strong “scientific’ aspect (in research inséf) corporate laboratories, and
universities) of GMO creation (and of biotechnolaagy a whole) highly contributed to
my selecting “science” as the first floating sigmifarticulated by the actors within the
GMO field of struggle. Its importance has changegbugh the years, but “science” is
still a very powerful signifier coalescing actovghether they support or oppose GMO
hegemony, as it sets most of the terms in whichriaa discussions on risk assessment

of transgenic cultivation and consumption are cabehl

In 1994, the first GMOs were released for commématon in the U.S. They were
genetically modified tomatoes, created by the bimelogy company Calgene (no
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longer available in the market) (GMO Compass, 20Ngwadays, in terms of volume,
the main GMOs are corn, cotton and soybeans (J&068).

From the definition of GMOs, we understand thatGMOs are created by corporations
and could have never been produced in nature riteral open pollinated seeds). They
are patented, which forces farmers to pay royatbethe company that owns the seed
patent (Natural Society, 2015; Monsanto, 2015).sThas high impact on GMO

governance as it directly affects farmers, theodfgroduction, and consequently, the
global food system. In other words, with hon-GM@smers can save seed from one
season and replant it the next season, which edtestheir initial seed cost after the first

planting. The same cannot be done with GMOs. I fais illegal to save GMO seed.

Therefore, GMO patent rights are very importanthe GMO field of struggle. Within
civil society, while some actors oppose GMOs onglminds that they constrain farmers
from autonomous seed saving (a practice that haayal been done in agriculture)
(Shiva, 2013), others support the claims of the mames that patenting GMOs and
prohibiting farmers to save the seeds is justifizdthe high cost of investment in
research and development done by GMO corporationfogter innovation (RTRS,
2015).

After 1997, the struggle around seed saving became acute in GMO governance,
when scientists in the U.S. developed a new GM@nelogy called the “Genetic Use
Restriction Technology” (GURT). Commonly referrenl as “terminator technology”,
these GMOs are sterile so they cannot be reprodudeat is, the plant's capacity to
reproduce has been genetically “terminated” (he.glant produces a crop but the seeds
of the crop will not germinate viable offspring deen the subsequent generation or will

produce viable seeds with certain genes switchBd®&nome British Columbia, 2007).

The first organization to create and spread the téerminator” was the international
NGO “Rural Advancement Foundation International’AfR), which had its name
changed to EtcGroup in 2001 (Herring, 2006), undiad the emerging role of

international NGOs in GMO governance.

In 2003, 18 terminator seeds were patented withNoeld Trade Organization (WTO)
by seed companies (see Appendixl). Most of theyatiiens in favour of terminator
seeds are also grounded on the protection of ladtelal property rights”, to prevent the

technology from being hijacked. That is, farmersuldanot be able to save some seed for
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the next season, as the seed is essentially st€hky would necessarily have to buy
more seed after every harvest period (Genome Briflslumbia, 2007). This would
reduce the seed companies’ costs over patent piooteEor instance, Monsanto has had
quite often filed costly lawsuits against farmensl das paid high-priced lawyers. Over
time, not only are the costs bad for the company,the lawsuits also represent bad
publicity as taking farmers to court influences lulopinion against the company’s
operations (Centre for Food Safety, 2005). Howetlex,companies also claim that this
technology is beneficial for agriculture and cosltsure biosafety (the conservation and
the sustainable use of the components of biologloadrsity and the control of genetic
resources). Terminator technology would then lithé spread of GMO genes to other
plants in the natural environment through natudliqation. Hence, GMOs would not

mix with wild plants.

On the other hand, for many civil society actoresth justifications have never been
plausible. For them, they would increase dependefdgrmers on biotech companies,
their seeds, and by-products (i.e. fertilizers,tipekes, and herbicides). That is, they
would be tied to corporate monopoly (Herring, 20@8¢Group, 2011; Shiva, 2013).
Moreover, they claim that it would also put the wohof food system in the hand of few
private seed corporations, as they would have Wreecship and control over seeds. In
other words, for most of civil society actors agiterminator seeds, these organisms are
the complete opposite of the concept of food sagetg, which emphasizes peasant and
indigenous forms of agriculture, and prioritizesdband national economies and markets
(Patel, 2009).

Within GMO governance, after several debates arothel commercialization of
terminator seeds, in 2000, the Convention on BicklgDiversity (CBD) adopted
“Decision V/5 section lll, paragraph 23" (ECO, 2006that bans field testing or
commercial use of this technology. Likewise, in 20the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organization’s (FAO) Commission on GgoeResources for Food and
Agriculture condemned terminator and asserted ihbeinable right of farmers to save

seeds, develop plant varieties, and exchange satusit restriction (FAO, 2002).

The biotechnology market in agriculture was dineathifluenced by the increasing
productivity of GMOs worldwide. From 1996 to 200Be world area planted with
GMOs rose from 3 million to 67.5 million hectare3aes, 2003), and in 2013 it

achieved 174 million hectares (GMO Compass, 2Ql&ge multinational agrochemical

59



conglomerates such as Bayer, DuPont, Dow, Mons&idechst, Shell, and Sumitomo
experienced incremental expansion of their busingsGMOs (Sklair, 2002).

It is important to point out that the growth of GM&@mmercialization has been also
closely related to food security. Following thiscriease of GMO trade, articulations
around “food security” among the actors, institaipand materialities in The GMO field
of struggle emerged. Therefore, | highlight thaiddl security” is another key floating
signifier that has been articulated to supporesist GMO hegemony.

After the financial and food crisis of 2008, dissia®mis around food security sparked
which highly affected the debates in GMO governaihtéood security discourse, it was
claimed that corporate involvement in the food eystwas essential to tackle world
hunger (Jarosz, 2011; Patel, 2007; McMichael, 200@nsidering that agriculture has
been increasingly constrained by climate changetlaaidthere is a “shrinking space” for
adaptation (Pereira, 2012), most of the conceroasfamn how to feed over 9 billion
people by 2050. As a result — and also becausénafiging diets — food demand is
projected to grow by 50% by 2030 and 70% by 2050er&fore, under the pitting
production discourse, the agri-business corporati@ve been promoting the expansion
of GMOs and the agro-industrial food systems (Jar@811; McMichael, 2009; Patel,
2007; Reardon et al., 2003).

Finally, underlying the discourse articulation ob@l security we find the debate around
“green economy”, led by private corporations arwgh rEuropean countries. For them,
green economy results from the harmony between ogemn development and
environmental improvement. This combination wouldrease income and employment
levels as well as living conditions, with sustaileabrsse of the environment through price
mechanism. The state of food security could beeaeh through the spread of green
economy to enhance global food markets, global fietdiling, and global food trade
(Guimardes and Fontoura, 2012). Thus, food secuaisy a key signifier, has been
strongly claimed by the private sector in GMO gowarce, particularly by biotech

companies.

Biotech companies in the market use germplasm @i thain research material to
develop new products. In the 1990s, the three roampanies were: (a) DuPont (U.S.
origin), with revenues that exceeded $1.8 billion deed sales (conventional and
transgenic) by the end of the 1990s, (b) Monsaftom( the U.S.), with sales of
approximately $1.8 billion, (c) Novartis (from Swérland with production in U.S.), with
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a turnover of 998 million dollars. In 2004, the tangest seed companies in the world
encompassed 50% of the global seed market, and 84d of the market in 2006
(EtcGroup, 2007). Table 4, created by EtcGroup,hligbts the sales of biotech

conglomerates worldwide in 2009.

Table 4 -World’s top 10 seed companies in 2009

(Hgazﬁﬁgp[}érs) S(fJeSd$sr?1liﬁ?or21§)09 LRI Sl ()
1. MonsantoJ.S) 7.297 27
2. DuPontU.S) 4.641 17
3. Syngenta (Switzerland) 2.564
4. Groupe Limagrain (France) 1.252
5. Land O’ LakeslJ.S) 1.100 4
6. KWS AG (Germany) 997 4
7. Bayer Crop Science (Germany) 700 3
8. Dow AgroSciencedd.S) 635 2
9. Sakata (Japan) 491 2
10. DLF-Trifolium (Denmark) 385 1
Total top 10 20.062 74

Source: Adapted from EtcGroup, 2012

In the 1980s, Monsanto created different produessstant to Roundup (herbicide), and
in the 1990s, it consolidated the biotechnologgdrthrough mergers and acquisitions in
the field of seeds, as well as in the creation ioteachnological products (Pelaez and
Poncet, 1998). In 1989, Monsanto started the fietd tests with Roundup Ready (RR)
transgenic soybean in the U.S., followed by Pu&imo, Argentina, Costa Rica, and
Dominican Republic. Studies with RR soybean lastetil 1994, and the product was
released to be marketed in the U.S. in 1996 (Bentt#010).

In 2004, Monsanto was already responsible for 88%hetotal transgenic seeds planted
worldwide and 90% of transgenic soybean commeeatbn (EtcGroup, 2007). In 2012,
this U.S. multinational occupied the status of thegest seed-producing company
worldwide, with a profit of approximately $1.22 lwh dollars before the end of the year
(WSJ, 2012). The power of Monsanto in GMO govereagoes beyond owning a
technology that has high aggregate value and pesdiureasing market earnings. It
owes much to the pro-GMO lobby in several aspeaatsrnational and local regulations,
intellectual property mechanisms of protectionsédmination of GMOs to tackle world
hunger, and others.
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In addition to biotech companies, other actorsermdtional players— are also important
in GMO governance, such as the WTO. The WTO waatedein 1995 to regulate
international trade and in 2015 this internatiomaganization had 161 members
(including the EU) (WTO, 2015a). The Trade-Relatatkellectual Property Rights
(TRIPS) established by the WTO is the most impdrtamultilateral agreement on
intellectual property. According to TRIPS, each aveéry invention, in all technological
sectors, will be patentable, providing that it @ it involves an inventive step, and it is
susceptible to industrial application (WTO, 201Phe Agreement came into effect also
in 1995 and became a particular point of contentiorthe agricultural community,
especially because of seed patents. Since itsame#te U.S. led the need for patenting
plants, unlike most European countries. After signTRIPS, states have to modify or
adapt their legislation at the national level idexrto guarantee an enforceable system of
intellectual property protection (Herdt, 2005; Baah, 2010).

The WTO has also another Agreement that impacts Gfdde: the WTO Agreement on

Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (SPS). Thedel$eates how governments can
apply plant and animal health measures and foatys@NTO, 2015b). As stated in SPS,
it is possible to restrict crops containing GMOSs aonventional agricultural trade based
on scientific risk assessment. This restrictionudthdde consistent with other government
policy measures (Falkner, 2000). Nonetheless, tieneo consensus on the kind of
evidence that would be necessary or sufficientrave that a GMO crop is safe and

acceptable (Millstone and Van Zwanenberg, 2003).

As with the role of different actors, there are ortant milestones that marked GMO
governance. In terms of international regulatidme tUnited Nations Conference on
Environment and Development (UNCED), also known“B#-92” and the “Earth
Summit”, was the first major milestone in GMO gavance as it created the CBD. Its
main objectives are conservation, the sustainabéeaf the components of biological
diversity, and the equitable and just division lo¢ tenefits that result from the use of
genetic resources (CBD, 2006). Additionally, itideg policies and legal instruments in
favour of biodiversity, with 196 countries as Pestof the convention, including Brazil
and the UK (CBD, 2015). It is important to highlighat, although the U.S. has been a
key player during the formulation of the CBD, theuntry has never been Part of the
CBD.

62



Ri0-92 represents, then, a significant moment in@dbvernance as the creation of the
CBD highlights the concerns of state leaders arfterofactors around biodiversity
preservation, which includes the discussion ofdad equitable benefits arising from the
utilisation of genetic resources. The creation loé {CBD was also related to the
development of the rules that would regulate theesg to and use of genetic resources
(Fontoura and Guedes, forthcoming). In this seriséhighlight that in Rio-92,
“biodiversity preservation” was strengthened as tlagro important floating signifier
articulated by actors in GMO governance, especiatipnected to biosafety (or, as
mentioned in the first chapter, to conservation #nedsustainable use of the components
of biological diversity - CBD, 2006).

Different efforts were made to create internatiostndards of biosafety and GMO
regulation until the approval of the Cartagena ¢uolt on Biosafety under the CBD. The
negotiations ended in 2003, when the protocol cateeeffect. The Cartagena Protocol
Is an independent regulatory framework that aimsctintribute to ensuring an adequate
level of protection in the field of the safe tragrsfthandling, and use of GMOs”. Apart
from the emphasis on transboundary movements,sit aicludes avoiding adverse
effects of GMOs on conservation, sustainable udaadbgical diversity, concern on the
risks of GMOs to human health, and reaffirms thecputionary principle (UN, 2000).
According to the Precautionary Principle, the Rarof the protocol can decide whether
to accept imports of GMOs through an evaluationsi assessment, scientifically tested
case by case. Thus, Parties can establish spguaitielines to prevent or reduce potential
adverse effects of GMOs (Hill and Sendashonga, 006

From then on, the Protocol turned out to be thetmagvant international legal and
independent instrument related to GMOs (Andrée52@upta and Falkner, 2006). In
2015, 170 countries were Parties to the Protoaotiding the EU). It must be
highlighted, though, that large GMO exporters, saslArgentina, Chile, Canada, and the
U.S., have never been Parties to the Protocol (CBIDS). The Protocol negotiations
rapidly generated academic interest on this isso@ much attention was given

particularly to a potential conflict with WTO regtilons (Gupta and Falkner, 2006).

For a better analysis of GMO governance, | beligévs relevant to point out the main
actors and their political role during this negbtia, but a detailed description of the
entire process would be beyond the scope of thiggt: In the formulation phase of the

CBD, the patrticipation of civil society actors waary limited. The WWF was the only
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international NGO present at the first expert nrggtwhich caused several complaints
from the respondents —governmental and nongoveran@ators. After this initial
phase, civil society participation during the fotroa sessions was strongly represented
by WWEF, the International Union for Conservation ature (IUCN) and GRAIN.
These international NGOs had wide access to thetetdnNations Environment
Programme (UNEP) and to state representatives,yiagjothus the possibility of
influencing the first reports and ideas among tekeghtes in domestic and international
negotiation sessions (Arts, 1998); indicating treiilance with such organizations was

key, and they served as gatekeepers to other pdterganizations

The CBD came into effect in 1995, six months bethee creation of WTO. During the
implementation phase of the CBD, the participatian civil society actors grew
immensely. The participation of NGOs increased fr&mto 10 organisations in
comparison with the formation sessions, and tor®D 0 in the implementation phase.
In this process, not only Northern-based NGOs @pdted, but also Southern-based
NGOs (Arts, 1998). In the meantime, NGO participatiin other agencies and
conventions of the UN system grew rapidly after miie-1990s. Since Rio-92, the UN
encouraged NGO involvement in its agencies to “maf@mation readily available and
to foster inclusiveness in decision-making procgsé&/iser, 2008: 7).

The growing participation of NGOs in the CBD is arfethe main reasons why the U.S.
refused to sign the Convention in the Earth Sumastpointed out by one government
respondent: “The fact that Bush refused to sign @B woke up the NGOs. They
argued as follows: there must be something in Aniferica is so frightened of it” (Arts,
1998: 170). This involvement of NGOs in the CBD oiggfions was not well received
by the U.S. government as it impacted the firsftdrathe Convention changing it from a
conservation-oriented institution to one orientedstty towards development and the

environment.

Between 1992 and 1995, civil society actors wefeiafly allowed to participate in the
pre-negotiation phase of the Protocol, as everyegxpn the subject was able to
participate. They were mainly represented by irstBomal NGOs. Most of these
organizations defended the necessity of a strontpgol in biosafety (Arts and Mack,
2003). During Ri0-92, the key actors around thst filraft of the CBD and the Cartagena
Protocol were states, international NGOs (represkntainly by World Wide Fund for

Nature - WWF, Greenpeace, Friends of the Earthriateonal, Birdlife International,
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Biodiversity Action Network, Genetic Resources Adtilnternational - GRAIN, and

RAFI - now EtcGroup), multinational corporationggresented mainly by Monsanto,
DuPont and Syngenta), and other industrial lobby(stuch as EuropaBio, Biotech
Industry Organization - BIO, BioteCanada, Japan Iiglostry Organization,

International Chamber of Commerce and the Inteonati Association of Plant Breeders
for the Protection of Plant Varieties) (Arts, 1998ts and Mack, 2003; Andrée, 2005;
Clapp, 2003; Depledge, 2000). They struggled feirthositions (pro and against GMO

regulation).

After this first phase of pre-negotiation, for ttecond Conference of the Parties (COP-2)
in 1995, the direct participation of civil socie#igtors was reduced and limited. From
then on, they were completely excluded by the CRinfthe group that would formally
develop the Protocol (Earth Negotiation Bulletif,12). In this way, civil society actors
(represented by international NGOs) began to adogtrategy of influence by way of
contact with government representatives outsidefoh@al meetings, communicating
their considerations and highlighting relevant mfation about the topic. They also
acted as legal, political, and scientific advis@specially of developing countries, by
making them aware of the possible negative consemseof cross border and transgenic
movements in their countries. They also influentdeel EU officials outside of formal

negotiations, however in a more limited way (Amslé&ack, 2003).

In the meantime, and at the forefront of the delositehe future of biotechnology, the
participation of the industry grew rapidly duriniget negotiations of the Protocol. In
1996, eight industrial groups attended the negotiat while more than 20 attended in
1999 (Clapp, 2003).

By that time, multinational corporations not onlgseted state officials but also
conducted the negotiations with a predominant “eatin” view of the environment and
sustainability (especially Monsanto, DuPont, ancdhdgnta). To achieve their goals,
those multinationals worked together with Busines&l Industry NGOs (BINGOS)
(mainly represented by EuropaBio, BIO, BioteCanad®panese Bioindustrial
Organization e International Trading House), ofinelustrial lobbyists from the Global
Industry Coalition (Sarfati, 2007), and with theavhii Group (Arts, 2005). The Miami
Group was formed by U.S., Argentina, Canada, Chiled Uruguay (large GMO
exporters and producers). They all engaged in fhgosition to a very restrictive
Protocol that could affect GMO production and trédevy and Newell, 2000).
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In 2003, the Cartagena Protocol entered into fantesince then the Parties of the Protocol
have debated central issues concerning biosaiatis, @& risk assessment; compensations;

information dissemination; labelling; responsii@i#, and increased capacity.

The main achievements of the pro-GMO group in finisl document was the weakening
of many of the restrictions presented in the ihpi@posals of the Protocol, such as the
adoption of the term “Living Modified Organisms” NMOs) instead of GMOs, which
places the focus on the seeds and diverts attefitbom the by-products. Likewise, the
acquiescence of the Cartagena Protocol to WTO a&guok favoured the pro-GMO
lobby. That is, if a country is accused of not chnmy with the Protocol’s principles, it
can appeal before the WTO to clarify commercialgdilons on GMOs (Falkner, 2000;
Arts and Mack, 2003).

In this sense, the final document did not compyeteflect the interests of the groups
voicing resistance against the pro-biotechnolodpbjo(most developing countries, the
EU, and the international NGOs mentioned beforedweler, the inclusion of the
Precautionary Principle and the socioeconomic damations in the final document of
the Cartagena Protocol were considered a “victéoy'this group (Falkner, 2000; Arts
and Mack, 2003).

From the CBD and Cartagena Protocol negotiatiorvgould like to highlight that the
adoption of “LMOs” instead of “GMOs” in the finalodument of the Cartagena Protocol
was an attempt from those that support GMO hegenmorgshange the nodal point of
“GMOs” in the GMO field of struggle. Further strdgg around this issue would not
include the by-products of the transgenic seedvatibn, which are of great relevance in
the biotech market. However, this strategy did simp the actors from articulating
“GMOs” up to the present as the most important gngognifier in GMO hegemony.
Visibly, this strategy did not succeed in the GM@d of struggle.

The analysis of those negotiations also revealed, tithin GMO governance, a
particular type of international NGO was the maosportant voice from civil society not
closely attached to business interests (unlike BHeGOs and the Global Industry
Coalition). These international NGOs were environtak NGOs (Egelston, 2013;
O’Neill, 2009) — known as ENGOs in Environmentallitts literature, indicating the
growing role of environmental dissent, based ondibeErsity protection, in GMO

governance.
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The strong role played by international environraeMGOs explains in part why GMO
governance is mainly located in the global envirental agenda and not in the health,
human rights, climate change, or others. Apart ftbm representation of civil society
actor, another explanation of why GMO governancemainly set in the global
environmental agenda relates to biodiversity ptaiac First, most GMO exporters (i.e.,
Canada, U.S., Brazil, and Argentina) and impor{ees, China, Philippines, Morocco,
and Ecuador) are rich countries in terms of biodiNg. This generates serious concern

for the risk posed by the introduction of GMOs intttive environments.

Since the Cartagena Protocol, some of these intenah environmental NGOs have
been reportedly resisting the increase of GMOs dvade together with some

international social movements, such as Internati®@ocial Movement 1. In October
2000, in the 11l Conference of International Sodiédvement 1, the idea around “food
sovereignty” was already advanced and the debamsséd on the movement's own
challenges regarding identity construction. Durthgs conference, one of the themes
discussed was the rise of biotechnology and GMG@sthke final declaration, the

movement put forward as its main strategies aro@MOs (International Social

Movement 1, 2000a): a) to strengthen its partiogmatand formalize its presence in
forums and international organizations such as CB&O, the Cartagena Protocol, and
the International Forest Forum; b) to start anrma@onal campaign within International
Social Movement 1 to publicize and inform on issaégenetic resources, biodiversity,
and biosecurity; and c) to conduct a campaign ohemuntry where the movements is
organized to demand from all governments a faineouc and legal framework for a

rural development model centred on peasants antefar

My direct observations during two international etgerelated to GMO governance
(Rio+20 in Rio de Janeiro, 2012, and the first NMhafgainst Monsanto in London,

2013), indicated that, for these actors, thereaareimber of potential risks associated
with GMOs and the tests designed by multinatioogborations.

Additionally, they claim that: a) GMOs are engirezbrfor herbicide tolerance (i.e.
Roundup) and as a result, the use of toxic henbsclias increased 15 times since they
were introduced in agriculture; b) the long-termpants of GMOs are unknown for
human health, biodiversity and the environment, tmte released, these organisms
cannot be recalled; c) they are a direct extensfarhemical agriculture that promotes a

dependable and vulnerable farming, which increasegyer, poverty and suicide among
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farmers; and, d) the exponential growth of the GM@ustry around the world is the
evidence of the neoliberal logic of “green cap#adi (to some “green economy”) and

the way it has marketised nature, causing worrgimgjal and environmental impacts.

All those mobilizations highlighted the need fomere “ecological agriculture” that

would be the main alternative agriculture pracagminst industrial agriculture. In this
way, based on my field research, direct observatiand secondary data, “ecological
agriculture” emerges as another important floatgignifier that has been strongly
articulated by those actors that aim to constresistance to GMO hegemony. Their
claim for “ecological agriculture” includes the date of agroecological practices
without the use of GMOs and pesticides, of orgémacd, more feminism against a male-
dominated agricultural model based on biotechnqgldalyg focus on food sovereignty

instead of food security, and an intense concararional and human health.

However, not all international civil society actorposition themselves as
counterhegemonic force in GMO governance. In botants, different international

environmental NGOs and international social movesateclared opposition to the
“controversial” role of WWF, another important imational environmental NGO. For
them, this NGO does not represent the interestth@fpeople as it cooperates with
agribusiness, retailers, and the biotechnology strguthat promote GMOs. As an
example of their argument, they exposed that WWFjbmed other powerful actors in

GMO governance to establish the Round Table on &esiple Soy (RTRS) in 2006. For
them, WWEF is cooperating with corporations to proenmansgenics through the label of
the “GMO sustainable soybean production” in a glat@ndard (RTRS, 2014).

However, WWF’s Position Statement on GMOs highkglibat it does not aim to
promote GMOs. On the contrary, its main concerthésadoption of the precautionary

principle in each location where the NGO works. btorer, WWF:

advocates the retention of non-GMO options forralevant
commodities.

[..]

The assessment is informed by the PrecautionangiBlé and
international protocols — particularly the Cartagérotocol on
Biosafety. WWF develops its strategy in each |larathased
on this risk analysis.

In its work on sustainability standard setting émmmaodities
that include GMOs, (such as the Roundtable on Resble
Soy, and the Better Cotton Initiative), WWF suppo&nd
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promotes the development of tracts for non-GM e
within credible standards. Doing so guaranteesnbatGMO
varieties remain an option; provides a comparaiaseline for
measuring the performance of GMO products, and atspa
such as the use of pesticides; and ensures aatoigding
both producers and consumers, access to non GMugsod
WWEF applies the same principle in its bilaterahtielns with
companies. (WWF, 2012)

Other civil society actors (international and loocales) are also members of RTRS, as

can be seen in Table 5.

Table 5 Civil Society actors in RTRS in 2015

Name Country
Access Development Services India
Alianca da Terra Brazil
ASA India
Bhatiya Samruddhi Fiance-BASIX India
Conservation International uU.S.
Earth Innovation Institute Brazil
Fauna & Flora International UK
Fundacién Moisés Bertoni Paraguay
Fundacion para la Conservacion y e Argentina
Uso Sustentable de los Humedales
Fundacién Vida Silvestre Argentina
Guyra Paraguay Paraguay
Instituto Centro Vida — ICV Brazil
Instituto ETHOS Brazil
Natuur & Milieu Holland
Solidaridad Holland
SRIJAN India
The Centre for Advanced Research & India
Development
The Nature Conservancy Brazil
Vrutti India
World Resources Institute uU.S.
WWF Brazil

Source: Adapted from RTRS, 2015

Like WWF, most of these civil society actors in RIRlefend that increasing soybean
production is fundamental to ensure food secudtymal feed, and biofuels. In their
argument they also make the link between GMO salytha need for green economy,
good agricultural practices, responsible soy dediifon; sustainable land use, business
management tools, and multi-stakeholder involvemast pointed in the following
examples: a) Unilever and the international NGQOdawidad established a partnership to

improve people’s lives in Unilever’s supply cha{i@olidaridad, 2015); b) the creation of
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The Greener Soy Project conducted by the Soy amd Bwducers Association of the
State of Mato Grosso, Brazil - APROSOJA - in paigsh& with the international NGO
The Nature Conservancy and local municipalities €TIR012); and, c) the defence of
multi-stakeholder processes by the internationalONEBauna & Flora International to
strengthen environmental governance in landscafbested by GMOs (Fauna & Flora
International, 2015).

Meanwhile, in terms of state actors and public mpinn GMO governance, through the
years, the diversity of positions has increasedh®igh some public authorities and
institutions have presented GMOs in a highly pesitight, other state leaders are still
very suspicious of this technology and highly iefhged by the opposition to GMOs in
public opinion. Such divergent positions are alsthected in the countries’ legislation
and policy on transgenics. The EU has one of thetreomprehensive and strict legal
regimes on GMOs, which places it as an importatdran the counterhegemonic force
in GMO governance. After some state negotiation®urd this issue, the
counterhegemonic articulation within the EU “womhietdebate on GMOs, a fact that is
reflected in the current strict EU legislation. e other hand, U.S., Canada, Brazil, and
other countries have officially promoted transgeséeds in international forums, and
their legislation is more flexible on GMOs. Thenefpthose countries are recognized as
supporters of hegemony in the GMO field of struggle

As for research funding, large sums have been iagen GMO research in the last
decades. For example, from 2001 to 2010, only gt EUR 200 million in research
grants (for 50 projects, involving more than 400seach groups) (European
Commission, 2010). In 2010, in the U.S., researchdihg by GMO companies
accounted for 60% of the total of university graimisagricultural research (Richardson,
2012).

In this section, | provided a brief narrative of @GMjovernance that highlighted some
significant events, institutions, materialitiessaburses (floating signifiers), countries,
multinationals, international regimes, internatioogyanizations, and international civil
society actors that articulate in this field olusigle. Moreover, from this analysis | argue
that in GMO governance, the natural seed (not maeaipd or genetically altered in a
laboratory) is no longer a mean of production @8 material) but a final product (as
grain), altering the social and formal (legal) sigance of life, becoming a channel for

the process of capitalist commaodification.
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Additionally, | found that multinational corporatis (e.g. Monsanto, DuPont and
Syngenta), big GMO exporters (e.g. U.S., Brazil &ahada), industrial lobbyists (e.g.
EuropaBio, Global Chamber of Commerce and some BB agribusiness farmers,

pro-GMO international civil society actors (e.g.eTNature Conservancy), and the WTO
articulate GMOs in order to support hegemony irs teld of struggle. On the other

hand, the main actors that articulate GMOs to rdsgemony are the EU and some
international civil society actors (e.g. Greenpedogernational Social Movement 1)

(Arts, 1998; Arts and Mack, 2003; Andrée, 2005;pla2003; Depledge, 2000). They
struggled for their positions (pro and against GKQ@ulations).

Finally, in Table 6, | describe some relevant digant moments in GMO governance

that have been pointed out in this section.

Table 6 -A short historical overview of GMO governance

Year Event

late 1950s Scientific advances of genetics andecutdr biology from the U.S. and
Europe

1960 International Rice Research Institute (IRRAswestablished

1971 Consultative Group on International AgricudluResearch (CGIAR) was
established

In the 1970s Started GMOs commercial cultivatiothim U.S.

From the 1970s to theThe growing number of research institutes and gksnp banks led tq

1980s scientific advances in manipulation of plant cellel molecules

From the 1980s to theMonsanto consolidated as a big biotechnology catjmm

1990s

1989 Monsanto begins the first field tests with Rdwp Ready (RR) transgenic
soybean in the U.S.

In the 1990s Started GMOs commercial cultivatiotsmle the U.S.

1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

1992 Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) wakealized

1995 World Trade Organization (WTOQO) was established

1995 Trade-Related Intellectual Property RightsIP%) was established

1995 Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary Meag(8PS) was established

1995 Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) wastablished

1996 Roundup Ready (RR) was released to the markie¢ U.S.

1997 Scientists in the U.S. developed a new GMChrtelogy commonly
referred to as “terminator technology”

2000 Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) badrgerminator technology”

2002 Food and Agriculture Organization of the UditdNations (FAO)
condemned “terminator technology”

2003 Cartagena Protocol was established

2004 Monsanto was already responsible for 88% eftttal transgenic seeds
planted worldwide and 90% of transgenic soybeannseruialization

2006 Round Table on Responsible Soy (RTRS) wablestad
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Year Event

2008 Financial and Food Crisis of 2008
2012 Rio+20 in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
2013 First March Against Monsanto worldwide

Source: The author
4.2 Diversified Strategies of International Civil Sciety Actors in GMO
hegemony
In this section, | draw on neo-Gramscian discowsalysis to discuss the diversified
strategies that international civil society actdeploy in GMO hegemony. To do so, |
start by highlighting important shifts in GMO disose in Brazil and the UK since the
1990s.

As pointed before in the theoretical review, csokiety actors often foster and employ a
common language through the articulation of brogdgular discourses in order to resist
or support hegemony (Van Bommel and Spicer, 20&tjdu, 2005). Therefore, in the
second sub-section of this topic, | explore thategies adopted by international civil
society actors through the ways they articulate fthating signifiers “science” and

“sustainability” and, consequently, the nodal pahtGMOs” (see table 2).

4.2.1 Shifts in GMOs discourse in Brazil since1B80s

As discussed in the theoretical and methodologieations, “historical contingencies”
are central to a neo-Gramscian discourse analgsibey represent privileging political
moments in hegemonic formation. Every historicaitowency influences the identity of
the hegemonic and counterhegemonic subjects. Tjathese contingent moments
demand new hegemonic articulations that can alveyshallenged through resisting
forces. In this way, in Table 7, | highlight key pimcal manifestations of significant
moments and historical contingencies (in bold andeulined in the table) and the shifts
in GMO discourse in Brazil since the 1990s. In Eabl(and further in table 8) | give
empirical examples of changes in the discoursesuéated around “GMOs”, focusing on
its representation in the media, websites, androfieeondary literature on GMO

governance (Gamson and Modigliani, 1989; Selskice8@nd Teicher, 2003).
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Table 7-Shiftsin GMOs discourse in Brazil since the 1990s

Nodal Point: “GMOs”

Floating signifier

Second Level
of Floating
Signifiers

Example

Main
institutions
in the
struggle

Significant
Moment

1992 - In Rio-92, Brazil supports the creationted CBD

Science

“Brazilian diplomacy, sensitive to nation
concerns on the subject, adopted an active atti
in the CBD negotiations. The main lines of act
of Brazilian diplomacy were:

a
tude
on

1. definition of the rules concerning the exchange

of materials and scientific information betwe
countries with biological diversity and countri
with biotechnology” (Maia Filho, 2010: 46)

eN
S

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“Brazilian diplomacy, sensitive to nation
concerns on the subject, adopted an active atti
in the CBD negotiations ... The first aspect t
the CBD highlights is that it does not have

a
tude

Nakiates
hternational

conservationist character as it sees conservatféyganizations
of biodiversity directly linked to its sustainabjeMultinational

use, in accordance with the present needs
humanity taking into account the necess

Corporations

8 GOs and
AByher industrial

limitations to enable it to be used by futyréPby

generations.” (Maia Filho, 2010: 46)

-International
NGOs

Food Security

“Brazilian diplomacy, sensitive to nation
concerns on the subject, adopted an active atti
in the CBD negotiations. The main lines of act
of Brazilian diplomacy were:

3. rule definitions on the obligations of Stat
regarding protectionist policies of biodiversi
resources;

4. definition of intellectual property rules d
biotechnology;

5. international funding for the implementation
the CBD.” (Maia Filho, 2010: 46)

A
tude
on

es
ty

Significant
Moment

1995 - Brazil becomes a member of the WTO

Sustainability

Food Security

“The World Trade Organization (WTO) w4
established in 1995 with the aim of bringing

nations the benefits of globalization ... Brazil wa:

the country-founder of both the initiatives, as |
always been interested in reducing tariff barri
(rates excise tax) and non-tariff (bureaucrad
unreasonable health rules etc.) to its agricult
products.” (Scheller, 2006)

1S States
qHnternational
Organizations
-Multinational
N&orporations
EfBINGOs and

c her industrial
bby

‘I[ﬁ!ternational
NGOs
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Significant
Moment

1995 - Brazil signs the TRIPS Agreement

Sustainability

Food Security

“One major change of TRIPS... was the paten{
obligation of genetically modified organisn
(GMOs).”

“Brazilian law, especially the ‘patent law
resulted from extensive pressure from
international community, especially the US 4

ingtates

1SInternationaI

Organizations
-Multinational
'Corporations

[/8INGOs and
other industrial
NBbby

its pharmaceutical industry, for the establishmenkternational

of a strict legal framework in the context
intellectual property. It was heavily inspired
the Agreement TRIPS” (Dias, 2009: 18 and 81

ONGOs
Py

Significant
Moment

1995 - First Brazilian Law on Biosafety is formddtbased on the precautiona

principle

\ry

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“[The law] was the first Brazilian
biosafety and its formulation was based on
precautionary principle
saw the need to formulate a law that wo

law on

... Brazilian officials .|.

the

Lld

guarantee environmental conservation and human

and animal health” (Fontoura and Guedes, 2(
12)

Food Security

“Its purpose was to regulate the handling and
use of GMOs, defining the guidelines for resea
experimentation in the field,
production, storage, transportation, g
commercialization.” (Fontoura and Guedes, 20
12)

importation

1Btazilian State
Agencies
-‘biological
thereaucrats’

ch,

nd
13:

Significant
Moment

1997 - General Coordination of the National Biopafieechnical Committee

(CTNBiIo) gives Monsanto approval for field trialsRoundup Ready soybeans ar

the first experimental field tests of GMOs stan8razil

Science

“Since 1997 Monsanto conducts studies in Br
with  Roundup Ready soybeans resistant
glyphosate herbicide.” (Floriani, 2015)

Sustainability

Food Security

“the company triggered a process of sg
company acquisitions in the country, stopping
1997 first in the corn seed market second
soybeans, with 60% and 20% respectivi
Brazilian production” (Wilkinson, 2005: 10)

azil
to

L (%%razilian State
FAgencies
Uonsanto

n

ely

Significant
Moment

1998 February

Consumers advocate GMO labelling

Sustainability

Food Security

“the Institute [Brazilian Institute of Consum
Protection - IDEC] obtained an injunction, gran
on an emergency basis, which prevents
government from authorizing the marketing
Monsanto’s transgenic soybean. The goal of
action was to secure the preliminary assessme
the risks to the consumer, the obligation to repor
the label the presence of GMO content ¢
conducting environmental impact study.” (IDE

er
ed
the

of _
tﬁl%tgrnatlonal

Nt 3f a1 NGO
t

and
C;

2015)
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Significant
Moment

1998 February - The Federal Police find at the ®&smdo (RS) airport that illegal

transgenic soybean from Argentina (known as ‘Manmadeoybean’) had been
smuggled into the country by Brazilian farmers

Sustainability

Food Security

“The first seizure of transgenic soybeans plar]
in Brazilian soil occurred in 1998 in the cent
region of Rio Grande do Sul ... Smuggled fr
Argentina, the seeds are known among farmet

ted
ral
o he Federal

Police
S as

‘Maradona soybean™ (EMBRAPA, 2015)

Significant
Moment

1998 September - first GMO approved for commenegbdase by CTNBio
(Monsanto’s RR)

Sustainability

Food Security

“the first commercial release of genetica
modified soy plantations in the country - a type

grain tolerant to the herbicide Roundup Rea

(RR), produced by the multinational Monsan|
one of the world's largest biotech companig
(Vasconcelos, 2006)

ly
of
razilian State
encies

tQMonsanto

S.

Significant
Moment

1999 September — Allegations of illegal planting@Os in Rio Grande do St
generate rumours around the country that ‘factsewssing created’. That is, th

cultivation of illegal transgenic seeds in Rio Gtardo Sul was irreversible.

il

Sustainability

Food Security

“The president of the Brazilian Association of Sg
Producers (Abrasem) - stating that the smugg
have even held field days, with distribution

leaflets and seed offers - announces that
transgenic soybean planting in Rio Grande do S
shall, from seeds smuggled from Argentina, reaq
million hectares in the crop 99/2000, about a thir
the area planted with the crop in the state.” (R
2015)

red

lers

ofThe Brazilian
®§ociation of

ed Producers

D%te Secretary
foflAgriculture

4 from Rio Grande
do Sul

AS,

Significant
Moment

1999 December - The federal government issuesfapmtoposal for a labelling
policy for GMO products

Sustainability

Food Security

“The Federal Government, in December 19
drafted a proposal for GMO foods labeling
Labeling, in addition to providing safety f{
consumers through information, also enable

marketing difference for products/brands, thu

generating and improving competition amo
producers.” (Cavalli, 2001)

9giederal
. .GGovernment

oInternational
NGO

a
-Local NGO

2]

-éampaign for a
NBrazil Free of
Transgenics
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HISTORICAL
CONTINGENCY:

EVENT THAT
HIGHLY THE PROVISIONAL MEASURE OF 1999 GRANTED CTNBIO
INFLUENCED AUTHORITY OVER GMO SALE AND PRODUCTION. THIS EVENT
NEW DEMONSTRATED THAT IT WAS CLEAR THAT THE COUNTRY HAD
HEGEMONIC REACHED A POINT OF NO RETURN REGARDING GMOs
ARTICULATIONS
IN GMO FIELD OF
STRUGGLE
“There is a need for long-term testing. As some
scientists have noted, absence of evidence is
. never evidence of absence. But in the case of
Science

Brazil, CTNBio and the government have dane
exactly the opposite.” (Campolina and Goncalo,

2001)

- Brazilian State
Agencies

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“In fact, the decisions of CTNBio are subject
questioning not only by its disregard f
environmental laws ... the whole existence

CTNBio may be illegal and void their acts

(Campolina and Gongalo, 2001)

tastates (U.S. and

oprazil)
oMonsanto

wInternational
"NGOs

-Local NGOs

Food Security

“As you can see, the government, contrary to
precautionary principle, seeks to accelerate
release of GMOs to attend the demands
multinational companies and without any conc
for the health of Brazilian consumers and

integrity of the environment.” (Campolina and

Goncalo, 2001)

tHeampaign for a
razil Free of
tEt‘gnsgenics
of
ern
the

Significant
Moment

2000 - Brazil supports the need for a Biosafetytét@ under the CBD, based on
the precautionary principle

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“Brazil was one of the first countries to join t

CBD of the United Nations (UN), whose function

neFederal
Government

=4

-International

is to define rules for the conservation of thgganizations

planet’'s biodiversity, its sustainable use and
fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising fr

th@uitinational
HpPrporations

the utilization of genetic resources.” (Glass, ml%?r:l:ﬁgjui?r?al
lobby
-International
NGOs
Significant 2000 - The President publishes a provisional meaaonplifying the authority and
Moment the power of CTNBio
“An outline of [provisional measure] PM,
obtained byValor in September, gave power o
Science the CTNBiIo to set of inspection rules, author,

the use of genetic engineering and autho
imports of GMOs.” (AS-PTA, 2000)

_Z—%razilian State
[A8encies

-Federal
Government

Sustainability

Food Security

“An outline of PM, obtained byValor in
September, gave power to the CTNBIo to se
inspection rules, authorize the use of gen
engineering and authorize imports of GMO
(AS-PTA, 2000)

-Local NGOs
of

etic
S_”
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Significant 2001 - Decree No. 3871 comes into force settinthfthrat products with traces of
Moment GMOs in excess of 4% must be labelled
“During  Fernando  Henrique  Cardosq’sFederal
government Decree No. 3871 of July 18, 2( Ove_mm_em
-Multinational

Sustainability

Food Security

entered into force, a piece of legislation th

‘imposes labeling of packaged foods contain

or produced from genetically modified organismdgencies
—é;;gnpaign for a
h razil Free of

as well as other measures’. Some procedures
become clear as anti-GMO [activists] complair

about the lack of commitment to protect humansocal NGOs

and the environment.” (Campos, 2003)

rporations
NBrazilian State

ansgenics

-International
NGO

Significant
Moment

2003 - A presidential provisional measure allowsnrs to plant transgenic
soybeans for one year only without transportingrtfaeross state lines. In addition
farmers must pay indemnities if they harm the eminent or consumers’ health.

Sustainability

Food Security

“The provisional measure authorized the plant]
of transgenic soy for those farmers who |
illegally cultivated genetically modified soy ineh
previous year. For planting, the approved |
required only one Term Liability Adjustment af
Conduct.” (Greenpeace, 2004)

inc[;jederal
vernment
ag""
-Brazilian State
Agencies
AWiultinational
ncForporations
-Agribusiness
Farmers
-Campaign for a
Brazil Free of
Transgenics

-Local NGOs
-International
NGO
HISTORICAL
CONTINGENCY: | IN 2005, THE NEW BRAZILIAN LAW ON BIOSAFETY REPEALE D THE
EVENT THAT BRAZILIAN LAW ON BIOSAFETY OF 1995. THE NEW LAW
HIGHLY RESTRUCTURED THE CTNBIO (WHICH HELD GREATER AUTONOM Y)
INFLUENCED AND SETTLED THE NEED FOR ESTABLISHING THE BRAZILIAN
NEW NATIONAL BIOSAFETY POLICY. FOR A MOMENT, ACTORS AGA INST
HEGEMONIC GMOs THOUGHT THEY HAVE LOST THE BATTLE. THIS EVENT WAS
ARTICULATIONS | CENTRAL IN NEW HEGEMONIC ARTICULATIONS
IN GMO FIELD OF
STRUGGLE
“This law established safety standards an@gederal
. . Government
oversight mechanisms for GMOs ... based on|the ~
. . . . . -Brazilian State
promotion of scientific research in biosafety angencies
biotechnology ... CTNBio becomes responsiblgjuitinational
Science for issuing technical opinion on any release &OYPOFain”S
GMOs into the environment and for monitori1'61‘-3;'1be‘i”‘ess
the deve!opment anq technical and scienj‘ifieampaign for a
progress in biosafety in the country.” (Fontoulirarazil Free of
and Guedes, 2013: 13) Transgenics
-1 neal NGO«
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Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“This law established safety standards and
oversight mechanisms of GMOs ... based on|the
promotion of scientific research in biosafety and
biotechnology, protection of life and human, plant

and animal health, as well as the observance of

the precautionary principle for environment
protection.” (Fontoura and Guedes, 2013: 13)

Food Security

“Under Brazilian law, any transgenic prodyct
must have prior clearance with different stage$ of

research before being released for marketing.
this, different regulatory instructions establisie
necessary technical guidelines, such as imp
sale, release, storage, handling, transport, ud¢
disposal
(Fontoura and Guedes, 2013; 13)

of products derived from GMOs.

al

For

ort,
an

Significant
Moment

2007 May - The first GMO corn seeds from Bayer Rahsanto are approved for
commercial use in the country.

Sustainability

Food Security

“The green light for the use of transgenic corn
Brazil was given in 2007 with the approval

Today [2014] it is estimated that 80% of crgpggencies
grown across the country are transgenic.” (GlobQuitinational

Rural, 2014)

tfrederal
Government

"Brazilian State

Corporations

-Agribusiness
Farmers

-Soy and Corn
Producers
Association

-Confederation
of Agriculture
and Livestock

-Campaign for
Brazil Free of
Transgenics
-Local NGOs

-International
NGO

-Local
Movement

-International
Social
Movement

Social

Significant
Moment

2007 October - A federal judge suspends deliberatom commercial releases of
transgenic corn, alleging that the first approaC@®NBio did not apply the
precautionary principle and the Biosafety Law, #metefore should be reviewed.

Science

“According to the judge's decision, the standa
recently issued by the Commission do not m

the precautionary principle and the Biosafety Lay

and therefore should be reviewed ... CTNBIo

delegated the companies themselves to submit@porations
monitoring plan concerning to its transgenigigribusiness

species - instead of fulfilling their assignmg

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

required by Article 14, IIl, of Law 11.105] poqucare "
(Greenpeace, 2007) Association
sConfederation

“According to the judge’s decision, the standa
recently issued by the Commission do not m

rdsederal

e%?vernment

razilian State

gencies
16—‘l&ultinational

Farmers
nt

rc!)? Agriculture
eatd Livestock
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the precautionary principle and the Biosafety L
and therefore should be reviewed.” (Greenpe
2007)

lav¢ampaign for a
Brazil Free of

3'Gr?ansgenics
-Local NGOs

Food Security

“To elaborate rules of
commercial post-release monitoring of GM
maize is legal requirement ... For disobeying
law, the CTNBio was forced ... to establish

biosecurity measures to ensure the coexisten¢e>8f

varieties of organic corn, conventional a
agroecological with GMO varieties
(Greenpeace, 2007)

coexistence andnternational

GO
-Local

th@ovement

. .-International

ial
glovement

n

Social

Significant
Moment

2008 - Two varieties of transgenic corn from Baged Monsanto are approved fo

commercial use

Sustainability

Food Security

“In a public statement released soon after
meeting of the Council of Ministers
organizations of socioenvironmentalist movem

. stated that ‘the political decision of the Lyl&fAgriculture
government, to place agribusiness over the he ath
of the population ... is a great irresponsibility tthasazil Free of

will mark its mandate.” (Thuswohl, 2008)

-Federal
Government

-Brazilian State
Agencies

-Multinational
Corporations

-Agribusiness
Farmers

theoy and Corn
| Producers
P1Association

Eonfederation

d Livestock
-Campaign for a

Transgenics

-Local NGOs
-International
NGO
-Local Social
Movement
-International
Social
Movement
HISTORICAL
% IN 2010,A SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH ON GENE MONITORING BY THE
HIGT STATE OF PARANA PROVED THAT THERE HAD BEEN
INFLUE_NCED CONTAMINATION OF COMMON CROPS BY TRANSGENIC CORN,
W EVEN WITHIN THE RULES ESTABLISHED BY CTNBIO THAT Al M TO
HEGWONIC GUARANTEE THE PRECAUTIONARY PRINCIPLE REGARDING RIS KS.
ARTICULWS AFTER THIS EVENT, GMO HEGEMONY BECAME AGAIN WIDELY
IN GMO FIELD OF OPEN TO CONTESTATION AND RESISTANCE IN THE COUNTRY
STRUGGLE
“The Secretary of Agriculture of the State oﬁe_creltary C]Zf
Parana - SEAB released ... the results of the “PI@1 ' ;ut;ete Oof
of Monitoring of gene flow between GM maizearana (SEAB)
. and non-GM crop in western Parand.” The stucd§razilian State
Science . . ... | Agencies
has scientific rigor and proves the contaminatibn o ,

. ... . |,-Campaign for &
common crops by transgenic corn, even within |tR€.7ii Free of
rules established by CTNBio.” (Agroecologia| éransgenics

-Local NGOs

Alternativas Ecoldgicas, 2010)
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Sustainability

Food Security

“For the European market, the product [orgarn

certification  has  tolerance  of  0.9%
(Agroecologia e Alternativas Ecoldgicas, 2010)

Ecological
Agriculture

“If this maize was intended for the orgar
market, where the transgenic index is 0%,
production would be compromised, as well
producer certifications. In the European mark

(Agroecologia e Alternativas Ecoldgicas, 2010)

would also be rejected, since the non-GM

the product would be rejected, since the non-
GMO certification has a tolerance of 0.9%.

ocal Social

ovement

,~International
* Social
Movement

c
the
as
et,

Significant 2012 - The Study Group on Agricultural Biodiversitgs officially established at
Moment the Ministry of Agrarian Development
“It is through stimulating the production of
. knowledge and dissemination of information that
Science

we will increasingly popularize the subject a
extend it to society” (MDA, 2013)

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“[The Study Group on Agricultural Biodiversity

debates about the conservation of ag
biodiversity, the risks of Genetically Modifie
Organisms (GMOs), and the guarantee of
rights of farmers and consumers.” (MDA, 2013

Food Security

“[The Study Group on Agricultural Biodiversity
aims to deepen the ... the guarantee of the ri
of farmers and consumers.” (MDA, 2013)

Ecological
Agriculture

“In addition, the Group elaborates articles 4
contributes to the production of booklets 4
books on agroecology, family agriculture, a
biosecurity by the Ministry of
Development (MDA), and it also participates
events and meetings between the government
civil society related to these issues.” (MD
2013)

aims to deepen the understanding and qualifsansgenics

Agrarian

ngErazilian State
Agencies

-Campaign for a
] Brazil Free of

rg-ocal NGOs

d-International
NGO

t
hlgermanent
Campaign

Against
] Pesticides and
ghts Life

-Local Social

Movements

AN .
-International

NGocial
nifovement
-Federal

. University of
IBanta Catarina

4SC)
A,

HISTORICAL
CONTINGENCY:
EVENT THAT
HIGHLY
INFLUENCED
NEW
HEGEMONIC
ARTICULATIONS

IN GMO FIELD OF

STRUGGLE

IN 2015, 8" OF APRIL, THE NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE
LAUNCHED A REPORT ADOPTING A POSITION AGAINST THE U SE OF
PESTICIDE AND GMOs IN BRAZIL. THIS MOMENT GAINED WI
MEDIA COVERAGE SINCE HIGH PESTICIDE CONSUMPTION BEC AME
HIGHLY RELATED TO CANCER IN HUMANS. THIS MOMENT

ILLUSTRATES A BIG HEGEMONIC ARTICULATIONS IN GMO FlI

OF STRUGGLE

DE

ELD

Sustainability

Ecological
Agriculture

“The institution states that these substan
generate large problems like environmern
pollution and poisoning of people, such
workers and people living near crops @
livestock ... Among the effects associated w
chronic exposure to

the pesticide’'s actlv

cdde National
ncer Institute
5P

-Brazilian State
encies
N&ampaign for 4
jtRrazil Free of
Transgenics

-?_ocal NGOs
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ingredients the following can be cited: infertilit
impotency, miscarriages, birth defec

immune system, and cancer” (G1, 2015)

neurotoxicity, hormonal disruption, effects on theampaign

y-lnternational

NGOs
ts
-Permanent

Against
Pesticides
For Life
-Local Social
Movements

ang

-International
Social

Movement

Significant
Moment

2015, 9" of Apr

approved for commercial use

il - GMO Eucalyptus of FuturaGene Brasil fietogia Ltda is

Sustainability

Food Security

“According to the company, Brazil is the first
country to release genetically modified
eucalyptus. FuturaGene’ technicians said that {
modified eucalyptus has 20% more productivity
and can be used in the production of wood, pa
and other items ... Also, FuturaGene stressed
the release will allow it to produce more with
fewer resources, and ensure sustainability”
(Tokarnia, 2015)

-Brazilian State
Agencies
-Biotech
company
-Permanent
K ampaign
gainst
Pesticides and
hé&pr Life
tﬁé?cal NGOs
-International
NGOs

-Local Social
Movements

-International
Social
Movement

HISTORICAL
CONTINGENCY:
EVENT THAT
HIGHLY
INFLUENCED
NEW
HEGEMONIC
ARTICULATIONS

IN GMO FIELD OF

STRUGGLE

IN 2015, 28" OF APRIL, THE CHAMBER OF DEPUTIES APPROVED A
LAW PROJECT THAT WOULD CANCEL THE NEED OF GMO
LABELLING, LIFTING THE OBLIGATION OF CORPORATIONS T O
INDICATE WHETHER THEIR PRODUCTS CONTAINS GMOs. AGAI

THIS LAW PROJECT DEMONSTRATED NEW ACTORS

ARTICULATIONS IN GMO HEGEMONY, SUSTAINING AND RESIS TING
IT IN THE COUNTRY. IN THIS MOMENT, THE POWER OF PRO -GMO

ACTORS IN G

MO HEGEMONY WAS REINFORCED

N1

Sustainability

Food Security

“With the approval of the law, the symbols that
identify products with GMOs today will may not
be present on the labels and the final consume
will no longer be sure about the presence of

GMOs in foods through labeling” (IDEC, 2015)

-Chamber of
Deputies
-Multinational
Corporations
-Confederation
of Agriculture
and Livestock of
Brazil
-Permanent
Campaign

I' Against
Pesticides and
For Life
-Local NGOs
-International
NGOs
-Local Social
Movements
-International
Social

Movement
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Significant
Moment

2015, 28 of May - Senate makes poll on GMOs labelling

Sustainability

Food Security

“The Senate has a space for citizens to expiress

their opinion on any proposal under discussio
the Senate. There was an open poll to ¢

in
iv@enate

opinion on the Law Project debated in theé’ermanent

Chamber of Deputies to put an end to mandatof,

labelling of GMO products ... which implies th
consumers will not have any clear or accuf

Campaign
[0, éfainst
APesticides and

aIt:8r Life

-Local NGOs

information to assist them in their choice not|to

consume GMO products.” (Terra de Direit
2015)

-International
DNGOs

-Local Social

Ecological

“[The Law Project] violates the right of farme
and food companies who choose to produce f
free from genetically modified ingredients, sin

it sets forth that the labelling of such foods wijtt?

Movements

-International
086kial
chlovement

_‘
2]

it razilian

. . , Association of
expressions such as ‘GMO-free’ can only |b&oective Health

placed if based on specific analysis.” (MST,
2015)

Agriculture

Source: The author

The main significant moments and contingenciesesthe 1990s in Brazil as shown in
Table 7, allow me to demonstrate that, through ybars, different actors articulate
distinct “floating signifiers” in order to suppaot resist GMO hegemony.

Using this table as reference, | identified thatcs the beginning of the 1990s, “science”
and “sustainability” have been articulated by thtoes in GMOs and, thus, they are the
central to the actors’ identities. Within “sustdifidy”’, the actors focused on
“biodiversity preservation” and “food security” dbeir core discursive elements of
articulation for many years, and started articolai around “ecological agriculture”

especially after 2010.

Additionally, in Table 7 we can see the main 5 drisal contingencies in the GMO
hegemony in Brazil after the 1990s: 1) the ProwisloMeasure of 1999 that gave
CTNBIo authority over GMO sale and production; 12 hew 2005 Law on Biosafety; 3)
the research released in 2010 by the State of avangene monitoring proving the
contamination of common crops by transgenic cojrthé report of the '8 of April of
2015 launched by The National Cancer Institute @)@gainst the use of pesticide and
GMOs in Brazil; 5) the Law Project of $&f April of 2015 against GMOs labelling in
the Chamber of Deputies.

The first historical contingency of 1999 causedugéimpact in GMO hegemony in

Brazil because from then on, the actors knew thatcbuntry had reached a point of no
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return regarding GMOs. The leading voice in “sc&narticulation was the General
Coordination of the National Biosafety Technicaln@uittee (CTNBio) based in the
Ministry of Science and Technology. The Provisiod@asure of 1999 gave CTNBIo the
authority over GMO commercialization since theitgion would be the responsible for
the formulation and implementation of the BrazilBiosafety Law and the one in charge
of establishing technical safety standards andnieah advice relating to GMO risk
assessments. With CTNBio approval, GMO seeds Wensanto’s transgenic seed; the
FuturaGene’ transgenic eucalyptus, and so on) ededally commercialized in Brazil,
provided they do not cause any harm to human hediding organisms and

environment.

On the other hand, for some civil society actoes gheat power granted to CTNBIoO in
GMO hegemony reflected that Brazil would suppo# technology and its by-products
in global food systems without much concern fordbrersity preservation. The main
reason for their claim was the increasing accesanaftinational corporations to
CTNBiIo’s deliberations. In order to get its GMO despproved for commercialization, a
multinational corporation must submit its own stigntests demonstrating that it is safe
for human and animal consumption and for the enwrent. In other words, for some
civil society actors, CTNBio would not be able toagantee that all “scientific” tests
from corporations were reliable and, after the seeere released, it would be even more
difficult to control the negative impacts of GMO3hus, they reinforced their
articulations around the floating signifier of “bliwersity preservation” in opposition to
GMOs. Moreover, for them, as a “megabiodiverse’ntou(Conservation International,
2012), Brazil should strengthen its efforts in ‘ilersity preservation” and not in the
GMO trade.

The leadings actors in this instance were inteonati NGOs, such as Action Aid and
Greenpeace, and local NGOs, including the Brazilrestitute of Consumer Protection
(IDEC), Terra de Direitos (in English, Land’s Rightand AS-PTA. Together, those
NGOs created the “Campaign for a Brazil Free ofn$genics” to build a chain of
difference against those that articulated “foodusé&g’ to support GMO hegemony
(mainly represented by the federal governments haf .S. and Brazil, and the
multinational Monsanto). Through the years, the istiy of Environment and the
Brazilian Institute of Environment and Renewabletudal Resources (IBAMA) also

endorsed the articulation of “biodiversity conseima’.
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The second historical contingency was the new ZJ@Zilian Law on Biosafety. For the
actors opposing GMOs, this new law was a momennwhany of them thought about
giving in to the GMO agenda, as if they had lost lattle. However, as pointed by the

Researcher, Campaigner, and Tutor of the Local NGO

[at that time] some entities thought that the tinagl come for
things to get started in a concrete way becaudere¢hat,
only “pirate” soybeans had been introduced into ¢bantry.
Now it was different, now it was for real, everytgiwould be
official and legalized. Now the impact [of GMOshthwe had
been announcing and alerting against, this impaxtldvnow
start to reach farmers, consumers We understoodthz the
campaign should be intensified, or, at least, thatad to
change its strategy, its main goals... Basically, dhes that
remained in the campaign were Greenpeace (butsitalvaady
leaving the leadership of the campaign), IDEC, AXP
Land’s Rights, and the Movement of Small Farmerkjctv
was our bridge with International Social Movement 1

After that moment, some civil society actors rewewtheir strategies and introduced
“ecological agriculture” as another floating sigeifto be articulated in GMO resistance.
As a result, this new signifier also begins to ¢ard actors’ identities and their
positions around GMOs, which reinforces the impaseaof historical contingencies in
neo-Gramscian discourse theory and that hegemormynamic, incomplete and can

always be challenged.

For the pro-GMO group, this Biosafety Law of 200Boamarked how effective
articulations around “food security” were to creaechain of equivalence in GMO
hegemony. More actors joined this identity chairoider to get their interests attended,
such as other multinational corporations (i.e., g&ma, DuPont), the Ministry of
Agriculture, Livestock and Supply, and agribusinssners? This Law would advance

Brazil's transgenic-based agribusiness exports.

The third historical contingency | have highlightedhe research report released in 2010
on gene monitoring developed by the State of Paitsaiaverified the contamination of
common crops by transgenic corn, even within tHesrestablished by CTNBIio. This
contingent moment opened GMO hegemony to contestaitnd resistance. In this way,
some civil society actors took advantage of thisruptive moment to endorse their
defence of “ecological agriculture” as the mairealative to industrial agriculture in

GMO hegemony. Ecological agriculture has been gtyoarticulated by International

2 Agribusiness is an agriculture model highly deperiadn foreign capital, monoculture, biotechnology
and mechanization. It is also highly hierarchiagad anasculine model (Welch, 2005).
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Social Movement 1, the Movement of Small Farmexs lapthe NGOs AS-PTA, IDEC,
and Land’s Rights. This strategy attracted moreradio the construction of a common
identity to oppose GMOs, especially more local gbriovements, such as Local Social
Movements 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, interviewed in #tigly. This highlights the importance
of International Social Movement 1 as a key intéameal actor from civil society in the
GMO counterhegemonic movement. That is, InternatioBocial Movement 1's
articulations with local NGOs expanded the GMO ohaii difference in Brazil through
the introduction of new grassroots voices (smalkiars, peasants, quilombo
communities, indigenous people, religious groups] athers) and their local social

movements in GMO resistance.

Five years later, another historical contingencypeasized “ecological agriculture” as
the dominant discourse in opposition to GMO hegemdtnwas the report of the"8of
April of 2015 launched by The National Cancer lnugé against the use of pesticide and
GMOs in Brazil. As one of the main medical ins&#sitin cancer treatment, and because
of that, also closely related to public opinionBrazil, the INCA report obtained wide
media coverage around the risks of GMOs to humaswoption and the defence for a
more “ecological agriculture” in people’s life. Bhtontingency brought about the re-
engagement of Greenpeace and the incursion of iveaciety actors, such as Friends
of the Earth, Brazilian Association of Collectiveedlth (ABRASCO), MST, and the
strong grassroots voice of the Permanent Campai@inat Pesticides and For Life. It is
important to underline that this contingent momshbwed the re-engagement of the
international civil society actors, Internationabcgal Movement 1, Greenpeace, and

Friends of the Earth in GMO resistance in Brazil.

In the same year, but only 20 days after this hisdb contingency, the Chamber of
Deputies approved the Law Project against GMO ledggl highlighting that the
articulations around “food security” to support GM@gemony have not ended. Quite
the opposite, they have reached the institutiogehn of the Chamber of Deputies and its
articulations with other pro-GMO actors, includitigge Confederation of Agriculture and
Livestock of Brazil (CNA). At the same time, thisstorical contingency had big media
coverage and allowed the actors in the chain ofvatgnce in GMO hegemony to
reinforce their power and state their position®©bepublic opinion.

The investigation of the shifts in GMOs discounsdrazil since the 1990s demonstrated

that different actors in Brazil support and redmgemony through the dynamic
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articulation of different discourses (that are adsticulated in GMO governance, as
pointed in the previous section), institutions, amaterialities. The analysis of historical
contingencies in the country very clearly shows #rculations strategies and the

importance of international civil society actorsaitocal context.

4.2.2 Shifts in GMO discourse in the United Kingdonte the 1990s
In in table 8 in this sub-section | show the higtarcontingencies and the shifts in GMO

discourse in the UK since the 1990s.
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Table 8 -Shifts in GMOs discourse in UK since the 1990s

Nodal Point: “GMOs”

. Second Level . I\_/Ial_n

Floating ) institutions
L of Floating Example .
signifier L in the
Signifiers
struggle
Significant 1996 February - GMO tomato paste by Bioscience Gomeneca was approved

Moment the UK

Sustainability

Food Security

bn

“The first genetically modified, or GM food goes
sale today in British supermarkets. Genetic

Iy

modified tomato puree, which will be available |in

Safeway and Sainsbury stores, has been produgﬁglteS (U.S. and

from fruit which has had the rotting gene removegk)
... However, supermarket giant Tesco said it woul@upermarkets

not be stocking the GM puree because the

product did not offer any additional benefits |t

customers compared to normal puree

eMultinational
gorporations

he

processing requires less energy and water, which

helps lower the price” (BBC, 1996)

Significant )
9 1996 February - Consumer groups protest demandii@ @Gbelling
Moment
-UK
Government
-Multinational
Corporations
“Consumer groups have called for the mandatory -Supermarkets
- .. | labelling of products which are or contain GM -Organic
Sustainability Food Security gorp o y Cor?sumers
products - at the moment labelling is voluntary.” | ;. o
(BBC’ 1996) -The Union of
Concerned
Scientists
-International
NGO
Significant " u .
1996 February - Critics call GMOs “Frankensteindso
Moment
-States
-Supermarkets
-Organic
“Some critics have dubbed the modified products gonsl{m_efs
Sustainability Food Security ‘Frankenstein foods’ and have warned of a Ssoc'at_'on
” -The Union of
consumer boycott.” (BBC, 1996) Concerned
Scientists
-International
NGO
Significant
1996 February - GM tomato puree was labelled
Moment
-UK
“Since 1996 Sainsbury has sold a clearly labelled Government
N | GM tomato puree and the company is urgin -UK State
Sustainability Food Security P pany . ging Agencies
customers to check labels to see which products .
K i . -The Federation
contain such ingredients.” (BBC, 1999a) of Small
Businesses
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-Supermarkets
-International

NGO
Significant 1997 - Global food giant Unilever said that wouldtect consumers in the UK with
Moment GMO labelling, but at the same year acted diffdyentthe in the Philippines

Sustainability

Food Security

“In 1997 the co-chairman of Unilever, Morrjs
Tabaksblat vowed that his company would protect
consumers who do not want to buy food containiing

GE material ... In 1997, Unilever in the United
Kingdom proudly announced that it would be the

first company in the world to voluntarily label its

GE foods in advance of government regulations. It

labeled a soya product called ‘Beanfeast’ ang,iinational
promised to label further GE ingredients in itsdop Corporation
As a result sales of Beanfeast fell by 50% antiternational
ultimately Unilever was forced to remove the NGO
ingredients altogether ... These are all fine wards

from Unilever. Yet the truth here in the Philippin
is that neither Unilever nor its subsidiary Bestfe
label the presence of GE ingredients — let alpne
offer the care lines, the in store leaflets or Gie-
free guarantees that they provide to European|and
Australasian consumers.”. (Greenpeace, 2015)

1)

Significant 1998 April - a UK supermarket chain bans use of GM@ its products; a mov
9 which is over the following 18 months is followed Ihe other UK supermarke
Moment .

chains.
“Government policy on genetically-modified foqd
will not change, despite the decision by superntarke
. chain Tesco to phase out stocks containing GM
Science

air

JUK
y e&ernment
j)Scientists

products, the Prime Minister has said. ... Tony B
told the House of Commons the argument shoul
conducted ‘on science, not scares’.” (BBC, 1999

Sustainability

Food Security

“He said Tesco itself admitted it is withdrawing GMSupermarkets
foods not because of safety concerns, but | fdpternational
commercial reasons ... Tesco fell in line beh nlglGOS
Sainsbury's, Asda, Safeway and Iceland, which

have banned GM ingredients from their own-lapel

foods.” (BBC, 1999d)

HISTORICAL
CONTINGENCY:
EVENT THAT A BIG CONTROVERSY REGARDING LORD SAINSBURY (LABOUR
HIGHLY DONOR) BEING APPOINTED AS SCIENCE MINISTER BY TONY BLAIR
INFLUENCED IN 1998 JULY, EMPHASIZED THE NEED FOR NEW HEGEMONIC
NEW ARTICULATIONS IN THE COUNTRY AS IT BECAME CLEAR THA T THE
HEGEMONIC UK GOVERNMENT WAS CLOSELY INVOLVED WITH POWERFUL GM O
ARTICULATIONS | LOBBY GROUP
IN GMO FIELD
OF STRUGGLE

Sustainability

Food Security

“Lord (David) Sainsbury of Turville was Scieng¢eStates (U.S. and

Minister in Tony Blair's government from 199 UK o
-Multinational
2007. He was also a member of the cabjn€trorations

—
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was a key adviser to Blair on GM technology. H

was made Science Minister,
resigned as Chairman of the
investments in two plant genetics-rela
investment companies (Diatech Ltd and Innot
Investments Ltd). Innotech has a substantial stak
GM-related venture with Monsanto. F

as Science Minister in 1999, to research a re
into biotechnology, he was accompanied

group for companies involved in GM food (the D
helped pay their costs). His company, Diatech is
Associate Member of the Biolndustry Associatio
(LobbyWatch, 2015)

biotechnology committee, Sci-Bio, responsible foBupermarkets
national policy on GM crops and foods, and as suci State

Agencies
IS

also a donor to Blair's Labour Party ... When |he
Lord Sainsbury
Sainsbury's
supermarket chain and put into a blind trust major

d
ech
e

a firm called Paradigm Genetics involved in a jgint

or

instance, when Lord Sainsbury travelled to Ametrica

port
by

members of the Biolndustry Association, a lohby

Tl
an
n.”

Significant
Moment

1998 August

- Dr Arpad Pusztai of the Rowett Redeainstitute, Aberdeen
published a research suggesting that GM potatoess teric to rats in

feeding trials.

Science

“The work of Arpad Pusztai and the credibility
scientists. In August 1998, Arpad Pusztai, a sige
from the Rowett Research Institute, a hig
respected government laboratory
Scotland, claimed on television that he had sh
that a particular form of GM potatoes damaged
health of rats ...
results were publicized with renewed fervour by
anti-GM lobby, and his results were understood
some as showing that all ‘Frankenstein Foods’

memorable phrase coined by the tabloid press)

unsafe to eat.” (Krebs, 2000)

UK)
Nt o
-Multinational

Nl¥orporations

in  Aberdeenk state

vigencies
ternational
tHN Os

Several months later, Pusztai'g Royal

theciety (the

%?ice of the
itish science

th&ablishment)

VeXeademy of
Medical
Sciences

ofStates (U.S. and

Significant
Moment

1999 March -
GMO must be

labelled

All foods, additives, and flavourintigt contain more than 1%

Df

Sustainability

Food Security

“As of March 1999, all foods, additives, and
flavorings that have entered the market since
September 1, 1998 and that contain more than 1
GM content have been labeled” (Phillips and
McNeill, 2000)

-UK
Government

-Multinational
Corporations

DpSupermarkets
-UK State
Agency
-International
NGOs
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HISTORICAL

CONTINGENCY:
EVENT THAT WHEN TONY BLAIR ANNOUNCES FARM SCALE TRIALS OF GMOs IN
HIGHLY THE UK IN 1999 [SPRING] IT WAS AGAIN A KEY MOMENT | N GMO
INFLUENCED FIELD OF STRUGGLE IN THE UK, WHICH REQUIRED DIFFERE NT
NEW ARTICULATIONS (PRO AND AGAINST-GMO). FROM THAT MOME NT
HEGEMONIC ONWARD, IT WAS EVEN CLEARER THAT THE UK GOVERNMENT
ARTICULATIONS | AIMED TO PROMOTE GMOS AS THE FUTURE HEGEMONY IN THE
IN GMO FIELD COUNTRY'’S AGRICULTURE SECTOR
OF STRUGGLE
“In spring 1999, following widespread calls for|a
halt to the development of genetically modified
Science (GM) crops in the UK, the Government launched a
four-year programme of farm scale trials.”

(Greenpeace, 2003)

-States (U.S. and

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“The trials were designed primarily to answewok)
from English Nature and othersMultinational

criticisms
concerned about the environmental impact of
crops, particularly the secondary effects
biodiversity. According to the Government, t
farm scale trials are ‘designed to examine whe

there are any differences in the diversity ar¥os

abundance of farmland wildlife associated with

farmers’ management of GM herbicide tolerant

crops as compared with equivalent non-GM cro
The Government believes that GM crops ‘do

themselves present any direct threat to

environment’.” (Greenpeace, 2003)

Bﬂarporatlons
-Supermarkets

-UK State
N@gency

h@fternational

Hﬁocal Social
ovement

DS.
not
the

HISTORICAL

CONTINGENCY:

EVENT THAT
HIGHLY
INFLUENCED
NEW
HEGEMONIC
ARTICULATIONS

IN GMO FIELD
OF STRUGGLE

IN 1999 JUNE, PRINCE CHARLES STRONGLY ADVOCATED TO PUBLIC
OPINION: “ARE WE GOING TO ALLOW THE INDUSTRIALISATI
LIFE ITSELF?” THIS KEY HISTORICAL CONTINGENCY HIGHL
THAT NOT ONLY CIVIL SOCIETY ACTORS WERE ARTICULATIN G
DISCOURSES IN GMO FIELD OF STRUGGLE, BUT ALSO POLIC Y

MAKERS, THE PRIVATE SECTOR, MEDIA AND OTHERS.

ON OF
IGHTED

Sustainability

Ecological
Agriculture

“And he rejects the argument that GM crgp®rince Charles
represent a solution to feeding the world's growingarmers

population as ‘emotional blackmail’.”

1999a)

“He says that if conventional and organic crops
become contaminated by GM crops grown nea
people wanting to be sure they are eating
growing ‘absolutely natural’ food will be denie
that choice. The Prince ends the article by as}
‘What sort of world do we want to live in?’ He ask
‘Are we going to allow the industrialisation of kif
itself, redesigning the natural world for the saife
convenience and embarking on an Orwellian futy

(BBG

-International
"NGO

can
by,
or
d
ing
s

re?
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And, if we do, will there eventually be a price
pay?” (BBC, 1999b)

to

Significant
Moment

1999 July - Europe's GMO battles

Science

“But as far as biotechnology in food is concerrieg
is the perceived risks that have dominated
headlines in Europe.” (BBC, 1999c)

tkgtates
-EU

Sustainability

Food Security

“So far, the industry has failed spectacularly
communicate the benefits of GM products
Europe's consumers. In the UK, the newspa
refer to Frankenstein foods, and supermarket ch
have been racing to take them off their shelves.
this is not solely a British phobia. In Sweden,
farmers union will not even feed animals GM foc
Rolf Erikson from the Union's Brussels office sg
they have little choice. ... Europe's governments
not giving a clear lead either. Until they do, fe
people will openly embrace the new scienc
(BBC, 1999c)

-European Food
@afety Agency
td=FSA)

HERENGOs
il AA
@gultinational
rporations
h—%onsumers
dhssociations
y§cientists

gfeternational
NGOs

PW
—Iﬁocal Social
EMovement

Significant
Moment

2000 April - UK

requires that all restaurant meaith GMOs must be labelled

Sustainability

Food Security

“In April 2000, the new UK Food Safety Agenc
extended that provision to all GM foods, additiv
and flavorings, including those on the market bef
1998. The UK also requires that all restaurant m
with GM foods be labeled. In support of these ru
the UK has empowered the local authorities
enforce the system and adopted a range of fina
penalties for mislabeling of products” (Phillipsda
McNeill, 2000)

y
eS,

-UK
OEovernment
3‘E\I/Iultinational
eGorporations

tgK State

Agency
nc
-Restaurants
n

Significant
Moment

2000 May - Advanta Seeds has admitted that it &\WD contaminated seeds to t
UK, Sweden, France and Germany

ne

Sustainability

Food Security

“Advanta Seeds UK told the Government that C
contaminated oilseed rape seed had been so
farmers across the UK.
contamination happened in Canada, when pg
from a GM ‘Roundup’ resistant crop was bloy
onto conventional oilseed rape being grown
seed. This briefing outlines what is known to h3

happened so far, the possible threats to the
environment and farming posed by the
contaminated crops and what action

5M
Id to

It claimed that GM

-States

II%‘ultinational
VITorporations

foFarmers
A\v&cientists
JRternational
NGO
se

he

Government and industry must take.” (FoE, 20

0)

Significant
Moment

2000 May - Honey in supermarkets was found to bearninated with GMO pollen

Sustainability

Food Security

“Britain's bee farmers are to seek an urgent mge

with the Government after Friends of the Ea %
(FoE) alleged that honey had been contaminated

tityK

overnment

=
—

ultinational
porations

genetically modified crops. Traces of GM pollen-armers

had been found in honey bought in an area

Glipermarkets
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England where GM crops in the Governme
farm-scale trials programme had been grown
year, the green group said yesterday.” (McCar
2000)

nt*nternational
N(tEO
las

hy,

Significant
Moment

2001 March - “Safeguard clause” Directive 2001/1B#stablished in the EU

Science

“The Member State must have justifiable reasonp-feates

consider that the GMO in question poses a ris
human health or the environment.” (GM Educati
2012)

Lk

HEFSA
-BINGO
-Multinational

D

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“The Member State must have justifiable reasons ¢orporations

consider that the GMO in question poses a ris
human health or the environment.” (GM Educati
2012)

Hoternational
GOs
S8

Significant 2001 July - Research shows that public opinion &GS is not-well accepted i
Moment Europe
“Indeed, there is evidence that more knowleggetates
Science about GMOs makes people more sceptical| BtV
polarised, not less.” (Marris, 2001) -EFSA
-BINGO
“The approach used, however, helps to identify, inational

Sustainability

Food Security

consumer concerns even if they still buy GM fo

and even if they do not visibly oppose GMOs. Qu$cientists

results suggest that an apparent ‘so
acceptability’ of a technology or a product does

necessarily demonstrate satisfaction with the edlat
social and scientific processes. Indeed, qual#gatiMcos
data from our focus groups and from similar
indicate that deep-felt concerns often

research ...

persist and accumulate. In this way, they helg
shape people’s understanding of the world, which is
then used to determine views about other issues.
can therefore have

Such ‘invisible concerns’
important long-term effects on public reactions

technological innovations ... The participants knew
and accepted that it was necessary to counter-
balance risks with benefits, but felt that they ever

not told how this judgement had been made,
were not invited to participate in this processey;h
therefore, suspect that in the

(Marris, 2001)

regulation and
management of risks, economic interests often
override health and environmental considerations.

Datorporations

cisgupermarkets

nd:onsumers
associations

a‘.-lnternational

to

to

and

”

-

[0}

Significant 2003 September - A nationwide debate in the UK sltbtthat more than half of th
Moment population never wanted to see GMO crops growintpéenUK.
“...report uncovered deep suspicion abpu$tates
government motives, with people following earl{erF!Y
Science studies which suggested there were ... increasi‘ﬁﬁSA
ultinational

concerns by its own scientists.” (Vidal and Samplg

2003)

orporations
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Sustainability

Food Security

“The widest formal public debate ever conducteq
Britain has found an overwhelming percentage
people uneasy, suspicious or outrightly hostilthto
introduction of genetically modified crops in Biita

In a clear message to government g
supermarkets, only 2% of people said GM cr
were acceptable ‘in any circumstances’ and just
said they were happy to eat GM food ... The pl
biotechnology industry has already taken a bigrh
Britain. High-profile GM research companies su
as Monsanto, Bayer and Dow have all closed d
research facilities in Britain in recent yea
drastically diminishing the career prospects
scientists working on GM crops. Only of
multinational company, Syngenta, remains.” (Vi

1 ifcientists
ojupermarkets
-Farmers

-Consumers
associations

inﬂternational
DPESOs
89cal Social

Elr|\1/|tovement
t
ch
DWN
Is,
of
ne
dal

and Sample, 2003)

Significant
Moment

2003 November - European GMO-free regions Netwaak areated.

Sustainability

Food Security

“Founded in 2003 by Tuscany in Italy and Upf
Austria, the GMO-Free Regions Network has gro

to include 51 regions in eight EU countries: Austfi
Belgium, Croatia, France, ltaly, Greece, United

Kingdom, and Spain. The Network continues
grow; regions from Norway will soon join an

Ireland has announced it would be GM-free. T

regions are united in their commitment to keep
their agriculture and food production free

genetically modified organisms and to encourag
sustainable agricultural methods throughout Eurg
The 341 attendees at the most recent confer
included 28 European Parliament members, regi
government ministers, non-GMO ingredig
suppliers, grain traders, and food produc
farmers, and representatives from agricultd
cooperatives and non-governmental organizat
(NGOs).” (The Organic & Non-GMO Report, 201

eptates

whlultinational
. Corporations

-Supermarkets

-Farmers
to

d
he
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of
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pe.
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Significant
Moment

2004 April - New rules for GMO labelling came irfarce in EU

Sustainability

Food Security

“This means products such as flour, oils and glag
syrups have to be labelled as GM if they are fro
GM source Any intentional use of Gl
ingredients at any level must be labelled ... T
threshold is set at 0.9% and only applies to GM
that have an EU authorisation.” (Food Stand3
Agency, 2013)

oStates

i
|| EFSA

hiEINGO

%Itinationals
'ty permarkets
-Farmers

-Consumers
associations

-International
NGOs

-Local NGO
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Significant
Moment

2004 May - UK votes to approve GMO corn in EU

“British Agriculture Minister Ben Bradshaw votgd-UK

in favour of approving Bt-11, and was joined by 1h%°vemmem
. -States

Netherlands, Ireland, Sweden, Finland and Italy.’ EU

“Britain's supermarkets have made clear they Wikrsa

not use GM ingredients in own-label foodsBINGO

However, that does not mean they will not stq

chultinational

Sustainability Food Security| foods using GM made by big-brand manufactureys-®"Porations
-Scientists
(Poulter, 2004)
-Supermarkets|
-Farmers
-Consumers
associations
-International
NGOs
-Local NGO
Significant " . :
9 2008 - The European Commission approved two vageif GMO maize
Moment
“The European Commission authorised the GGhdtates
. maize GA21 for feed and food use and for imgorEY
Science . . EFSA
and processing. GA21 is not approved foF
cultivation in the EU.” (GM Education, 2012) 'B'N(,;o,
-Multinational

Sustainability

Food Security

“The European Union’'s food safety agencgorporations
approved two genetically modified corns Fridayscientists

putting renewed pressure on EU nations to dropipermarkets
their objections to the use of biotech crops:Famers

(GENET-news, 2008)

-Consumers
associations

-International
NGOs

-Local NGO

Significant
Moment

2010 - GMO potato Amflora was approved for indwadtaipplications in the EU

Sustainability

Food Security

“Amflora is a genetically modified potato the res
of two decades of research efforts. The Amfl
potato is selected for its special starch prope

used in paper making and adhesives.” (GMQ

Education, 2012)

ufStates
pr&Y

tIIﬁultinationals
-BINGO

-International
NGO

-Scientists
-Farmers

HISTORICAL

CONTINGENCY:

EVENT THAT
HIGHLY
INFLUENCED
NEW
HEGEMONIC
ARTICULATIONS

IN GMO FIELD
OF STRUGGLE

WHEN A NEW SURVEY SHOWS THAT THE UK PUBLIC'S CONCER N
OVER GMOS HAS SOFTENED IN THE PAST DECADE IN 2012 MARCH, IT
“SUPPOSED MOMENT OF STABILITY”
IN THE UK CAN STILL BE CHALLENGED BY
POWERFUL HEGEMONIC FORCES IN GMO GOVERNANCE, WHICH
STRONGLY DEMANDED NEW DISCOURSE ARTICULATIONS AMONG

HIGHLIGHTED THAT THE
AROUND GMOs

THE ACTORS.
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Sustainability

Food Security

GM products following widespread publ
opposition and attacks on GM test fields in

GM has also fallen by 5%, said the Populus sur

and published on Friday”. (Adam Vaughan, 2012

“A quarter of Britons are now unconcerned by GMK
food, compared with 17% nearly a decade 3
when supermarkets debated whether to introdu€gporations

1990s. The number of people ‘concerned’ abotfarmers

commissioned by the British Science Association

lg%overnment
“Multinational

C-Scientists
hsupermarkets|

ey,

Significant
Moment

2013, 3 of June

- The American giant Monsanto says thgiviés up on lobbying fof
more GMO cultivation in Europe

Sustainability

Food Security

‘We are no longer working on lobbying for mo
cultivation in Europe. Currently we do not plan

crops. The reason is, among other things,
demand of the farmers.” This was confirmed b

Ouazane, who told the media there that
company recognises there is no demand. She
‘We've understood that such plants don't have
broad acceptance in European societies. It
counterproductive to fight against windmills.” Oth

and Syngenta, have also dramatically scaled bag
dropped efforts to get their crops accepted
Europe.” (Poulter, 2013)

“Monsanto spokesman, Brandon Mitchner, saickV

apply for the approval of new genetically modified.

spokesman for Monsanto Germany, Ursula Luttmer-

GM companies, such as Bayer CropScience, BASF

reEFSA

e ultinational
orporation

I =Farmers

OVcal NGO
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the
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any
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e

k or

Significant
Moment

2013, 19 of Jun
GMOs

e - UK environment secretary to push foaxation of EU rules or

to relax strict restrictions on growing GM crops {
human consumption for fears of being ‘left behin

“The UK environment secretary is to lobby the EWUK

Government

o

-States

d_

EU
it emerged on Wednesday. In a speech due to pec,
given next week, Owen Paterson is expected {9yco
announce the government's intentions to start a |N@Mitinational
Sustainabilit Food Securit debate within Europe, with a view to opening up [Heorporations
ustainabiiity UMY\ possibility of GM crops being grown in the UK|-Scientists
(Moses, 2013) -National
Farmers
Union
-Local Social
Movement
-Local NGO
-International
NGO
Significant 2015 January - Debate in EU to allow (or not) mensthates to set their own rules on
Moment growing GMOs
“Environmentalists who favor a GMO ban say thétates
Science crops have not been properly tested.” (ArsenaufeV
2015) -EFSA
-Multinational

Sustainability

Food Security

crops have not been properly tested - posing hg

risks for consumers and giving a small group

“Environmentalists who favor a GMO ban say theorporations

aRINGO
eFcientists
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corporations too much control over food suppli
The biotech industry says farmers should be fre
grow whatever crops they want, and GMOs ar
safe way to boost food production and feed
planet's growing population ... Widely-grown in t

Americas and Asia, GM crops in Europe have

divided opinion. Many countries, including Fran
and Germany, oppose them, while others,
Britain, favor them.” (Arsenault, 2015)

ed-armers

e -fyernational
NGOs

e-l_aécal NGO
the
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Significant
Moment

2015 February -
purpose”

UK Parliamentary committee say®peis guidelines

are “not fit fq

Science

“But it warns that the EU’s regulatory regime istn
fit for purpose’ because it assumes, against
scientific evidence, that GM plants pose a gre
risk than conventional crops

evidence is clear that crops developed using genetorporations
modification pose no more risk to humans, animaBINGO

or the environment than equivalent crops develgpétgientists
using more “conventional” techniques,” said thatemational

committee’s chairman, Andrew Miller.” (Wrigh
2015)

‘The scientifi

-UK
overnment
e

t—EU
i —%rFSA
IQI\/_Iultinational

NGOs
"-Local NGO
-Local Social

Sustainability

Biodiversity
Preservation

“The scientific evidence is clear that cro

developed using genetic modification pose no more

risk to ... the environment than equivalent crq

developed using more “conventional” techniques,
said the committee’s chairman, Andrew Miller.

(Wright, 2015)

Food Security

“Parliament’s Science and Technology Commit]
says that GM versions of staple crops are alre
being grown around the world, increasing ci
yields while cutting the need for pesticides ...

Miller [the committee’s chairman, Andrew Mille
said it was important that progress was made
improving global food security. ‘To meet the hu
challenge of feeding a burgeoning glok
population, using fewer resources, as our clin
becomes increasingly unstable, we will need to
all the tools at our disposal, be they social, tiall,

economic or technological,’ he said.” (Wrigh
2015)
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Significant
Moment

2015 March - New GMOs rules get final approval imdpean Council

Sustainability

Food Security

“New EU rules allowing member states to ban
restrict the cultivation of genetically modifig
organisms (GMOs) on their territory were forma
adopted by the Council on 2 March 2015. They

enter into force 20 days following their publicati
in the Official Journal of the EU. ‘The new rulg
will give member states the freedom of choice: t
can decide whether they want genetically modif
crops to be cultivated on their territory or nohi§

aPK
dGovernment
-EU
I)_-/EFSA
M'—'Il/lultinational
D Corporations
pSBINGO
1e§cientists
jcfgarmers
-International
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is in line with the subsidiarity principle and resps | NGOs

citizens’ and farmers’ preferences’, saidinig | -Local NGO
Daklavs, the Latvian minister for agriculture and
President of the Council.” (European Council, 2015)

Significant

TN 2015 April - The EU approved the first GMO cropsca 2013

“The European Commission said it had authorizedK

. .| Goyernment
10 new types of maize, soybeans, cotton and oil >€feg
rape as either human food or animal feed for| 1 -
years. In practice, the crops produ.ced py .Monsan_iﬂumnaﬂonal
BASF and Bayer CropScience will principally becorporations
used as feed. It also extended by 10 years thefuseBINGO
Sustainability Food Security| seven other crops already in use produced by Bay&eientists
Monsanto, DuPont's  Pioneer and Dq wFarmerS_
AgroSciences ... Friday's approval only covers ég;‘a“"”a'
imports, not cultlyatlon. Only one GM crop IS | ocal NGO
currently grown in Europe: Monsanto's maize
MONS810 in Spain and Portugal.” (Business Insider,
2015)

Source: The author

Using Table 8, | demonstrate that, in the UK, siti@ebeginning of the 1990s, “science”
and “food security” were the most articulated fiogtsignifiers in the nodal point of
“GMOs". This suggests that the actors have maiabu$ed on “science” and the “food
security” of this agriculture biotechnology in ord® construct common identities in
chains of equivalence in GMO hegemony. The UK arf8. governments, multinational

corporations, and supermarket were the main aatticgilating these signifiers.

However, in the late 1990s, three historical cageircies highlighted the emergence of
“food security”, “biodiversity conservation”, an@cological agriculture” as new floating
signifiers that would also be articulated in the GM¥eld of struggle. First, in 1998, a big
controversy gained wide media coverage as culamatf GMOs in the UK emerged as a
possible reality in the near future: Lord Sainsb(ayLabour donor) was appointed as
science minister by Tony Blair in 1998. From thisment onwards, articulations around
the need of “food security” increased as Lord Saumg, also a member of the cabinet
biotechnology committee, Sci-Bio, responsible fational policy on GM crops and
foods, became Blair's key adviser on GMOs. LordnSlawry indication highlighted the
growing articulations around “food security” in théK, and the growing interest of
GMO cultivation in the country (LobbyWatch, 2015).

Secondly, in 1999, the strong pressure of TonyrBlaK Prime Minister at that time) to
start farm scale trials of GMOs in the country weasindamental historical contingency
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as it directly reflected the UK government aims gmwmote GMOs as the future
hegemony in the UK agriculture sector (herein, uride articulation of “science” tests).
Around this contingency, different actors rethougfieir ways of action in order to
support or resist GMOs. The main argument agaifdO& came from the articulations
around “biodiversity preservation” led by the imational NGOs Greenpeace and
Friends of the Earth, and the local social movenaérgoil Association. For those civil
society actors, farm trials with GMOs representeatiract threat to the environment and

thus related the issue to “biodiversity preservatio

Thirdly, that same year, another remarkable hisébrtontingency in the country came
from the Prince of Wales and gained strong pultiendion. Prince Charles declared
himself to be completely against GMOs as the swmuto feed the world’s growing
population and advocated that actors should turfetological agriculture”, based on
conventional and organic foods instead of GMOs #sdby-products. The Prince
articulated this signifier to construct a commoantity against GMOs and the growing
role of multinational corporations in the globabtbsystem. In a forceful statement, he

asked, “Are we going to allow the industrialisatmirLife itself?”

Therefore, | want to suggest that, unlike what lesyggl in Brazil, in the UK, “ecological
agriculture” was articulated in the GMO strugglace the late 1990s, while in Brazil it
was mainly articulated against this technology rafé®10. Conversely, in Brazil,
“biodiversity preservation” was articulated in tbarly 1990s while in the UK it became

articulated as an important discourse only in #te 1990s.

| identified that some possible causes for the sthma¢ing signifiers being introduced in

different years in Brazil and UK are as follows t(necessarily in this order):

a) Geopolitics- In terms of geopolitics, in Europe, the UK regaets the U.S. interests
and acts as the most important “partner” of the.UrSterms of business and
political agreements. The GMO agenda in the UKtathmainly because of

economic geopolitical interests, as pointed outviry interviewees in the UK:

that is because it threatens the interests of Wiet see as a
very lucrative industry. And, the UK, in particuladoes
exactly what America wants it to. We are reallyateHite state

of America and, therefore, we've recently had our ...
environment minister ... saying that, even if the cdsEurope
doesn’t want to cultivate GM crops, the UK will grat alone.
(Interviewee from Local NGO 1)
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and

Tony Blair supported Bush on Irag and GM, compigtébr
the same reasons: a religious belief in the riggsnef this.
Blair wasn'’t interested in public opinion aboutdrand he
wasn't interested in public opinion about GM. Helideed
GM was the future. He believed the future of BhitEconomy
would be GM. Lots of people did, he wasn’t alonewas a
general view. (Interviewee from International NGQOrRUK)

On the other hand, “biodiversity conservation” bagn strongly articulated in GMO
hegemony in Brazil because of the country’s leadwlg in the pro-environmental
agenda, as exemplified by its leading role in R2of@&specially in the creation of the
CDB) and its aim to avoid contamination caused g growing illegal GMO

imports from Argentina (Benthien, 2010).

b) Articulation of media and public opinion - In the UK, civil society against GMOs
strongly articulated with media actors in ordersppead the idea that GMOs were
not the same as natural food, and rather they exteat imaginary of GMOs as
“Frankenstein foods” (Poulter, 2013). This influedadhe emergence of “ecological
agriculture” right in the first years of GMO strdgg with the claim in favour of

natural food, transparency, and concern for hunesattin

On the other hand, in Brazil, civil society actagainst GMOs tried to influence
public opinion by accusing and confronting the gaweent through activism and
legal actions against the Federal Government irrotal gain media coverage and
public attention. For instance, the Ex-Policy Diogcof International NGO 2 from
Brazil underlined the importance of taking legali@ts against the government in
the GMO agenda:

in the International NGO 2 itself, the lawyers wenot
competent to do so at the time. And the Local NGBaf a
great team ... and they filed the first legal action We
[International NGO 2] filed together, but then thegntinued
the legal action.

In this way, “ecological agriculture” was not immaigly perceived by public
opinion as something bad to the human health stnwas first articulated in legal
actions, which is a formal way to resist GMOs amoktmore time to be known by

the public.
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c) The central role of agribusiness actors in Brazil

In Brazil, agribusiness actors have what | caleher’central” role in the GMO field
of struggle and this is closely related to the yeth emergence of ecological
agriculture in this hegemonic context. Not only slagribusiness account for a
significant part of the Brazilian economy (in 20&3reached 1 trillion Brazilian
Reais of the country’s GDP, Veloso, 2014), but @lsepresents the strongest voice
in GMO hegemony inside the country. This allowedilagsiness actors to avoid
discussions against GMOs since the beginning. ®rgrality of agribusiness is
reflected in the fact that Brazil has one of thghlest rates of pesticide use in
agriculture (Fontoura and Naves, forthcoming). @a other hand, as pointed out
above, beyond the role of agribusiness in the Uhlip opinion immediately
associated GMOs to “Frankenstein foods”, whichtlesm to embrace the need for

an “ecological agriculture” earlier than in Brazil.

d) Country’s biodiversity - Brazil is considered one of the “megabiodiversalintries
(Conservation International, 2012), a category imclw the UK is not included.
Therefore, since the beginning of GMO discussions Brazil, “biodiversity
conservation” has been part of the articulatioatsyy of some actors to resist GMO
hegemony.

e) Degree of urbanization of “ecological agriculture” within the GMO field of
struggle - In the UK, the claims around the need for anofegical agriculture”
started mainly in urban areas, where the mediavarg powerful and more
accessible to people (through internet, newspap&fsiews, radio channels, and so
on). This place of origin influenced the rapid dall “ecological agriculture” in this
country. In Brazil, the urge for an “ecological mgiture” started particularly in the
countryside, traditionally set aside because ofdéetral role of big agribusiness
companies, and it took more time to convince urd@amsumers about the benefits of
this type of agriculture. The political importaneesuch urban locus, is highlighted
by the President of International NGO 3 in Brazil:

We have worked this theme a lot in the city... GM#Ds the
space that we have tried to participate in withghme logic as
the one used in the Campaign Against Pesticidesrder to
bring the issue to the city; that's where peopte ahere the
people who decide are... What happens nowadayshén t
countryside has been decided in the urban worldt'Sfvhere
the political arena is, the mobilization, where plecare able
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to organize. We're very focused on the city, right® have the
International Social Movement 1 as our partneruiralr areas,
also indigenous peoples, and some organizationsvhavork
with at the national level and we have also begmdr to

address the cities since it [the NGO] is an envitental
movement that is basically based where people livethe

city... Now, here [in the city] the question onnsgenics is
that they are putting an end to labelling... We haviet of

trouble, especially in the city. In the countryside [they]

know what is good, what is bad [for them] ... Cityopée do
not have [that knowledge] anymore; processed fatmsot
give you the option of choosing what to eat anymore

After those historical contingencies in the UK, tHescussions around GMOs lost
momentum in the UK after the strong opposition wblpc opinion to GMO consumption
and after the EU approval of a very restricted l&iipn around transgenics. However, in
2012, a new survey was released in the country islgothat the UK public’s concern
over transgenics had softened compared the paatldetn my interpretation, this is a
relevant historical contingency that demonstrates the UK government, multinational
corporations, and big supermarkets still aim tonmmwte GMO cultivation and
commercialization in the country. In other wordssthistorical contingency highlights
that “supposed moment of stability” around GMOgha UK can still be challenged by
powerful hegemonic forces in GMO governance (siehmaltinational corporations and
the U.S. government and the U.S. and Brazilianbagiess sector). It seems that the
future around this issue in the UK is still verycertain and new discourses, new chains

and new ideologies can still emerge around “GMOs”.

Finally, based on the elements presented in Tablesxd 8 we can posit that the
construction of a common identity in every hegerogmocess is only possible because
of “ideology” as it acts as “social cement” withspecific articulatory configurations. As
shown in Tables 7 and 8, through the years, iniBeamd UK, different social groups
(policy makers, multinational corporations, constsndarmers, supermarkets, social
movements, media, research institutes, and otlatigulate different discourses (i.e.,
science, food security, biodiversity preservatiamd aecological agriculture) among
different institutions and apparatuses in ordebwdd a specific configuration, with a
common identity. This was only possible becausbaaesl ideology acts like “glue” in

social formation.

For example, in the UK, from 1996 to 1998, diffdraocial actors articulated “food

security” (also among institutions and apparatuse®uild a specific configuration that

101



would allow a dominant social formation in GMOsrEwmo years, this configuration was
hegemonic and shared the common ideology that tbedwneeds GMOs, that
biotechnology was the future of agriculture, thl@s would increase food production
and feed the world’s population, and so on. Howeugrl998, a renowned research
institute in the country suggested that GMOs cdagdtoxic for human consumption.
This significant moment influenced distinct act¢io®m the media, civil society, even
the Prince of Wales and others) to articulate “egiglal agriculture” around the ideology
that agriculture should be organic, the world stddoé GMO free, that biotechnology
was not ecological, and so on. Based on that, drsedthe neo-Gramscian argument that
ideology is fundamentally fragmented, partial andekatively coherent articulation of

meaning (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985).

Having presented the results of the analysis trest garried out on the shifts in GMO
discourse in Brazil and the UK since the 1990sil/limdow focus on discussing the role of

international civil society actors in GMO governanc

4.2.3 Articulation of Floating Signifiers and Nodabint

Considering “GMOs” as the nodal point in GMO gowatoe, | first explore how
international civil society actors articulate “swoie”, and subsequently, how they
articulate “sustainability” (with biodiversity coessation, food security, and ecological
agriculture as the second level of floating sigm) in order to construct or resist
hegemony. Within this sub-section, it was fundaraet replace the name of some
organizations because interviewees were offeredasgagtee of anonymity for them and

their organizations in this study.

4.2.3.1 Articulation of “Science”
Since the DNA of GMOs does not originate naturdtys of attention has been given to
their potential risks they pose (as highlightedrables 7 and 8). As pointed out in the
brief overview section in GMO governance, since lileginning of GMOs as a field of
struggle, transgenic seeds emerge as a “scieatifmome” of biotechnology that should
be introduced in global agriculture. Therefore,iéace” has always been articulated by
powerful actors such as the U.S. government andNbgh-America multinational

corporation Monsanto, to endorse the release of &Maridwide.

Within this debate, some international civil sogieictors have largely articulated

“science” to build resistance or consensus arouMiO& They rely on science to
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legitimize their arguments and, through that, pedsuactors to mobilize in a common
discourse. In other words, if their claims are dage scientific arguments and scientific
research, the chances of being heard by interradtiostitutions, state representatives,
and public opinion are higher. According to the &esh Director and Editor of the

Local NGO 1, in the EU negotiations, “science” halwiays been central in GMO

negotiations:

what the politicians in Brussels want is a stratéfyy have an
activist say to EFSA [European Food Safety Autlybfitvell,
we don’t want GM crops”, what is EFSA going to dahw
that? There is nothing they can do. Whereas if gay to
EFSA “look, we are lacking scientific proof thatete GM
foods are safe and therefore we want you to argusmvo-year
safety studies in rats” they could actually supploat because
they are supposed to be a scientific organizatiorcan
guarantee you that they would resist it, becausealig they
don’t want there to be any problem with GM cropke¥ have
approved them as safe. They have claimed that #stsiot
necessary. However, they are obliged to at learito that
argument and take it seriously. And | do know thtaeast one
of the regulatory agencies in the EU is actuallytipg that
idea to EFSA: you should be looking at long-ternfesa
studies on GM crops.

The important role of some international environtabNGOs in the counterhegemonic
GMO movement is strongly related to their own aation of “science”. Research data
demonstrate that international environmental NGf@swadely regarded by civil society
as the most reliable “science” source. As pointed loy the ex-Policy Director of
International NGO 2 in the UK,

Monsanto says [that] people who are against GM(agaénst
science... In fact, environmentalists are also vecience-
based. At the time when the GM campaign started,
International NGO 2 was doing two global campaigmiich
existed only because of science... It was to prdteztozone
layer ... And the other campaign was climate chandgefore
GM was a public issue at all, nobody had ever he#rtl A

few scientists, a few environmentalists in Inteiozl NGO 3
and International NGO 2, and Lancaster University,.the
North of England did this research.

Likewise, the Policy Director of International NG® in Brazil mentioned that:
“International NGO 1 is strongly focused on scigatknowledge... It goes beyond

ideology purposes... Those against GMOs take thigipodecause of ideology”.

Until 2003, before the entry into force of the Gaena Protocol, all international NGOs

(the main international civil society actors) in GVgovernance articulated science to
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construct a counterhegemonic discourse on GMO<%ced|y against the arguments of
multinational corporations in defence of bioteclugyl as being a risk-free technology.
However, right after the Cartagena Protocol, Irdidomal NGO 1 and other 2
international NGOs from the counterhegemonic grou@MO hegemony shifted their
position and started to articulate “science” tomup hegemony. This engagement with
those in favour of GMO hegemony demonstrates howepiol “food security” became
as a floating signifier (it will be better explath&ter in this chapter). After that moment,
more international civil society actors joined GM©Overnance and endorsed hegemonic
positions through “science” articulations, espdgiabme international NGOs. This does
not mean that they all ignore the risk-posed by GMiut they maintain that these risks
can be controlled, which makes GMOs a viable optiodifferent contexts and social
realities. In order words, in some cases the benefiGMOs can outweigh their possible

risks to human health, animals and to the envirarime

On the other hand, International NGO 2, Internatid®GO 3, International NGO 4, and
other international NGOs continued to articulateiéace” to contest hegemonic
arguments in GMO governance. That is, since thé@4,9%o0se organizations kept their
strategy to create mobilization and a common it resist GMO hegemony through
the articulation of this floating signifier. The IRy Director of International NGO 1 in
Brazil expressed his opinion of the opposition d@s from some international NGOs
in the following terms: “Someone showed me Intdoratl NGO 2’s position on
transgenics [also based on scientific arguments)ok a look and said; look, ok, we
understand their position, but | would not likestadorse it”.

Hence, given that hegemonic actors in GMO govermaape., biotech multinational

corporations, agribusiness farmers and some diktéethe U.S.) also promote the safety
of their GMOs through scientific studies, the mogeent articulation of “science” as a
floating signifier has confounded the differentiatiof actors. | am not saying that this
signifier is irrelevant. On the contrary, what mportant to stress is that, in the last
decade, in order to craft a common identity in GBdYernance, “science” has not been
the most effective signifier in differentiating divsociety actors in GMO hegemony,
which has led those actors to build their hegemamicounterhegemonic strategies

around other signifiers.
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4.2.3.2  Articulation of “Sustainability”
| argue here that “sustainability” is a signifibat has been distinctively associated with
civil society actors. Decisions and agreementsrat@ustainability (especially in socio-
environmental aspects) have increased consideoaklythe last decades. In this context,
the globalization of the environmental crisis hasbiized many civil society actors
around “sustainability” as being indispensable @intain life on the planet (Guimaraes,
Fontoura, and Runte, 2011).

As an outcome of this research thesis, | defend“thestainability” is a floating signifier
in GMO hegemony that is articulated by internatloo®il society actors in GMO
governance by three other signifiers (which | ¢aicond level of floating signifiers”,
see Table 2): a) biodiversity preservation; b) feedurity; and, c) ecological agriculture.
These three discursive resources encompass an afrayeanings, symbols and
interpretations (see Table 2). Moreover, the impureé of those discourses in GMO
governance also highlight why GMOs were incorpatads part of the agenda of the
international environmental civil society (and mothe health or human rights agendas,

for example) and led by international NGOs, sirfeelieginning (see topic 5.1).

First, “biodiversity preservation” entails other portant discursive resources, such as
environmental conservation; protection of tradiibnand marginalized peoples;
maintenance of the material, aesthetic and spintetibeing; and respect to the integrity

of the planet’s life support systems.

Usually, almost all actors in GMO governance atétai “biodiversity preservation” to
legitimize their practices and claims. Nonethelessme international NGOs and
international social movements have articulated tloating signifier in their strategy to
craft a counterhegemonic identity, which would weakhe singularity of their practices
and, therefore differentiate them in comparisonhwto-GMOs actors. Therefore, in
order to create a chain of difference among ciwdisty actors some international civil
society actors have decided to articulate “biodigrpreservation” in an antagonistic

way.

After the Cartagena Protocol on biosafety (pointad in section 4.1 above), the
articulations around “biodiversity preservationtiaased in GMO governance. At that
moment, some international NGOs and the Internati®ocial Movement 1 articulated
“biodiversity preservation” to construct a commotea of an “enemy” in GMO

resistance. In order to identify themselves, thetsrnational social actors delineated the
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“other”, “which they were not”. That is, they poaat out that the way in which some
international NGOs articulated “biodiversity presdion” with multinational

corporations and other powerful actors in GMO hegeyncharacterized them as their
“enemy” because for these NGOs, the introductio®BIOs into the environment would

necessarily cause biodiversity degradation.

This antagonism stresses the two opposing systéetguovalences that are crucial in the
understanding of politics, particularly the impdsisly of hegemony as a totality. In
other words, the construction of resistance thrahgharticulation of one antagonism (in
this case, “biodiversity preservation”) turned dot be essential to the process of
mobilization and identity building of a collectiaetion against GMO hegemony. Thus, |
found that, if a civil society organization claitwmspromote biodiversity preservation and,
at the same time, supports GMO hegemony, resistactoes will immediately describe
it as “their enemy”. As an example, among all caatiety actors interviewed in the field
research (in Brazil and in the UK), one internailoNGO was firmly identified as an
“enemy” for those contrary to GMO hegemony becao$eits position regarding

biodiversity preservation.

As pointed by the Programme Director of InternaalddGO 8:

some are promoting it because International NG®ifh same
kind of misunderstanding that thinks that GM willomote
biodiversity because it [GMO] reduces the use @naitals in
the environment and, of course, that is not neciégsiae case;
in fact, it might actually increase the use of mdoxic

combinations of pesticides and herbicides.

Likewise, in Brazil, the Leader of Internationalct Movement 1 stressed, “We also
highlight that this ‘enemy’ is recognized and sldare local and international realms by
International Social Movement 1 to resist hegemanytheir local and international

actions”.

With a radical standpoint, the president of Intéioraal NGO 3 highlighted:

We adopted a resolution ... About four years ago,had a
meeting where we decided that no one from Intesnati
NGO 3 can sit at the same negotiation table withember of
International NGO 1... the same is valid for otheeinational
pro-GMO NGOs. We do not dialogue with them, we dt n
relate to them at all.

Finally, | found that, regarding “biodiversity carsation”, international NGOs 2, 3 and

4 and the International Social Movement 1 are thié society actors that most articulate
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this floating signifier through the adoption of amtagonistic strategy in GMO

governance.

The second signifier articulated in sustainabilgyfood security”. Food Security also
encompasses other important discursive resoureesl@ble 2 and Section 4.1), such as
green economy, agriculture productivity, feedingridbgpopulation, food commodities;
agribusiness by-products (seeds, fertilizers, atiteroagro-chemical products and

services), global markets, global retailing; tragieg private corporations.

Among the three signifiers articulated within “saiggbility”, | argue that, in GMO
governance, “food security” became the most poweshe, especially in sustaining
hegemony and spreading the defence of GMOs asutbeefof agriculture worldwide.
On the basis of what | presented in the previou@es of this chapter and also from the
interviews conducted in Brazil and the UK, | cortduthat the actors that most articulate
“food security” are pro-GMO states (i.e. U.S., BkazCanada, Argentina) and
multinational corporations (i.e. Monsanto, Bayero@3cience, Syngenta, Cargill,
DuPont Nutrition Biosciences ApS). However, somal gociety actors also endorse the
need for “food security”, which demonstrates a sgeenet of neo-Gramscian theorists,
namely that every hegemonic formation must alsdelggimatized and supported by

some civil society actors.

Through the years, the number of internationall céaciety actors (represented by
international NGOs) that endorse the need for “feedurity” has increased (see Table
9). Even though some resistance has risen in GMergance since the 1990s (as
mentioned in 4.2.1 and 4.2.2), it is also noticeghkat more recently, after the financial
and food crisis of 2008, the articulations aroufmbtl security” have become stronger
and, consequently, the diffusion of values andlmigies around food security, which has
enabled, for example, the return of the discussam&MOs in the EU (for cultivation,
commercialization, animal feed, and others), aswedi by EuropaBio (an important
BINGO and biotech lobby hub in Europe): “The globaiotechnology industry
rebounded strongly in 2013, with public companietieving double-digit revenue
growth and a sharp increase in funds raised” (EaBap 2015).

Thus, the more recent reactivation of the arguntleat a more industrial agriculture
based on GMOs is required in the EU and also wadevas one concrete solution to
feed the world population by 2050 is particulaiyated to the articulations around the

discourse of “food security”. The international a0 NGO “International Service for
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the Acquisition of Agri-biotech Applications” (ISA®) highlights in its website the
importance of “food security”:

Food, feed, fiber, and fuel for the world’s 800 liait people
who suffer from hunger and poverty - this is thenfwlable
task for many countries, development agencies, ather
interest groups. Of the many strategies that haeenb
forwarded to address the issues of global poventg a
environmental degradation, crop biotechnology isnsas a
viable contribution to the solution. As early as919 the
International Service for the Acquisition of Agriebech
Applications (ISAAA) saw the potential of crop keahnology
to improve the lives of small-scale farmers in deping
countries. By sharing and disseminating scienkfiowledge
to the global community, and by facilitating theartsfer of
technologies to developing countries through pupligate
partnerships, ISAAA has established its role andtrdoution
in world efforts to help achieve agricultural susébility and
development. (ISAAA, 2015a)

In 2004, the FAO (one of the most important intéoral institutions in the global food
system) also stated:

The rigorous application of scientific advancestraditional
agriculture, mechanization, genetic improvementsl dhe
development of fertilizers and pesticides enabledoabling
and redoubling of food production within the timgas of a
few decades ... It helped accumulate capital, fredabpur
and provide ever more and more nutritious food.rfva&ly, a
virtuous circle was created where productivity gimwrising
incomes and better nutrition became mutually supg@and
thus spurred overall economic development.

In this regard, | argue that the establishmenthef Round Table on Responsible Soy
(RTRS) in 2006 was a significant historical conéngy in GMO governance and it
highlights the power of “food security” in GMO hegeny. Moreover, a key feature
about the RTRS as a fundamental historical contiages the fact that, in this multi-
stakeholder forum, different actors articulate tfiscourses of “food security” and
“science” together to build a bigger and more stdidgemonic chain of equivalence in

GMO governance.

RTRS is focused in the dissemination of the “RTR&@n8ard for Responsible Soy
Production” that can be applicable worldwide ansliass that GMOs soy production can

be socially appropriate, economically feasible, asmvironmentally correct. It is
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important to note that this standard is supporte@te United Nations Global Compéct,
which consists of powerful international actorsGMO governance (such as the Bayer
CropScience, Cargill, Carrefour, Dow AgroSciencé€] DuPont Nutrition Biosciences
ApS, Grupo Santander Brasil, Monsanto, Marks & $penHSBC Holdings plc, Nestlé,
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets, Shell, Syngenta, TesgdJilever, and others).

Within GMO hegemony, the RTRS also has members fidernational civil society
actors (such as Conservation International, Eartiovation Institute, Fauna & Flora
International, Fundacién para la Conservacion Ysb Sustentable de los Humedales,
Solidaridad, The Nature Conservancy, Vrutti, WoRdsources Institute, and WWF)
(RTRS, 2015). This indicates that International NiG&e the main international civil

society actors in RTRS.

The diversity of members of RTRS (soy producerstdaih industry, big retailers, and
others) and its more than 180 members around thiédveme an indication that the
strategy of articulating both signifiers within tteame multi-stakeholder forum has
proved to be an effective way to strengthen pro-GMOices, values, ideologies, and
demands. This articulatory strategy has been usaefubMO promotion worldwide
through stronger hegemonic chains of equivalencesid®s, | argue that RTRS
represents the materialization of the ideology hehhe discourse of “food security”,
which entails the diffusion of the green economyddetter world, the need to increase
agriculture productivity to feed the world poputatiby 2050, the need to attend global
markets and global retailing, biotechnology asftitare of agriculture, the widespread
notions of the benefits of commodification, monatian and corporatization of food
technologies and markets, among other ideologiemhents. The ideological elements
behind food security can be identified, for exampdg the official position of the

international NGO Conservation International ondégsues:

CI's scientists are working to find solutions te thlobal food
crisis. We're gaining a better understanding of hiegraded
fisheries can recover and how farmers can sustyimadrease
production. Around the world, we work to end unairsible
agricultural practices and overfishing — and proenatore
responsible activities. We work with our corporptetners to
better understand the challenges of complex suppgins,
answering questions like, “Where do all of a compsn

3 This is the main UN business body, with 8.320 canigs as its members and in 170 countries. ‘The UN
Global Compact works with business to transformwarld, aiming to create a sustainable and inckisiv
global economy that delivers lasting benefits tgpabple, communities and markets’ (The UN Global
Compact, 2015).
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ingredients and products come from, and how wery th
produced?” (Conservation International, 2015)

Thus, through the articulation of food security enthe big discourse of “science” plus
“sustainability”, different actors created a powérichain of equivalence that can
accommodate plural demands in support of GMO heggnamd attract more actors,
materialities, and institutions to join this intiee and make hegemony even stronger.
For instance, from 1994 to 2009, private businessa$ibuted two-thirds of the genetic
improvement of plants in the U.S. In 2009, threepocations — Monsanto (U.S.),
DuPont Nutrition Biosciences ApS (U.S.), and Syngefswitzerland) — were the key
players in biotechnology development and the emswaontrol over seed markets
(EtcGroup, 2012). Crucially, food security becamemaans towards wider foreign
policy. The power of “food security” has been pethbut by Patel (2007: 9), who quotes
the following statement from Earl Butz, the Seangtaf Agriculture during the Nixon
and Ford administrations : “Hungry men listen otdythose who have a piece of bread.
Food is a tool. It is a weapon in the U.S. negwmigakit”. This quote stresses, for
instance, that the articulations around “food siéguin U.S. foreign policy are linked to
ideological elements of commodification, monetiaafi and corporatization of food

technologies and markets.

This highlights that “food security” is so powerfih GMO governance that its
ideological elements are also articulated in staggtutions and by state leaders in ways
that empower the identity construction of GMO hegam As pointed out by the UK
Ex-Policy Director of International NGO 2, in thednning of the discussions around
GMOs in the 1990s in the country he said:

We didn’t particularly approach policy makers, wadhsome
contacts, but we have a very very very very pro-GM
government ... We had a meeting with Tony Blair [thene
minister at the time], me from International NGOa&d a
woman from Local Social Movement 1, so we had negsti
with them but it was a completely waste of time. [The
prime minister at the time] said all medicine isingpto be
GM, all food is going to be GM. How can you stop Wou
can't stop it; it is the future. All jobs in Britaiwill depend on
GM. I'm not going to stop this. And we said, “We o
oppose to medicine; medicine is different, it ist mo the
environment, you can weigh the risks for each iitial, but
food everyone eats and it affects the environmernits.
completely unsafe.” He said, “No, no, this is aktsame. I'm
not listening. | don’t mind that people are agaimnst’'m the
prime minister”.
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The Researcher, Campaigner, and Coordinator ofl lQmzial Movement 5 stressed that
“food security” is also articulated by policy maken Brazil:

There is a lobby there ... there is pressure frdrase
companies there [in the government], you know? Twerask,
"What is the price of public health? Who pays fbede
impacts? Who pays for all this? " For us, to haampaigns, to
have organized a civil society that puts pressureangress,
on government, on parliamentarians... That is fonetztal.

As an important historical contingency, the RTRSmsrked by such hegemonic
rearticulations and is followed by the repositigniof different civil society actors in
terms of counterhegemony. Thus, it is worth nothrag, for the international civil society
actors against GMO hegemony, “food security” hasnbpromoted by the same actors
that have already commodified nature and causedyimgr social and environmental
impacts, as declared in 2004 by International $oklavement 1 after the FAO’s
declarations endorsing GMOs:

FAO promotes GMOs as solution for world hunger)agp sn
the face for those who defend food sovereigntyA® being
taken over by Monsanto, Syngenta and other comporat
interests? ... FAO has sold itself out to Monsanto...
International Social Movement 1 demands a publicaction

by FAO regarding this issue... Otherwise, we beli¢hat
further dialogue is useless because it makes codiety
accessory to a policy of introduction of GMOs, ehigology in
which we see no solution at all and against whiehwill have

to increase our struggle and resistance. (IntemnatiSocial
Movement 1, 2004)

Thus, for them, the articulation of “food securitghould be strongly resisted in an
antagonistic way in order to reduce corporate obrdver the global food system and
achieve more democratic and equitable outcomes. other words, market

environmentalism and corporate engagement by sotemational civil society actors in

GMO governance within the discourse of “food segttiis fully unacceptable for those

who resist hegemony by establishing a division ketw“them” and “us” That is, they
create an antagonistic relation.

As an example, during Rio+20, International NGCB82and 4 and International Social
Movement 1 claimed that food security, as discquinses been actively promoting the
interests of private corporations and internatiomatle. For them, private companies,
agri-businesses and the current pattern of glalad System are the main causes of the

increase in world hunger and the state of foodamst. They assert that corporate
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actors are responsible for the commodification afure and life and the culprits for
negative social and environmental consequences dfatoften not accounted for.
Additionally they argue that some governments anmdesNGOs must stop working for
the interests of corporations and start workingtl@r interests of the people, particularly
those who are marginalized. Finally, they advocatedt on no account could

monoculture be sustainable since it always enfaitge-scale destruction of biodiversity.

The common “enemy” within this antagonistic strateg clear; in the words of Local

NGO 7 interviewee in Brazil:

I've never seen one action of International NGOnlthe
transgenic theme. No, not in Brazil. I'm not sayhgy should
not have a demonstration in favour of GMOs. Whatdaying
is that | never saw any explicit action ... No. \Wever had
anything to do with them ... But Cargill also sfisthis round
table ... No, we have never approached them.

Likewise, as highlighted by the Campaign Directbthe Local NGO 2 in the UK, the

opposition to those that support “food security’"GMO governance sets a barrier of

“them” against “us”:

International NGO 1 teamed up with Monsanto to prtam
genetic engineering ... And the idea that they argagimg

with corporations in order to make things bettet {s morally

unacceptable... And if they really want to work wittdustry

[...] there are many things they could do, but thegse to go
for the money.

The President of International NGO 3 in Brazil femeed their opposition to those actors

that endorse “food security”:

No, we try not to use the discourse of the WorlaBave try
not to use a UN discourse; we try to build our disse, our
identities. Well, those who are working with gresmonomy as
a positive thing are on the side of the corporation They
seek funding with this discourse, the discoursé fillamoney
we will get people to look after the water, the ieswment,
this thing of responsible soy, green cattle, greeeat,
everything is green ... For us this is market eminentalism,
right? They are market-environmentalism organizegio

On the other hand, the Director of Conservationntérnational NGO 1 (a member of
RTRS) also recognizes the opposition of other magonal civil society actors. When
asked if International NGO 1 joins other civil setgi actors in Brazil in GMO

governance, the Director explained why it does not:
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There is no engagement; Brazilian society is notyve
concerned about this thing of GMO, to the point thay took
away transgenic labelling and no one complainedWith
transgenics? No, we have not [engaged with civitiety
actors]... We haven't because this issue has revaete in
Brazilian society ... That's the point. We manageddo a
campaign to protect a national park in the middfetre
Amazon that was threatened by a hydroelectrict.wds a
successful campaign ... Now, if you ask people tgrisa
petition against GMOs”, they will not do that ... hlas no
impact on the lives of citizens ... We mobilize istg.. only
for more tangible issues.

This quote shows that International NGO 1 is oblig of the actions undertaken by
other international civil society actors in oppmsitto the suppression of GMOs labelling
in Brazil (also conducted by International Sociab\Wwment 1 and International NGO 2).
In order words, opposition was clear for both gso@ihe group of those who resist and
the group of those who endorse GMOs). Thereforis, évident that “food security” is
articulated as an antagonistic floating signifier imternational civil society actors
against GMOs, led by the International NGOs 2, 8@ dnand International Social
Movement 1. They also have led the discussionsdallcontexts as pointed out by the
Researcher, Campaigner, and Tutor of Local NGO "Biazil, about the role of

International NGO 2 in GMO resistance:

The first public action was in 1997, | think, thesf act to call
attention to transgenics in Brazil; it was orgadizéy
International NGO 2. In 1997, who was talking ab@MOs
here in Brazil? A soy ship was arriving from Argeat that
was going to dock, | think, in Rio Grande do Saolfill its

tanks. Then they met International NGO 2 there.yTtiel a
public action. That action was in the newspapamggenics
and such. They had this function of bringing theuésto the
country.

Furthermore, regarding the investigation of thatsgies applied by international civil
society actors around “food security”, it is wontloting that those actors contrary to
GMO hegemony stated that “funding” is in the cenpfethe articulations of “food
security”. They claimed that one of the reasons wiigrnational NGOs involved in
RTRS (part of their “enemy” group) are working @tswith multinational corporations
is fundraising. For them, the international NGCeat tsupport GMOs in the RTRS receive
lots of funding from multinational corporations. time words of the Brazilian Leader of
the International Social Movement 1: “[pro-GMO NG@O®swve a very strong bond and
are financed by banks, by the IDB [Inter-AmericaevBlopment Bank], the World

Bank, and the major industrial corporations alseeha very strong connection, right? So

113



for us, this is the end of the world”. LikewiseetlEoordinator of International NGO 9 in
the UK pointed out:

Small organizations, and the larger ones as wellehthe
challenge about firstly where our funding comesriradf our
funding comes from the government, the current UK
government is understanding, wanting to reduce latigns
around here. A lot of the NGOs that depend quitavite on
government for their funding really don’'t want tonge out
against GM and that's a real problem. That's whnmedNGOs
and even International NGO 1 has failed to comeagatinst
GM and in fact some are promoting it. ... so, | think
International NGO 1 has to review its policy on GM but
large NGOs depends a lot on the government for thading

so they are reluctant to come out against GM.

The former Policy Director of International NGO 2 the UK also emphasized that
fundraising can be crucial to the strategy inteamati NGOs adopt. For the former
Policy Director, it influences directly the intetramal NGO’s agenda, which sometimes

is quite different from one country to another. Towmer Policy Director said:

When | was in International NGO 2, International @@ in

the U.S. was funded by foundations ... But Europe&ON
and Latin American and, actually, in India and Adj in most
of the world, NGOs need a big public support. Ahi tis a
great weakness of the foundation funding in Amerithey
have very high levels of foundation funding... Athey intend
to be, fundamentally, | think, quite conservativel auite anti
radical and idiosyncratic or individualistic or f@ifent. And
the strength of NGOs, if NGOs are there for anyghiis to
throw up the charismatic individual, the weird caigm,

which is suddenly successful. | mean, NGOs shoaltively,

confrontational, disputing, you know, inventive, uyd&now,

whereas, in America, you have ten big foundatidriwey sit
down, they spend three years agreeing what to &mtithey
fund it. Well, how is that inspirational or invevdi or...? So,
for all these reasons, the American environmentayement
ceased to be a grassroots movement in many sBaiesfor a
long time, the grassroots in America was wiselyduseople
were involved in the gun lobby and in shooting aaBrand in
demanding public access to nature national parkdltthings.

That was the grassroots movement. A very poweraggoots
movement. Very right-wing and anti-environmentahyhow,

in Europe, if you look at the GM campaign, thereravhuge
local campaigns against GM, lots of activists ie field.

The international NGO “ISAAA”, a supporter of GM@d¢gemony, lists its main donors
on its website. The list shows that powerful actorsGMO hegemony, like Bayer

CropScience Ag and Monsanto, sponsor the NGOs,hmvmuld endorse the previous
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position around the impact of fundraising for thtisa are pro-GMO in civil society (see
Exhibit 6):

Exhibit 6 - ISAAA Donor Support Groups

Donors

AATF-African Agricultural Technology Foundation

ABSPII/Cornell University

ACTESA-Alliance for Commodity Trade in Eastern and Southern Africa
African Biosafety Network of Expertise

Ain Shams University

ASARECA-Association for Strengthening Agricultural Research in Eastern and Central Africa
Bayer CropScience Ag

BBA - Burkina Biotech Association

BioInnovative Program, ILRI

Brazil-Africa Market Place

Cairo University

CroplLife Asia

CroplLife International

Department of Agriculture, Philippines

IDRC-International Development Research Center of Canada

KGT - TBP - Tree Biotechnology Programme

Maharashtra Hybrid Seeds Pvt. Ltd (Mahyco), India

Monsanto

NaCCRI - National Crops Resources Research Institute (NaCRRI)
NACOSTI-National Council for Science and Technology Innovation, Kenya
NEPAD Planning and Coordinating Agency

Program for Biosafety Systems, IFPRI

RECOAB - Regional Agricultural Reporters’ Network

SEAMEO SEARCA, Philippines

United Phosphorus Limited

US Department of Agriculture

US Department of State

US Soybean Export Council

USAID

Vibha Agrotech Pvt. Ltd, India

Source: ISAAA, 2015b

Therefore, in this study | argue that fundraisings ha direct impact on the ways
international NGOs act and this somehow explaies ttmobilization capacity in GMO
governance, which applies to all international N0sth the ones that resist and the
ones that support GMO hegemony). Furthermore, thpoitance of fundraising
reinforces that the organizational aspects (i&d pnd permanent professionalized staff,
management professionals, media experience andtistsefrom different fields of
research) combine to create a conducive opportshiticture in GMO governance (i.e.,
the quite often open access to civil society pgoditton in international institutions, such
as CDB, FAO, and EU) and enhance the reliabilitynsérnational NGOs to increase
their political opportunities in the GMO field ofraggle.

Additionally, | argue that the more the internaabNGO adopts a market-based model
and managerial values (i.e., entrepreneurship, umtability, fundraising skills,
innovative solutions, partners collaboration, plkechstrategies, result targets, stakeholder

engagement, and others), the more its capacityativ collective identity and to shape
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hegemony in governance contexts increases. In otloeds, the legitimacy of the
international NGO in GMO hegemony is influenced aoly by a conducive opportunity
structure, but also by its organizational aspentarket-based model and adoption of
managerial values). As a powerful actor in GMO Imegey, the interviewee from
International NGO 1 highlighted the “competitionSpect of large NGOs that have a

market-based model:

The large NGOs, at some point, end up competing egich
other. | think it does not happen between Inteomati NGO 1
and International NGO 2 because they are very cemghtary
and have cooperation at the international levelVe. reserve
the right not to agree with each other. Large N@Ompete
for status, compete for appeal, compete for evargth
compete for visibility ... So it's a competition, great
competition between organizations that have a \similar
profile ... | think it does not happen with Intetioaal NGO 1
and International NGO 2 because they have diffepeatiles.
They are very complementary.

However, although this type of international NGQ@raases its political opportunities in
GMO governance as it speaks the same dominantdgegof other powerful actors (i.e.,
states, corporations, foundations, and so on), sowilesociety actors do not recognize
them as being “close” to the people (see Fished7)1%s highlighted by the UK Leader

of International Social Movement 1:

Those campaigners need to listen to the farmerausecthey
can become very, very disconnected. And I've beersd
many meetings dominated by a lot of people from NG@Qd
the meeting was going on and on about this and thexe
talking a language that nobody could really underdt except
the people in the NGO world or in the campaignirayld ...
I’'m not saying it was a bad thing what people wdoéng. |
would, sometimes, go to ones where it's like a graf
different NGOs maybe fighting GM ... and it's amazihgw
they don’t understand the reality of the farmersttmn ground

Because, it's really really really important forour
organization that it has representative voicesrgawization of
land workers or peasants, you know. And it's notQ¢Cor,
other people from other sort of campaigning orgations or
corporations or anything, trying to represent tloéce of its
own.

From the analysis of the articulation of “food seiyt], | argue that civil society cannot
be taken as a unified group representing “peoplaterests”, especially in the
international domain. In Brazil, all local socialowements interviewed for this study

highlighted the International Social Movement 1tlsir most representative voice in
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GMO governance. That is, International Social Moeainl “speaks the same language”
as they do. As mentioned by the Coordinator andg2agner of Local Social Movement

6 from Brazil:

Our articulation with the issue of agricultural net&land the
issue of GMOs begins with International Social Maoesnt 1
... We are not closely engaged with any NGO inipaler, but
we did on day 3 a preview of a mobilization of sdci
movements in which International NGO 2 was withand was
also saying that we do not want more transgenidrazil ...
We have enough in common with International NGOn3his
issue ... We have links with International NGO But the
International Social Movement 1 is our main repnésive...
[the movement] managed to create a space for GAD ...
even in Rome, which was just to follow all the delsaas
listeners, right?

Likewise, interviewees from the UK highlighted thhis international social movement
strengthens resistance against GMOs combattingmilespread discourse of “food
security”. This has been one of the most significhags of International Social
Movement 1 around the world. The positions of timternational movement against
GMOs are widely identified by civil society actars GMO resistance, which attracts
more local engagement “from the margins” (peasamsilombo communities,
indigenous people, religious groups, and others)l @onsequently enlarges the
counterhegemonic movement in GMO governance. InziBrahe representation
International Social Movement 1 in GMO resistansevery powerful among those
groups since their demands have been neglectegefos (locally and internationally).
Thus, the issues articulated by International Soglavement 1 are fundamental to
spread the need to resist GMOs in local contextd #n shape and reshape a

counterhegemonic identity in GMO governance.

Finally, the discourse of “ecological agriculturbas also been tightly connected to
sustainability. Among others, the floating signifief sustainability encompasses
different discursive resources, such as food sayee agroecology; organic food;
feminism; family farmers; connection to the landdarultural heritage, protection of

animal and human health.

As pointed out in Tables 7 and 8, ecological adiire is a floating signifier that has
been articulated only among actors who resist GM@elmony. Thus, no international
civil society actor supporting GMO hegemony artatak this signifier, as it is seen by

GMO supporters as a “radical” discourse in the gldbod system, particularly through
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its articulations of “food sovereignty” and “agraéagy”. Unlike the defence of food
security and the commodification of life, the copicef food sovereignty emphasizes
peasant and indigenous forms of agriculture, grems local and national economies and
markets, focuses on organic products and the peaofiagroecology in agriculture, and
is completely against of corporate control of thebgl food system as the solution to
tackle hunger in the world.

In the UK, since the 1990s, “ecological agricultures been mainly articulated by
International NGOs in the defence of organic fonodn:GMO and without any kind of
pesticide) against what they call “Frankensteinds3oln recent years, the demand for
food sovereignty and agroecology in the country waggered by initial actions of
International Social Movement 1 in 2013. For thes&ch Director and Editor of Local
NGO 1 in the UK, those who support GMO hegemonyg&hase their voice to embrace

organic food and agroecology:

What they [civil society actors that support hegagjshould
do is just stand up and say GM soy entails massysg of
pesticide and people are contaminated and pedipletscrops
are contaminated, their animals are contaminategl.céhnot
support that. And if they really want to work withdustry,

they can work with them to do things like shift ove®

agroecological practices, to reduce the use ofgiess. There
are many things that they could do. But they chiosgo for
the money.

In Brazil, the articulations of “ecological agritule” are also grounded in the non-use of
pesticides and the promotion of organic food amdegplogy against GMO hegemony. |
would like to highlight that, in the field researai Brazil, | found that, usually, the

farmers do not feed their animals with non-orgaftiod because they consider that

animals tend to reject it naturally:

The farmers themselves have refused to use GMOsubec
one thing we observed, which is quite interestiggthat for
everyday use, farmers have reported that their @sigho not
like to eat GMOs. For example, if you give GMO caonthe
chickens they will not eat, if you give it to thég, they will
not eat ... They think that it is maybe becauseathienals do
not like the smell.

Additionally, a strong civil society network in Bai& called “Permanent Campaign
Against Pesticides and For Life” articulates tha-uge of pesticides in order to resist
GMO hegemony. International Social Movement 1 is ohthe main organizers of this

campaign across the country.
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In Rio+20, the People’s Summit (a parallel evemning outside the formal remit of the
summit) was the main event of global civil soci@tycluding local NGOs, international
NGOs, indigenous and quilombo communities and imlg groups) (Guimardes and
Fontoura, 2012). In the People’s Summit Final Detlan, these civil society actors
highlighted that:

Amid several global crises, we are living the ficiah stage of
capitalism: the alliance between corporations ar t
speculative markets.

The companies in the agribusiness and the glola &ystem
are the main causes of environmental and sociaesrand
increase hunger in the world.

Food sovereignty is only possible with ownershigerothe
land and sovereignty over seeds. (People’s Surfi?: 8)

It must be noted that in Rio+20, International &bMovement 1 was the most important
voice in the articulation of “ecological agricul&iragainst GMO hegemony, followed by
International NGO 2, International NGO 3, and Intgronal NGO 4. Those actors were
not only the main defenders of this signifier bugrev also the main organizers of the
People’s Summit that turned to be a remarkabld sciety’s representation during
Rio+20.

In 2013, during the first March Against Monsantotlre UK, also a moment of strong
representation of civil society in the GMO field sifuggle, International NGO 2 worked
together with the people engaged in that movementrgjanize this global initiative
against the multinational Monsanto and the wholeQ@sikidustry:

This single march may be insufficient to stop tlkeadis, but at
least it will show the world population is orgamigi against
their abuses and will not stop until succeeding!your choice
whether to join us for those few hours on the 1Qttober for
a better future for humanity and for the environthen
(Campaigner of International NGO 2)

From those examples, we can say that, within “egiobd agriculture”, international civil
society actors have articulated food sovereigntyiqdarly in order to combat corporate
control of the global food system, as highlightgdtive UK Leader of the International

Social Movement 1:

There’'s a lot of anti GM campaigners within Inteioaal

Social Movement 1. | mean, it's a quite importastie, really.
Mostly from the sense of control, more than anyghirecause
of the food sovereignty. It's not necessarily ttenger of the
technology or that the danger of technology is ssué that
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most people would be concerned about, but the isfweho

controls the food system, who controls food in faugnand

what control the farmers themselves have and théralathat

consumers have over what they put into their bodses ...

the multinationals really want to have control owdrat seed is
planted and who the money from that seed goes ®ecause
a lot of the food sovereignty principles are abebb controls
the farming system. That's what the sovereigntyaide It is

about control.

The second most widespread type of “ecologicalcafitire” is “agroecology”. Through
the years, agroecology has been referred as sciano®vement, and an agricultural
practice (Wezel et al., 2009). In Brazil, agroegyistarted as a social movement in
response to the agricultural modernization intreduduring the “Green Revolution” that
provoked environmental degradation and social exatu of small farmers. The
movement then spread agroecology as a method divatidn focused on agro-
ecosystem management without using external inp(Eentoura and Naves,

forthcoming). Thus, all food produced through agadegy farming is also organic.

The field research revealed that agroecology repteshe main alternative to the agribusiness
practices, not only in Brazil and in the UK, bublgdlly. That explains why the International
Social Movement 1, the largest international gomgsr movement in agriculture (The
Guardian, 2013) has signed a statement highligtdgrgecology as a solution for small
farmers facing food crisis. This suggests thatitiernational call for food sovereignty is

beginning to take root in networks of agroecologcpced by small producers.

Moreover, other international civil society actagainst GMOs, such as the international
NGO Third World Network (TWN), are now promoting ctdogical agriculture”

worldwide by articulating food sovereignty and agpology at the same time:

Agroecology is necessary for social and ecological
transformation and is the best solution to endingger and
ensuring climate change resilience and environnhenta
sustainability. [...]

For indigenous people and peasants, agroecologygerded
as a way of life. It frees people from the dangsrshemical
pesticides and fertilizers and brings communitiegether in
the creation of their own solutions to conserve and water,
and produce healthy food and healthy communitidssdcial
and political project and methodology enacted at lthse in
rural communities” which always involves “partictpay and
local decisions about what, how and when to profuite
advances the peasant struggle for productive ressuand
self-determination. In a nutshell: “Food sovereygng the
concept. Agroecology is the plan of action.” (TW2015)
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Considered one *“victory” against GMO hegemony il through the articulation of
“ecological agriculture”, International Social Mowent 1, International NGO 2 and
International NGO 3 gained a close support fromalloblGOs and local social
movements that resist GMOs which culminated inféinulation of the National School
Feeding Programme (Pnae) in 2009, and the Natlaal for Agroecology and Organic
Production (PLANAPO) in 2013. The Pnae foreseewuieeof at least 30% of the funds
for school feeding to purchase food items direfrityn family farming and rural family
entrepreneurs or their organizations. The polioyegipriority to those from agrarian
reform settlements, indigenous communities, andombolas. For small-scale family
farmers, the Pnae opens an alternative marketeio pinoducts and encourages small
farmers to produce organic food through agroecoligpractices (Pnae, 2015). As

pointed by the Researcher, Campaigner, and Tutbocdl NGO 7:

But what does this policy do? It seeks to usenissruments to
encourage [small-scale farming], since the scheetling plan
says that at least 30%, | think that it's at 16236, must come
from family farms and if on top of that it's agradagical [the

government] will pay more ... The Pnae has a methiddhs a
way of buying food, it has a method of buying seédsn

farmers, right?, to strengthen native seeds ...tdituy corn
seed, for example, since [the government] releates
transgenic corn, then it will only buy if the sebds been
tested to prove it is not transgenic ... So you theg this
concern has been incorporated now into public golicWe

say that one of the missions of Pnae is to becamede! to
influence more public policies in Agroecology.

Considered as another *“victory” for civil societgtars against GMOs in Brazil, the
PLANAPO aims to promote agroecology as a modekofipction for successful poverty
alleviation in Brazil, based on cooperative and ifgnfarming and economic
organization (PLANAPO, 2013).

Both public policies were conceived with the brgeuiticipation of civil society (formal
and informal) and unions. International Social Moest 1 was the main international

civil society actor during the negotiations andhafation of Pnae and PLANAPO.

Within the defence of “ecological agriculture”, @tgly articulated by International
Social Movement 1, we also find the engagement \wht “feminist movement” in

agriculture. Thus, “feminism” is also articulatedl order to build resistance in GMO
governance and new achievements around feministlations are already noticeable in

some social movements in Brazil, since many wonrenrmaw leading the practices
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against GMOs among small farmers in the countryn@ed by the Campaigner and
Tutor of Local NGO 5 in Brazil:

we realize this, the transmission of this initiati;komes from
women concerned about food. When she works in draily
garden [without pesticides or herbicides] and tlaedgn or
plot starts producing and her production startsnimm and,
you know, this has an impact on the family, thes llusband
starts to realize that this type of farming carualty produce
and without wasting money in poison. Then afterhélay they
[husband and wife] start to tell other neighboworgd the same
and... little by little other family farmers converto
Agroecology.

In GMO governance this is also highlighted in timgagement of International Social
Movement 1, International NGO 2 and Internation&@ 3 in the World March of

Women against GMOs: “You will see us [Internatiohi5O 2] together, International
Social Movement 1 and The World March of Women..same international events in
the EU and sometimes we will build a collectivei@tt (President of International NGO
3 in Brazil).

Finally, although the need for “ecological agricud” is still not hegemonic in GMO
governance, its articulation by civil society astdras grown through the years and
gained an important space in FAO. In September 2@ international institution
organised the International Symposium on Agroecpkog Food Security and Nutrition
in Rome, Italy (FAO, 2015). As one of the most imtpat institutions in the global food
system, this FAO’'s Symposium endorses the incrgasole of the international
articulation of this signifier in international d@ivsociety’s counterhegemonic strategy in
the GMO field of struggle.

To sum-up the conclusions of this research resuftsthe diversified strategies of
international civil society actors in GMO hegemoimy;Table 9 and in Exhibit 7, | detall
the floating signifiers investigated in this sentiothe chains of equivalence and
difference constructed around them, some imporéstbrical contingencies, and the
(formal and informal) international civil societyctars within the process of GMO

governance.
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Table 9 -Discrimination of the main international civil society actors
in GMO hegemony and resistance

Hegemony

Resistance (Formal and Informal)

SCIENCE

Mainly since the early 1990s

Formal way of organizing:

Biodiversity Action Network

n
= Birdlife International

ETC Group
Friends of the Earth
Science International
= (Greenpeace
= |nternational Union for
Conservation of Nature
(IUCN)
= WWF
Mainly after 2000
Formal way of organizing: Formal way of organizing:
= Birdlife International = ETC Group
= Conservation International = Friends of the Earth
= Earth Innovation Institute = Greenpeace
= Fauna & Flora International =  Third World Network
= Fundacién para la Conservacipn
y el Uso Sustentable de Igs
Science Humedgles .
= |International Service for the
Acquisition of Agri-biotech
Applications (ISAAA)
= Vrutti
= World Resources Institute
= WWF
= |nternational Union for

Conservation of Nature (IUCN

SUSTAINABILITY

Mainly since the early 1990s

Biodiversity Preservation

Formal way of organizing:
Birdlife International

ETC Group

Friends of the Earth
Genetic  Resources
International (GRAIN)
= (Greenpeace

= |nternational Union
Conservation of
(IUCN)

Third World Network

WWF

Conservation International
Earth Innovation Institute

The Nature Conservancy

World Resources Institute

Actio|

=]

for
Nature

1%
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Formal way of organizing:

Formal way of organizing:

= Birdlife International = ETC Group
= Conservation International » Friends of the Earth
= Earth Innovation Institute = Genetic Resources Action
= International Union for International (GRAIN)
. Conservation of Nature (IUCN)] = Greenpeace
Food Security = |International Service for the = Third World Network
Acquisition of Agri-biotech
Applications (ISAAA)
= The Nature Conservancy
» World Resources Institute
= WWF
Mainly after 2000
Formal way of organizing: Formal way of organizing:
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= Conservation International = Friends of the Earth
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Biodiversity Preservation Applications (ISAAA) = Third World Network
» International Union for

Conservation of Nature (IUCN
The Nature Conservancy
World Resources Institute

Informal way of organizing:
International Social Movemerj
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« WWE 1 (anonymity guaranteed in
this study)
Formal way of organizing: Formal way of organizing:
= Birdlife International = ETC Group
= Conservation International » Friends of the Earth
= Earth Innovation Institute = Greenpeace
= Fauna & Flora International = Genetic Resources Action
* Fundacién para la Conservacion International (GRAIN)
y el Uso Sustentable de Ilos
Humedgles . Informal way of organizing:

Food Security = International Service for the ) o
Acqu|s|t|on of Agr|_b|0tech u |nternat|0na.| SOC|a| Movement
Applications (ISAAA) 1

» International Union for
Conservation of Nature (IUCN

» Solidaridad

= The Nature Conservancy

= Vrutti

= World Resources Institute

= WWF

Ecological Agriculture

Formal way of organizing:

ETC Group

Friends of the Earth
Genetic  Resources
International (GRAIN)
Greenpeace

Third World Network

Actio

Informal way of organizing:

International Social Movemer
1

Source: The author
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. Science

. Biodiversity Preservation
. Food Security
. Ecological Agriculture
Science + Food Security
. Biodiversity Preservation + Food Security
. Ecological Agriculture + Food Security

Exhibit 7 - Shifts in GMOs discourse in Brazil, UKand GMO governance since the 1990s
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A provisional measure The new Brazilian Law on The State of Parand released the results The National Cancer Institute  Law Project againt GMOs His.torica!
that gives CTNBio Biosafety repealed the Brazilian of its scientific research on gene itoring I hes a report labeling was approved in Contingencies
authority over GMO Law on Biosafety of 1995. Proved the contamination of common itself against the use of the Chamber of Deputies
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1998 1999 [Spring] 1999 [June] 2012 [March] Timeline UK
July Controversy Around  Tony Blair The Prince of A new survey shows Historical

Lord Sainsbury (Labour announces farm
donor) appointed as
science ministerby  GMOs in the UK

Tony Blair

Greenpeace
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1040600

Wales has
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scathing attack
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scale trials of

*For the complete
list see APPENDIX 3

that the UK public’s
concern over GMOs has
softened in the past decade

Contingencies

0 Greenpeace
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¥ ¥ ¥ 1 1
1989 1992 1995 2006 2008 Timeline GMO
Monsanto begins the first  Earth Summit Trade-Related Round Table on Financial and Governance
field tests with Roundup  in Rio de Janeiro, Intellectual Property Responsible Soy Food crisis Historical
Ready (RR) transgenic Brazil Rights (TRIPS) (RTRS) was Contingencies
soybean in the U.S. was established established
AS-PTA - Family Farming and Agroecology, local NGO EMBRAPA - Brazilian Agricultural Research Company MAPA - Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Supply SEAB - Secretary of Agriculture of the State of Parana

ABRASCO - Brazilian Association of Collective Health

BAN - Biodiversity Action Network

BINGOs - Business and Industry 8! 10

BLINTL - Birdlife International

CFBFT - Campaign for a Brazil Free of Transgenics

ChOD - Chamber of Deputies

Cl - Conservation International

CNA - Confederation of Agriculture and Livestock of Brazil

CTNBio - 1 Coor of the Biosafety Technical C:

FAO - Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

FCUSH - Fundacién para la Conservaciony el Uso

MMA - Ministry of Environment

FFINTL - Fauna & Flora International

SM -Science Minister
SPMKT - Supermarkets
TDD - ‘Terrade Direitos’, Land Rights NGO

FoE - Friends of the Earth
GRAIN - Genetic Resources Action International
IBAMA - Brazilian Insti of Envire and

ble de los al MNCs - Multi | Cor
MSF - Movement of Small Farmers
MST - The Movement of Landless Peasants
NGOs - Nong: | Organizati
ble Natural ORGF - Organic Farmers

IDEC - Brazilian Institute of Consumer Protection, local NGO

INCA - The National Cancer Institute

DTI - The Department of Trade and Industry
Ell - Earth Innovation Institute

Source: The author

ISM1 - International Social 1
IUCN - International Union for Conservation of Nature

ISAAA - International Service for the Acquisition of Agri-biotech Applications

PCh - Prince Charles
PGMF - Pro-GM Farmers
RI - Research Institutes

SA - Soil Association, local social movement

PCAPFL - Permanent Campaign Against Pesticides and For Life

TNC - The Nature Conservancy

TWN - The Third World Network

U.S. - The United States of America

UK - United Kingdom

UN - United Nations

UNEP -United Nations Environment Programme
WRI - World Resources Institute

WWF - World Wide Fund for Nature
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Therefore, based on the elements discussed iseht®n 4.2 and on table 9 and Exhibit
7, | argue that, in order to craft collective idgnto support or resist GMO hegemony,
some international civil society actors build clwiof equivalence and difference
through the articulations around “science” and taubility” (biodiversity

preservation, food security and ecological agrurell in order to shape an unified
demand (sustained by institutions, material anduwlgve sources), or hegemony, in

GMO governance.

Understanding the diversified strategies adoptednigrnational civil society actors
also demonstrates that historical contingenciesptamote a moment of discontinuity
which allows international civil society actorsrearticulate and rethink their strategies
and also to diffuse new ideological elements thidtbind their claims and articulations
(pro and against GMOs). This is better illustratedExhibit 7, where | highlight the
shifts in GMO discourse in Brazil, UK and GMO gowance in a timeline from the
1990s to 2015. Exhibit 7 shows that historical cuygncies also promote the
emergence of new floating signifiers in order tsiseor to support GMO hegemony.
Every key articulatory moment signals the shiftloe continuity of some actors around
one specific discourse. The effectiveness or laekeof of those articulatory strategies
around specific discourses can be identified by ribmber of actors that becomes
attached in the hegemonic or counterhegemonic aban time (although stability is
never fully achieved). For instance, in 2006, thigcalations around the big discourse
of “science” plus “food security” by hegemonic astin GMOs attracted more actors to

the GMO hegemonic chain.

Finally, Exhibit 7 illustrates with whom the actossticulate. As an example, the
involvement of some international NGOs with Intérmaal Social Movement 1 against
GMO hegemony can be observed in 2008 in the aaticus around “ecological

agriculture”. That is, depending on the historicahtingency, international civil society
actors will articulate floating signifiers to cradtcommon identity that will support or
resist GMOs. They then articulate these signifigith governments, the private sector,

policymakers, research institutes, and other —aftarginalized— grassroots voices.

Moreover, it is possible to conclude that, in order craft a common identity,
international civil society actors in GMO resistancancel their differences for a
collective purpose. As an example, although Intgonal NGO 2, International NGO 3,

and International NGO 4 are formal resistance degaions and are closer to formal
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market-based ways of organizing and to managdriadilsies, they quite often engage
informal International Social Movement 1 against GMovernance (a more radical,

grassroots, and loosely organized civil societp@ct

Thus, it can be affirmed that the establishmenthete alliances between formal and
informal international civil society actors arourad floating signifier (“ecological

agriculture,” for example) are fundamental for tbreation of a counterhegemonic
identity to resist GMOs more effectively (as dentaated by the implementation of
PLANAPO policy in Brazil). Through these articutatis international NGOs against
GMOs can increase the number of actors in a biggdective identity construction

(since International Social Movement 1 is the warlsiggest social movement and also
encompasses pulverized, fragmented, and infornaaisgoots voices) and also improve
their ways of actions to promote some concretestaste through discourse and
material articulations among international instdos. On the other hand, these
alliances can also be beneficial to informal In&ional Social Movement 1 as they
enhance the chances of social movements of beiaglhe GMO governance, since
they will be involved with some already legitimizedernational NGOs in the GMO

“field of struggle”.

Summing up, in GMO governance contexts, in ordecrtdt resistance, informal and
formal actors tend to cancel their differencesttersgthen their demands and positions
(i.,e. in FAO, in CBD, in EU, in UN). However, Intational Social Movement 1
explains that these engagements with some intematNGOs “must be undertaken in
responsible ways. The terms of collaboration mastabreed on in advance. And the
International Social Movement 1 must do what it taensure that the credibility and
trust of our peasant movement is not jeopardizedailyre on our part to fulfil our
undertakings” (International Social Movement 1, @90 In so doing, some
international NGOs also turned to claim for a maiigcal agenda so that they can keep
their international representation, legitimacyendcution, and accountability in GMO

governance.
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5 CONCLUSIONS

This research underlines that, since the beginafrtge technological manipulation of
the transgenic seeds in the 1950s, which eventledlyo the release of the first GMO
in the U.S. for commercialization in 1994, until1&) different actors and institutions
have actively articulated their positions, demandsncerns and interests around
“GMOs". Through the years, GMO governance has déstad a dynamic “field of
struggle” that has direct impacts on the globadfsgstem and, consequently, the lives
of humans and animals, as well as the environmEmis, GMO governance entails

social, environmental, and economic aspects iméramusly field of contestation.

Within GMO governance, distinct civil society adqilay different roles and they often
have conflicting and in some cases contradictositpms. Among them, | have paid

special attention to international civil society@as because of the significant role they
play in endorsing or resisting transgenic seedddwiade. Thus, my research question
has been stated in the following terms: “What dne brganizing strategies of

international civil society actors, such as NGOsl @ocial movements, in GMOs

governance”. As pointed out in the Introduction,“byganizing strategy” | understand

the way these international civil society actorScatate and position themselves in
GMO governance. To do so, | drew on a neo-Gramsdigonourse approach on

hegemony, based on the studies of Laclau and M¢u&85) and conducted empirical

research from 2011 to 2015 in Brazil and in the UK.

Neo-Gramscian discourse theory gives a systemajnameation and provides key
theoretical elements to understand how both regist@and consent are articulated by
international civil society actors in GMO governandhe central point of the neo-
Gramscian discourse approach is to analyse howsaatticulate their distinct positions
and ideological elements within different discosrse order to craft a collective

identity. This common identity shared by some acteill be articulated in the process

128



of hegemony formation. Therefore, hegemony redudi® the actors’ articulation of a

chain that connects discourses, material capasilénd institutions, which are channels
of order stabilization (where the two previous edets become intertwined). However,
resistance to hegemony can always arise, partiguiar “historical contingencies”

where the actors find an opportunity to rethink irthstrategies and restructure
hegemonic relations. This theoretical lens enabbesto approach the strategies of
international civil society actors in GMOs goverpann further detail as to the ways in

which those actors organize their hegemonic stagygl

After introducing the theme, the object of analyaml the research question and main
contributions of this study, | presented a theogttieview that guided my investigation
on the social phenomenon under investigation ahthsemain theoretical background
in which my arguments and research results werpastgr. Afterwards, | described the
research design, the data collection, and analysssite selection of the study and the
methodological and research limits of this thesis.

In addition to explaining the dynamics of the sigis adopted by international civil
society actors in GMOs governance, | provided aeftoverview of GMOs as a field of
struggle from its beginning but focusing especiatiythe 1990s when the process of
hegemonic formation became clearer. This accoumedeas the basis to map the main
actors in this field formation, the resource mdaition, the discovery and exploitation
of political opportunities (“historical contingers”), the main discourses (“floating
signifiers”) articulated among the actors to camstra collective identity in order to
attract new potential allies around “GMOs” (“nodadint”), and the institutions and
international regulations within this processest thaable hegemony to emerge and

consolidate into meaningful and durable hegemanks!

A first aspect of GMO hegemony that must be meriibis that from the beginning the
existence of GMOs, as a product of advancemenksotechnology as scientific field

(mainly in research institutes, corporate laboratyrand universities based in the U.S.),
has been accompanied by scientific justificatidhseans that, since the beginning of
GMOs governance, “science” has been articulatedth®y actors to enhance the
importance of “GMOs” and get support of new playargl institutions to legitimize

their existence. The first actors to articulateiéace” in hegemony formation were
powerful actors that heavily invested in transgerseeds research, including

multinational corporations in the U.S. (such asgiis, and the ones purchased by
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Monsanto - AgriCetus, Calgene Inc., Asgrow AgronomiDeKalb Genetics
Corporation and Delta & Pine Land Company); U.Silgoithropic organizations
(Rockefeller, Carnegie and Ford foundations) aneirtlharge investments in U.S.
universities; and, the U.S. government. After thé&.Uother industrialized countries
followed with more research on genetic plant bregdiTherefore, the emergence of
GMOs from scientific research conducted by poweafttbrs has influenced the strong
articulations around “science” in the field of gigle formation up to the present. Even
those who have tried to resist GMOs over the ysiauwe the creation of transgenics and
their initial commercialization endorse their clainthrough the articulations of
“science”, in their case alleging the potentiaksigposed by GMOs to human and

animal health and to the environment.

For my analysis, | take 1989 as the first “histakicontingency” in GMO governance,
the year Monsanto started the first field testhviRR transgenic soybean in the U.S.
This triggered the debates around “GMOs”, theirdiges (from “science”), and how
they could enhance food productivity worldwide aby,doing so, improve agriculture
and the global food system (more food exportatiod anportation as well as the
involvement of more actors in the global food sypghain), contribute to the global
economy and to fight the battle against hungersTfrom then on, it started to become
clearer that Monsanto, the U.S. government and UWeSearch institutes were
articulating not only science in the beginning efjemonic formation, but also the need

to increase food trade based on transgenic seed.

These powerful actors would then enhance theiciddiions from this “historical
contingency”, not only at the local level but aladhe international domain, in order to
build a GMO hegemony that would represent a sooidipal situation based on their
dominant idea of what reality is. However, as psihbut above, according to neo-
Gramscian discourse analysis, every process ofnagye formation entails challenges
and struggles. This would in turn expand the maskare of GMOs and get the support
from other actors in the private sector (such agmlaboratories in biotechnology and
seed studies, other companies and supermarketssghai the public sector (such as
global policymakers and governments), as well asrativil society actors (including

international civil society actors).

In 1992, the process of GMO hegemonic formatiorabexvisible during Rio-92 when

different actors discussed the creation of CBD thedheed for an international Protocol
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on Biosafety to avoid the possible negative impatthe increase of transgenic seeds
worldwide. This historical contingency showed tHat, an array of actors (i.e., NGOs,
state representatives, multinational corporatiomslustrial lobby), GMOs would,
indeed, be a widespread reality in the near futdirglobal-scale agriculture and global
food systems. However, there were still many doabitsut the safety of releasing this
technology into the environment. While powerfulastwere articulating “science” and
“food security” (especially around increasing fopdbductivity) to endorse GMOs
during this Summit (such as biotech multinationalrporations, like Monsanto;
industrial lobbyists, like the BINGO EuropaBio; athee U.S. government), others were
articulating “biodiversity preservation” to resigtem, which culminated in the first
discussions on international biosafety regulatiodex the CBD. This group was
formed by international environmental NGOs and sostede representatives from

developing countries.

Rio-92 was a very significant “historical continggh in GMO governance, not only
because it represented an “open opportunity” fdfedint actors to articulate into
different agendas, highlighted by the emergenc®biofliversity preservation”, but also
because of its relevance in global environmentakgmance as a whole. This Summit
was the main opening of international forums tdude new issues caused by stress
situations within the ecosystem at the planetavglleAll governments were seriously
concerned about the fact that the main reasonhi®rcontinuous depredation of the
global environment was the unsustainable pattefrwsumption, and consumption
itself, particularly in industrialized countrieshi§ was a great opportunity to examine
the impacts of releasing GMOs into ecosystemsgui@that this, in part, explains why
GMOs were grabbed by the “environmental governaragggnda and became mostly
resisted (from then onwards) by international emwinental NGOs and not, for
instance, by health and human rights civil sociatyors (that are also affected by
“GMOs"). Moreover, it explains why the articulatiaf “biodiversity preservation” is
mostly often referenced as “sustainability”. GMOgvernance has been, from that
“historical contingency”, articulated under the laggcourse of “sustainability” as the
broader signifier encompassing “biodiversity preagon” and “food security”, and,
although they entail distinct discursive elememi®y both claimed to be concerned

with global “sustainability”.
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Furthermore, this “strategy rethinking” aspect 0682 was noticeable in the strong
articulations carried out by the hegemonic groupetmlorse, three years later, the
creation of the TRIPS Agreement on patent rightdearthe WTO. Thus, | argue that,
the establishment of the TRIPS Agreement in 1995 wa@other relevant “historical
contingency” in the process of hegemony formatsirong chain of equivalence was
formed around “food security” to support GMOs andrésist the chain of difference
created by the opposing group that got togethéi@m92. Multinational corporations,
BINGOs and some powerful states were keen to appfORIPS right after the
conception of CBD in Rio-92. Therefore, the TRIRpraval was remarkable event for
all the actors within GMO governance because ifiooed that GMOs were a reality
and that the biotech corporations would promoténdnstrialized agriculture based on
GMO cultivation and commercialization. The first @M (by the biotechnology
company Calgene) had already been released infb®@démmercialization in the U.S.,
and one year after the TRIPS, Monsanto release&fheoy to the market in the U.S.
In terms of volume, the RR soy creation would disisate the GMO market worldwide
and promote a huge surge of GMO hegemony (partiguia terms of the material
resources that would be gained through GMO commalezation and the patent rights
associated with each GMO sold). Therefore, frone@@ramscian perspective, TRIPS
provided a conducive opportunity structure for hregeic actors in GMO governance
to articulate the discourse of “food security” aifé material capabilities within the
international institution of WTO as their channélarder stabilization. On the other
hand, the actors against GMOs had to rethink tresistance strategies to face the

growth of GMO hegemony.

After that, through the years, GMO hegemony enhitsechain of equivalence by the
articulation of “science” and “food security,” caa out by powerful actors, which
attracted new players (multinational corporatioN§0Os, industrial lobbyists, states,
institutions, consumers, and others), new resoumodbilization and new markets,
consolidating thus the process of consent arounddGldvernance. Thus, although
some actors continued articulating against GMO meygy (such as the EU and some
international NGOs, like Greenpeace), particulanhder the CBD and the Cartagena
Protocol, an “apparent” discursive unity in favoofr GMOs was consolidated. As
pointed out in section 4.1, from 1996 to 2003, wweld area planted with GMOs rose

from 3 million to 67.5 million hectares (James, 2P0nder the powerful discourse of
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increasing food productivity. This strong articidat of “GMOs” around “food
security” by hegemonic actors generated high prdbr large international

conglomerates in the biotechnological market.

This “apparent” discursive unity of GMO hegemonyswaven more visible in 2006
when RTRS was established. For me, this was aatelfistorical contingency” in
GMO governance since it highlighted that hegemawtors were no longer articulating
“science” and “food security” separately. Quiteti@ contrary, they were articulating
one powerful discourse that arose from the comiginabf those two. Thus, GMOs
were no longer a matter of “science” or “food ségurbut a combination of both,
which meant that GMOs could be a real solution gedf the world population and
increase food productivity (i.e., from the strongpgort of the agribusiness sector in the
U.S., Canada and Latin America) if scientific test&iducted on each locality where
GMOs were grown could prove that GMO soy cultivatisas a “responsible” activity
(that is, environmentally correct, economicallydisée and socially appropriate). The
combination of “science” plus “sustainability” benes a single powerful discourse in

order to legitimize a dominant socio-political sition at the level of global governance.

Furthermore, | argue that the RTRS also showedntipertance of civil society in the
construction of hegemony, as stated in neo-Gramgtigcourse analysis. RTRS clearly
connects the “relations of force” (material, ingibnal, and discursive) across three
levels of mutually constitutive political activitglobal order, civil society, and the state
(Gill, 1998). In this way, civil society actors afendamental for hegemony as their
relatively autonomy offers the vital ideological régind work” that allows the
reproduction of the economy and the state (SpicerBohm, 2007). The articulation of
“science” and “food security” was possible thankghe support of civil society actors
and their strategies to articulate and craft aectilve identity around one discourse that

become the pillar for hegemony formation.

Within this “historical contingency” different inteational civil society actors
legitimized the cultivation and trade of GMOs sdyough their articulations in the
hegemonic chain of equivalence. The most importank society actors in RTRS are
still international environmental NGOs (see Tablealid Table 9). As previously
mentioned in 4.1, the WWF Position Statement on GM@hlights that, as a member
of the RTRS it aims to work on sustainability segtistandards for commodities,

including GMO-based products, on the precautionaigiciple and on risk analysis
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studies conducted in each location of RTRS actionother words, WWF does not
openly endorse GMO soy, but it assumes that thegeeans can be an option if their

sustainability and absence of risk are guaranteed.

On the other hand, the RTRS represented a bigeciuyadl for those against GMOs
within GMO governance and their way of action amgasition strategies, which also
confirms it as one key “historical contingency”.€elaver-growing power of hegemony
in GMO governance was now evident to them, andddeeme a greater challenge; for
this reason, their strategies had to be rethoughbtder to attract more actors in a more
effective opposition. The most relevant internadiowivil society actors in GMO
resistance were international environmental NGOg.,(&reenpeace, Friends of the
Earth, and ETC Group).

Two years later, the international financial anddacrisis of 2008 was a historical
contingency that demanded new hegemonic and ctwagiemonic articulations within
GMO governance and at the same time mobilised netarsg actions, institutions,
discourses and strategies. For resistance adtevasia special opportunity to challenge
dominant groups through the construction of orgational capacity and new networks
in order to build a collective identity and achieteir goals. From this group, some
international civil society actors reframed theitragegies in this *“historical
contingency” through new linkages; new discoursédc@ations and patterns of

identification to connect previously separate gsufio a common purpose.

Moreover, from this “historical contingency,” intetional environmental NGOs and
International Social Movement 1 actively articuthtéhe discourse of “ecological
agriculture” at the level of GMO governance, inartb set a new alternative agenda to
tackle world hunger disconnected from corporateutsmis and led by peasants,
indigenous people, and other grassroots and mégdavoices from the global food
system. They claimed that “ecological agricultureduld be the real shift towards
sustainability and food access. Within this flogtisignifier, they also highlighted
agroecology; feminism; food sovereignty; organiodp animal and human health;

connection to land; cultural heritage, and others.

From those within GMO hegemony the defence of aajltecological agriculture” was
impossible without corporate engagement, and becafighat, it was considered a
“radical” discourse against GMOs. This vision ardtacological agriculture” was also

shared by the international pro-GMO environment&@®¢ (i.e., those in RTRS) and,
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more specifically, those in favour of the “food sety” discourse. However, for civil
society actors against GMOs, it turned to be aromant way to enlarge resistance and

to strengthen their chain of difference.

This *“historical contingency” also marked the kegler of International Social

Movement 1 in this resistance agenda as the leddjoge of the articulations around
“ecological agriculture” with the international eronmental NGOs: Greenpeace,
Friends of the Earth and ETC Group. Differentlynfrahe articulations around “food

security”, “ecological agriculture” has been adwedaby some marginalised voices in
the global food system (i.e., peasants, indigenpesple, small-scale farmers, and
others), which enhances those groups’ positionsdanaands at the international level.
On the other hand, they empower GMO chain of diffiee in terms of number of
people engaged, because International Social Movefiné the world’s largest social

movement.

After discussing this first aspect of my researesuits, | focused on international civil
society actors and their diversified strategiesustain or resist GMO hegemony. | first
investigated the shifts in GMO discourse in Braaid in the UK since the 1990s in
order to understand the dynamic of discourse daatiicuns in local contexts and identify
the international civil society actors involvedal$o discussed the role of those actors in
national hegemonic and counterhegemonic formaticouradl “GMOs”. Lastly, |
explored the connection between international @wuitiety actors and the “relations of
force” (material, institutional, and discursiveptharticulate “GMOSs” in a cross-level of
political activity: global order, civil society, drthe state.

In both countries (Brazil and the UK), internatibo®il society actors have been key in
“GMOQ” articulations to support or to resist transgs. However, in terms of local
mainstream media representation, the internatiodl society actors that are against
GMO hegemony were easier to identify than the ehassupport it. On the other hand,
in Brazil, international civil society actors ingfGMO agenda were less mentioned in
the mainstream media than in the UK. In other womdsBrazil, the actions against
GMOs are not directly reported by media sourcesjewin the UK they are more

visible.

In terms of media representation, in both counti@grnational civil society actors in
GMO hegemony are almost never named in the newighwiighlights that most of

their actions and strategies to support transgeratsnally and internationally happen
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“behind the scenes”; or, “behind public opinionseses”. It means that, in terms of
strategy, those international civil society actor$SMOs hegemony do not seek to call
the attention of local public opinions as their maarget to endorse the spread of
transgenics, but prefer to act more at the leveGMO governance (i.e., at the EU,
FAO, WTO, CBD, and in RTRS meetings) closely comeécto multinational
corporations, state representatives, and intemmationstitutions with low public
visibility. Local interviewees in the UK and Brazibinted International Service for the
Acquisition of Agri-biotech Applications (ISAAA), Ae Nature Conservancy, and
International NGO 1 as the main international ceatiety actors (in this case, all three
international NGOs) in GMO hegemony.

Within the resistance side in GMO governance, iazidy Greenpeace was the first
international civil society actor in GMO resistanbeing also the first actor that called
the attention of civil society towards the discossof the possible negative effects of
transgenic seeds in the environment in the 199@sthat time, Greenpeace had a
leading position in “biodiversity preservation” aridcience” articulations against

GMOs. However, as shown in Table 7, every hegemt@ommation is dynamic and

through the years, other international civil sogieictors engaged in the chain of
difference around GMOs in Brazil, especially aftezy historical contingencies.

Through the years, Friends of the Earth and Intevnal Social Movement 1 joined the
cause to fight transgenics in the country and Goeace left its leadership role after the
historical contingency of 2005, when the new BiarmilLaw on Biosafety came into

force. This contingency was considered “a defeat’sbme actors within the Brazilian
chain of difference on “GMOs”, but, on the othemtafor others that was a key
moment to rethink their strategies of resistan@#.tRem, from that moment onwards,
all that led to their reservations about GMOs wontiv happen and in a legal and
authorized way. That is why they needed to rethihmir actions to strengthen their
views and enlarge mobilization against transgenit& Social Movement 1 and three

local NGOs led this resistance group.

From that point onwards, they decided to stressdesl for “ecological agriculture” as
the most viable alternative to GMOs. To do so, tfeused on the articulations with
many local social movements, indigenous communitggsilombolas, small-scale
farmers, feminist movements, and other grassraat®es and local NGOs. The support

of International Social Movement 1 was essentiakdrms of local persuasion and
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diffusion of ideological elements (such as the lfiehef organic foods; the values of
the agroecological practice; the need of more feamnmmovements in agriculture; the
claims of food sovereignty and less corporate deégecy in agriculture; etc.) that
would grab those resistant actors into a commomtityeand boost the chain of
difference. This shift in discourse articulatiomo(h “biodiversity conservation” to
“ecological agriculture”) and the focus on engagmith more grassroots actors, turned
out to be, through the years, more effective iimterof building a more powerful
counterhegemonic movement. Thus, although it istetigh to resist GMO hegemony
in Brazil in 2015, some “victories” have been agled as the implementation of public
policies oriented by the ecological agriculturecdisrse.

In the UK, resistance was also led by Greenpeatteein990s in order to oppose the very
pro-GMO government in the UK and its strong artétigins around “science” and “food
security”. Greenpeace started articulating “sciéracel “biodiversity preservation” and
the possible negative effects of GMOs on the enwrent. Along with Greenpeace, the
international environmental NGO Friends of the Earnd the local social movement Soil
Association led the debate to resist GMOs froml gwciety. Right after their claims
around “biodiversity preservation”, they started adiculate the need for “ecological
agriculture” focusing on the importance of orgaftiod to human and animal health. In
1999, after the Prince of Wales declared himselbéocompletely against GMOs and
biotech corporations, these actors reinforced tlatrculations around “ecological
agriculture” with public opinion and local NGOs.d&enpeace led this strategy too, which
turned to be effective around the country, and fleeyed a strong mobilization against
GMOs. As an example, after some time, the big sopeet chains that were endorsing
GMOs and “food security” discourse in the beginnilegided to step back on transgenics

because of high rejection from consumers.

The historical contingencies in the mid-1990s, witite strong pressure of Tony Blair
(UK Prime Minister at the time) in the beginning @MO discussions in the UK and
this Prince of Wales initiative, highlighted theoss-level of political activity from a
neo-Gramscian approach: global order, civil sociatyd the state. The UK (as a key
state in GMO governance) and its articulations vatid against international civil
society actors on transgenics regulations and puiginion showed that, the “relations
of force” (material, institutional, and discursivaye intertwined in complex and

dynamical hegemonic and counterhegemonic formations
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Moreover, the Prince of Wales historical contingent the UK demonstrated that to
build collective resistance against “food securitffirough the articulations of
“ecological agriculture” it was necessary to groutiet arguments in ideological
elements within this discourse (such as that aljuishould be organic and based on
ecological principles) in order oppose the stratgplogy behind “food security” (such
as the biotechnology is the future of agricult@®]Os would increase food production
and solve food insecurity). Therefore, “ideologg”d@ssential in the process of discourse
articulation as it is the “cement” of the sociatrf@tion. It is also clearer through the

investigation of historical contingencies.

Furthermore, “ecological agriculture” was articelhtoy some international civil society
actors in the UK earlier than in Brazil. It starteedthe late 1990s, while in Brazil this
discourse against transgenics was mainly articdilafeer 2010. However, in Brazil,
“biodiversity preservation” was articulated in tearly 1990s while in the UK only in
the late 1990s. | argue that the different momehtke beginning of these articulations
around “ecological agriculture” and “biodiversitygservation” have to do (among
other reasons) with: a) geopolitics (the GMO ageimdéhe UK started focusing on
“food security” because of economic geopoliticaienests with the U.S.; and Brazil
articulated “biodiversity preservation” first besguof its leading role in Rio-92 and
because of its concern about the increase in llI&§aO imports from Argentina); b)
the articulation of media and public opinion (uelilBrazil, in the UK “ecological
agriculture” was immediately articulated in the nsafeam media); c) the central role of
agribusiness actors in Brazil; d) the country'sdorersity (Brazil is considered one of
the “megabiodiverse” countries and, consequentigdiversity conservation” was the
first major discourse articulated to resist GMO dragny); d) degree of urbanization of
“ecological agriculture” within the GMO field of siggle (in the UK, “ecological
agriculture” started mainly in urban areas, andrazil, the need for an “ecological

agriculture” started particularly in the countrysjd

Finally, from the data presented in the first sacwf the research results and this first
empirical section focusing on the internationailcociety actors in GMO governance,
| argue that some international environmental NGI@s, Greenpeace and Friends of
the Earth) in GMO resistance, were fundamentaaking the claims against transgenic
seeds from the governance level to the local levéhe beginning of GMO hegemony

formation in the 1990s. They mainly articulated iésce” and “biodiversity
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conservation”. On the other hand, in the late 200@ternational Social Movement 1
became the most powerful voice in leading the aldicons of “ecological agriculture”

to oppose transgenics from the governance to tied level.

These findings strongly suggest the need for furstedies on civil society (especially
in terms of resistance) since they demonstratedgimamic process of main locus of
action. That is, differently from most of the imational environmental NGOs against
GMOs, such as Greenpeace and Friends of the EBatial Movement 1 was launched
to bring the demands of social movements from theall to the global level.
Consequently, its legitimacy to represent civil isbc comes from farmers’
organizations at the local level. On the other haswme of the big international
environmental NGOs like Greenpeace and Friend$i@fBarth started their pathways
by setting their positions against internationabies (for instance, those two started in
the 1970s fighting nuclear energy and nuclear wespoThus, their discourse
articulations (in this case, around GMOSs) is fisgtt at the governance level in
international forums and then at the local leveki8l International Movement 1 moves
differently, first articulating locally and then taty globally. Furthermore, to phrase it
in terms of the theoretical framework adopted fos thesis, | would like to argue that
in GMO resistance, formal international civil sdgieactors are highly focused on
discourse articulations internationally while infaal international civil society actors
are highly focused on discourse articulations atitical and regional level. Once again,
| argue that this dynamic explains why we shouldidwgeneralizations about civil

society as a homogeneous group.

The last issue addressed in the research residts te the organizing strategies applied
by the international civil society actors to artate the floating signifiers (“science”;
“biodiversity conservation”; “food security” and ¢elogical agriculture” - these three

under the big discourse of “sustainability”) withthre nodal point of “GMOs”.

Since the beginning of GMO formation, North-Amerioaltinational corporations and
the U.S. government have articulated “science” alisge to legitimize the use of
transgenic seeds in global agriculture. Followingse actors, international civil society
actors have also largely articulated “science” iM@ governance, but not only
endorsing it, but resisting too. They usually rety scientific arguments and scientific
research to engage with international instituticstate representatives, public opinion,

private sectors, and others. Among civil societyoes; international environmental
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NGOs are widely recognized as the most reliableefs®” source in this field of

struggle. However, although all of them articulatéstience” in order to resist

hegemonic alliances before the implementation ef @artagena Protocol (especially
against the arguments of multinational corporatitmest transgenics were risk-free),
some of them changed their positions right after Bmotocol came into force. Thus,
from then on, some international environmental NG@sted to articulate “science” to
support hegemony, which can be explained by theiiggppower of “food security” as

a floating signifier in GMO hegemony and its capado grab actors from GMO

resistance. In other words, more recently, it hesnbmore difficult to differentiate one
actor from another in GMO governance through thiewdation of “science” since most

of the actors articulate it. Because of that, santernational environmental NGOs
turned to decrease their focus on “science” andddddo stress their positions through
other more effective signifiers in order to buildcallective identity against or pro-

GMOs.

The articulation of “sustainability” by internatiahcivil society actors is more complex
as it encompasses the articulation of three disesurbiodiversity preservation”, “food
security”, and “ecological agriculture”. First, Ighlight that some international civil
society actors articulated “biodiversity presereati in antagonistic ways to resist
GMOs since the release of Cartagena Protocol ir8.208rough the investigation, |
found that, if a civil society organization prom®teiodiversity preservation and, at the
same time supports GMO hegemony, those NGOs aner adsistant actors will
describe it as “their enemy”. In the end, the actitvat most articulate this floating
signifier are, on the one hand, International NG@nt ISAAA (to support GMO
hegemony) and, on the other hand, Internationalabdtovement 1 and International
NGO 2 (to resist GMO hegemony) (as shown in TabldrOExhibit 7, the timeline on
GMO governance illustrates the importance of thiscalrse in the historical
contingency of Rio-92 (articulated by some inteioral environmental NGOs) in the

formation of an international chain of differencedppose transgenics.

Secondly, | pointed out that “food security” becatime most powerful discourse articulated
by some international civil society actors to esdoGMO hegemony. On the other hand,
other international civil society actors also aitite “food security” but in an antagonistic

way to craft resistance in GMO governance. Thisidant discourse in GMO hegemony

140



entails other powerful discursive resources, sush gaeen economy, agriculture
productivity, feeding world’s population; food corodities; global markets, and others.

The power of this discourse in GMO hegemony wasllggted in the historical
contingency of the RTRS. The establishment of tmsilti-stakeholder forum
represented the materialization of the ideologyirieithe discourse of “food security”
that puts GMOs as one key solution to tackle gldbald hunger. Additionally, as
illustrated in Exhibit 7, in RTRS the articulatioasound one big discourse from the
combination of “science” plus “food security” atttad more international NGOs to
engage in the pro-GMO chain of equivalence, whiothoesed the view of the dominant
actors in GMO governance (such as Monsanto, DuRmmitition Biosciences ApS,
Carrefour, Sainsbury’s Supermarkets, Nestlé, Unilexthe U.S. government, and
others). The main international NGOs in this chairequivalence are: Conservation
International, Earth Innovation Institute, Faundl&ra International, Fundacion para la
Conservacion y el Uso Sustentable de los Humed@edidaridad, The Nature

Conservancy, Vrutti, World Resources Institute, amdrnational NGO 1.

On the other hand, the RTRS also marked the stemggonistic articulations of a
common “enemy” creation around “food security” imder to build a common
collective counterhegemonic identity. That is, somgrnational civil society actors
started to advocate that “food security” had beisseaininated by the same actors that
had commodified nature and increased social dignupand environmental damage
worldwide. The notion of “food security” has becorse unacceptable to those that
resist GMO hegemony that if an actor endorsesldims around “food security” it will
be considered an “enemy” too. Thus, “food securitgs been strongly articulated by
some international NGOs (as International NGO nd8 4) and International Social
Movement 1 (the most important opposition to thiscdurse) in order to establish a
division of “us” against “them” in an antagonistielation. Moreover, within this
antagonistic articulation, these international Icsaciety actors argue that one of the
main reasons why international NGOs from RTRS eaegagth multinational
corporations and other dominant actors in “fooduség’ is fundraising. For them, most
of the international NGOs that endorse GMOs reckivge quantities of funding from
those corporations.

Thus, | conclude that the more the internationalON&@mnbraces market-based model

and managerial values (i.e., entrepreneurship,ustability, fundraising skills, etc.) in
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a more formally organized way, the more they enbdheir capacity to build collective
identity and to shape hegemony or counterhegemonyGMO governance and,
arguably, also in global governance contexts ad@ev In other words, the legitimacy
of an international NGO in GMO governance depend$ only on conducive
opportunity structures, but also on its organizalacapacity. In this way, international
NGOs move closer to the ways of organizing andhéorhetoric the dominant actors.

Finally, the third discourse articulated under tausability” is “ecological agriculture”.

Unlike the other discourses articulated in GMO gowece, “ecological agriculture”
has only been articulated by those who oppose GM@sthe international civil society
actors that sustain GMO hegemony, “ecological aftuce” is considered a “radical”
discourse, especially because of its claims in miefeof “food sovereignty” and
“agroecology”. Within those discourses resourcegological agriculture” empowers
peasant and indigenous forms of agriculture, puilisfarmers in the centre of the food
system, local and national markets, organic prajutte practice of agroecology in
agriculture and advocate against corporation contrahe global food system. As
mentioned before, International Social Movemens the most important international

civil society actor followed by International NGO 2and 4.

The fact that only those that resist GMOs arti@il#te discourse of “ecological
agriculture” turned out to be an effective stratdyyysome international civil society
actors. It can be exemplified at the local andrimd@onal levels. In Brazil, two so-
called “victories” by GMO resistance were the fotation of the Pnae in 2009 and the
PLANAPO in 2013. At the international level, theganization in 2014 of the
International Symposium on Agroecology for Food 8¢ and Nutrition by the FAO
in Italy and the engagement of The World March obridén in GMOs chain of

difference highlight that the power of this discerihas increased in GMOs opposition.

The organizing strategy of articulating “ecologicagriculture” by international
environmental NGOs and international grassrootsem@nts was beneficial for both
types of civil society actors in GMOs resistanderrfially organized) international
NGOs and (informally organized) international sbaw@ovements. Considering the
strong power of GMO hegemony, international NGOspéeially International
Environmental NGOs) needed to attract more actbas would join the collective
identity against transgenic seeds. Therefore, thgagement with the largest

international grassroots movements in agricultues Wundamental to strengthen their
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claims to resist GMOs and to get closer to the e®ifrom the margins” of the global

food system (such as peasants, quilombo communihd&genous people, religious
groups, and others). Likewise, although these miatéwnal grassroots movements
usually do not engage with international NGOs, tsi@yted new alliances with some of
them in GMO governance in order resist the growtsklOs worldwide, as well as to

get their demands listened to in global realms, [(peCBD, in EU, in FAQO, in UN).

Hence, | argue that the growing leading role of sanfiormal civil society actors (civil
society actors with informal way of organizing -esexhibit 2) in GMO governance
through the International Social Movement 1 is stbimg that tends to be intensified
through the years and to cause more disruptive mtamen GMO hegemony.
Consequently, it will demand new articulations froime dominant groups in order to
limit the growing articulations of resistance. Ciolesing that, nowadays, social
formation is very dynamic, | would venture to sagttthe articulation of a new nodal
point can always emerge and new collective idastitan also be constructed and

accommodate new actors, new institutions, new diseoresources, and new demands.

To sum-up, after presenting these research resuts)clude that the main organizing
strategies applied by the international civil sbcigctors are influenced by two central
historical contingencies in GMO governance (seeiliiB): 1) First Multi-stakeholder

Historical Contingency; and 2) “Supposed” Hegem@&tgbility. These two historical

contingencies in GMO governance encompass deepgntanic articulations and,

because of that, induce international civil sociemtors to rethink the way they
articulate and position themselves in GMO govereanc
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Exhibit 8 - International Civil Society Actors’ Mai n Organizing Strategies in GMO
Governance

1st Central Historical Contingency 2nd Central Historical Contingency

ORGANIZING STRATEGY:

+ Introduction of new discourses to
resist or support hegemony

ORGANIZING STRATEGY:

+ Introduction of new discourses to
resist or support hegemony

+ Articulations from global to local + Clear strong antagonistic articulations

+ Unclear collective identity + Common enemy construction by

+ Small chains of equivalence and resistance
difference « Resistance articulations from

local to global

+ Fragile associations
« Clear collective identities

RESEHANGE MiD HEGEMONY: + More actors and bigger chains of

* More formally organized equivalence and difference
« Internatiocnal NGOs + Strong associations
RESISTANCE:

« Formally and informally organized
+ International NGOs

+ International social movement
HEGEMONY:

+ Formally organized
+ International NGOs

Source: The author

In Exhibit 8, I illustrate how the First Multi-stekolder Historical Contingency (in this
case, Ri0-92) was central because it showed tomtbmational civil society actors that
GMOs were a global issue and that they would becameality in the near future. This
fact highly influenced them to decide whether tgage in this theme or not, and more
than that, to make the first decisions as to whidibcourse” they should articulate to
craft a collective identity (to support or resistMGs). Again, this is not a
rational/deliberate act, but from this moment ordgainternational civil society actors
knew, because there was no way back on GMOs, tiegt would have to keep
articulating one discourse or not in the internaloagenda, and if they should

introduce a new one or not.

Thus, from this first moment, international civibcsety actors in resistance and in
hegemony of GMO governance were formally organizaad represented by
international NGOs. In terms of the organizing telgg they applied, new discourses

were introduced to resist or support hegemony.

The articulations follow this pathway in this firsistorical contingency moment: from
the global to the local level. Since it was juse theginning of GMO Governance
formation, the collective identity coalescing th@stors was still unclear and the chains

of equivalence and difference around one discowsee small. Consequently, the
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associations with other actors (such as multinatiooorporations, international
organizations, policymakers, and research insgjuteere still fragile. From that
moment onwards, all international civil societyaststarted their journey to articulate

discourses and expand their actions and effectsgene

In this way, | suggest that a more profound analgsithis historical contingency is key
in international studies using neo-Gramscian the8xy, because of that, | claim that
further research on international civil society oast grounded on this discourse
approach should take this particularity into acapespecially when problematizing the

theoretical category of ‘historical contingency’.

| also argue that the second central key histogoatingency is when the “supposed”
hegemony stability got clearer (in this case, wihay started to articulate food security
and science together in the release of the RTR8)n fhat moment onwards, there is
no doubt (among all international civil society @s) that hegemony, as a discursive
formation, was staked out at the governance |éM&ht is, hegemony is more clearly
highlighted by forms of power by consent suppofigdnstitutions, intellectual, moral,

and political kind of leadership, or authority itM® governance.

After this contingency, international civil societgctors will then rethink their

organizing strategies and positions in order tooeswl or resist hegemony. However,
differently from the first central historical congiency, resistance will be organized
formally and informally and will be represented bgternational NGOs and

International Social Movement 1. Hegemony, in tuvill, continue to be articulated in a
more formally organized way and by international Q&>

In terms of organizing strategy, the actors witldastrong antagonistic articulations and
resistance will be intensified by the constructioha common enemy. Moreover,
resistance actions will follow a different pathwatywill be now articulated from the

local to the global.

As a result, the collective identities (in hegemamgd resistance) will be clearer and
more easily identifiable, which means that chaihequivalence and difference will be
bigger and more robust. This is also possible manore actors will have joined the
articulations around new discourses, whether topedpor to resist hegemony.
Therefore, the associations with other actors Wwdl stronger than ever, with new
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political actions of the institutions involved atite international civil society actors

seeking a conducive opportunity to restart the hregec process.

Drawing from the relevance of this second centrstiohical contingency, | argue that
future research on international civil society astwith a neo-Gramscian discourse
approach should take this historical contingencso ahs another key moment of

hegemonic formation that must be taken into account

Therefore, | argue that the organizing strategfaaternational civil society actors will

be conditioned to those two privileging politicabments in the structuration of GMO
governance. Thus, depending on one of those momieg will apply one specific

way of action and engagement of discourse articulatsuch as: new discourse
articulation to capture the attention of people amgtitutions; endorsing new plural
demands; increasing collective visibility; facititeg material articulations; sharing a
common enemy identity; and spreading new ideoldégtEments among the actors in
the field of struggle.

This again highlights the important role playedifgrnational civil society actors in the
GMO field of struggle at the global governance levEhat is, in any discursive
formation, international civil society actors shap®l reshape discourse articulations in
order to enjoy some degree of economic and pdlifiegerage, resulting in some
marginal changes achieved from new resources ldiith and new institutional

connections.

In this sense, | argue that, more than “weaker ggb@Abercrombie, Hill and Turner,
1980; Levy, 2008), international civil society ast@re key actors in GMO governance
and | might say, from the neo-Gramscian perspectivglobal governance issues as a
whole. Every system-stabilizing process in globalaynance (such as, climate change,
human rights, fresh water, etc.) will rely on imational civil society actors to reinforce
or to oppose the apparent universality of the damtindeology within international
institutions. Thus, it also poses an important dgefior future research on international

civil society actors also in different fields ofgggle at the global level.

Furthermore, | claim that, research on transnatisoaial movements should move
beyond the understanding that international clisty actors are part of a homogeneous
“transnational social movement” that supports tbmithant actors’ agenda. Rather, from

this thesis, | defend that international civil sagiactors differ from each other and that
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they usually act in a very dynamical way in distigovernance contexts. Thus, it is
possible to observe a large international NGO stjpgphegemony in one particular
issue while resisting it in another one. These tmas stress that social formation

processes go beyond the old base/superstructleetdia.

| also suggest more future research using neo-Giamsliscourse analysis to better
understand the role of other civil society actorghie hegemonic process (such as: some
co-ops, foundations, think tanks, and others), alb as the role of other public and
private actors. Additionally, | believe that thésea need for more studies based on neo-
Gramscian discourse analysis in other fields afggjles (such as water security, ocean
preservation, climate change, among others) andenresearch on hegemony
construction focused on often largely marginalizsaintries in global governance,

particularly outside the West.

Finally, 1 believe that with this thesis | have ttuted to neo-Gramscian discourse
analysis and, moreover, to the fields of Orgarora$tudies (that has paid little attention
to the “international” aspect of civil society actand the growing intersection between
movements, corporations and society), as well @snational Business and International
Management (that often investigate “civil socieig”a homogenous way and that have
largely ignored the discussions about how multimati companies and other powerful

actors have been resisted in multiple ways).

Likewise, | suggest that those fields should réfemternational NGOs that articulate
discourses in global environmental governance ssae “IENGOs” (international

environmental NGOs) and not only ENGOs (environrmeMNGOs) or only INGOs

(international NGOs), which has been used most contyrin those fields as well as in
International Relations and Environmental Politi€bus, from this study, | conclude
that, the best way to refer to that type of NGO'IBNGOs”, since the acronyms
“INGOs” or “ENGOs” are, in my view, simplistic anchn hide important practices of
those organizations.

| end these conclusions by recognizing that als¢hexplanations and results above are
the outcome of this doctoral thesis. In this sersefress that they are open to
contestations and encompass some limitations (ofdsiem pointed in section 3.4). In
my opinion, the main challenge of this study liestie investigation of a complex
contemporary international phenomenon in two diffiédocal realities (in Brazil and in

the UK) with also complex “collective wills” and thia plurality of actors.
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APPENDIX 1 - LIST OF TERMINATOR PATENT HOLDERS IN 2 003

Company/Institution Patent Date Issued
(followed by name of original (or application)
assignee) number
Syngenta -- application US20010022004A1 | filed: 21 March
2001

Syngenta US 6,362,394 26 March 2002
Syngenta (Zeneca) US 6,228,643 8 May 2001
Syngenta (Novartis) US 6,147,282 14 Nov. 2000
Syngenta (Novartis) US 5,880,333 9 March 1999
Syngenta (Zeneca) US 5,808,034 15 Sept. 1998
Syngenta (Zeneca) WO9738106A 16 Oct. 1997
Syngenta (Zeneca) WO9735983A2 2 Oct. 1997
Syngenta (Zeneca) WO9403§;9A2 and | 17 Feb. 1994
DuPont (Pioneer Hi-Bred) US 6,297,426 2 Oct. 2001
DuPont (Pioneer Hi-Bred) US 5,859,341 12 Jan. 1999
Delta & Pine Land/USDA US 5,723,765 3 March 1998
Delta & Pine Land/USDA US 5,925,808 20 July 1999
Delta & Pine Land/USDA US 5,977,441 2 Nov. 1999
BASF (ExSeed Genetics,
L.L.C./lowa State University) W09907211 18 Feb. 1999
Monsanto WO9744465 27 Nov. 1997
Cornell Research Foundation US 5,859,328 12 Jan. 1999
Purdue Research Foundation (with W09911807 11 March 1999

support from USDA)

Source: EtcGroup, 2003
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APPENDIX 2 - LIST OF TRANSGENIC SEEDS RELEASED IN BRAZIL IN 2012

Species Trade Name Event/Characteristic Company Year of
release
Roundup Ready glyphosate herbicide Monsanto 2005
(epsps)
Cultivance imidazolinone herbicide BASF/Embrapa 2009
group / BPS-CV127-9
(AHAS)
Soybean Liberty Link glufosinate ammonium Bayer 2010
PAT(A2704-12)
Liberty Link glufosinate ammonium Bayer 2010
PAT(A5547-127)
Bt RR2 MON 8770 1(CrylAc) X Monsanto 2010
MON 89788 (cp4-epsps|/
glyphosate)
Liberty Link Finale - herbicide Bayer 2008
(glufosinate ammonium
/ pat(T25)
YieldGard / Bt crylAb (insecticidal Monsanto 2008
MONS810 toxin)
Btll Bt crylab / pat (T25) Syngenta 2008
glufosinate ammonium
GA21 glyphosate (mepsps) Syngenta 200
Roundup Ready glyphosate (cp4-epsps Monsanto 2004
2 (NK 603)
Herculex (TC Bt crylf / (pat T25) Dow/DuPont 2008
1507) Finale (glufosinate
ammonium )
MIR 162 Bt (Vip3Aa) Syngenta 2009
Btll x GA21 Bt (CrylAb) / pat (T25) Syngenta 2009
glufosinate ammonium X
Corn (mepsps) glyphosate
MON 810 x NK | Bt CrylAb x glyphosate Monsanto 2009
603 (cp4-epsps)
MON 89034 CrylA.105 + Cry2Ab2 Monsanto 2009
TC 1507 x NK | Bt Crylf x glyphosate Dow 2009
603 (cp4-epsps)
MON 88017 glyphosate (cp4-epsps) e Monsanto 2010
Bt Cry3Bb1l
Btll x MIR 162| CrylAb x vip3Aal9 Syngenta 2010
x GA21 (inseticidal toxin) x
mepsps (glyphosate)
MON 89034 x | CrylA.105 + Cry2Ab2 x Monsanto 2010
NK 603 glyphosate (cp4-epsps
MON 89034 x Bt (CrylA.105 + Monsanto + 2010
TC1507 x Cry2Ab2) x Bt Crylf x Dow
NK603 glyphosate (cp4-epsps) Agroquimica
TC 1507 x Crylf-pat / CryyAb / DuPont/Pioneer 2011
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MON 810 x NK cp4-epsps
603
TC 1507 x Crylf/ CrylAb DuPont/Pionee 2011
MON 810
MON CrylA.105-Cry2Ab2 / Monsanto 2011
89034xMON Cp4-epsps-Cry3Bbl
88017
Bollgard (MON Bt crylAb Monsanto 2005
531)
Liberty Link glufosinate ammonium Bayer 2008
herbicide (pat TA25)
Roundup Ready glyphosate (cp4-epsps Monsanto 2008
(MON 1445)
WideStrike Bt Cryl1f/Crylac x pat Dow 2009
(TA25) glufosinate
ammonium
Cotton Bollgard 2 Bt CcrylAc + Cry2Ab2 Monsanto 2009
(MON 15985)
MON 531 x Bt CrylAc x glyphosate Monsanto 2009
MON 1445 (cp4-epsps)
Glytol glyphosate (2mepsps) Bayer 2010
(GHB614)
TwinLink T304-40 / GHB119 / Bayer 2011
glufosinate ammonium
MON 88913 Cp4 epsps — tolerante|la Monsanto 2011
glyphosate
Embrapa 5.1 /| rep (AC1) — Resistant tc Embrapa 2011
Bean RNA Golden Mosaic Virus
interference

Source: Adapted from AS-PTA (2012)
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APPENDIX 3 - LIST OF RTRS MEMBERS IN 2015

Member Country Constituency

Colgate Palmolive U.S. Industry, Trade & Finance
Feed Alliance France Industry, Trade & Finance
Jumbo Supermarkten B.V. Netherlands  Industry, TEadenance
Marfo BV Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Finance
AAPRESID Argentina Producers

AB Agri U.K. Industry, Trade & Finance
AB Fortum Varme saméagt med Sweden Industry, Trade & Finance
Stockholm stad

Access Development Services India Civil Society

ADM uU.S. Industry, Trade & Finance
Agrex do Brasil SA Brazil Producers

Agrifirm Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Finance
AHOLD Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Finance
Akzonobel Netherlands| Industry, Trade & Finance
Alianca da Terra Brazil Civil Society

Alligare Gestdo Empresarial Brazil Observers

Amaggi Brazil Producers

Amsterdam Capital Trading BV Netherlands  Indusimade & Finance
APDC Brazil Producers

Arla Foods amba Denmark Industry, Trade & Finance
ASA India Civil Society

ASDA U.K. Industry, Trade & Finance
Ashish seed producer co. India Producers

Asociacion de Productores de OleagingsBslivia Producers

y Trigo- ANAPO
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Atria Scandinavia Sweden Industry, Trade & Finance
Axfood Sweden Industry, Trade & Finance
Baltic Control Brasil Ltda. Brazil Observers

Bayer CropScience Brazil Industry, Trade & Finance
Bhatiya Samruddhi Fiance-BASIX India Civil Society

BIJAWAR PRODUCER COMPANY India Producers

LTD

BioMar Group Denmark Industry, Trade & Finange
Bunge U.S. Industry, Trade & Finance
Bureau Veritas Certification (BVQI Argentina Observers

Argentina S.A.)

BVRio Brazil Observers

C.L.V. Superunie B.A. Netherlands  Industry, Trad€&i&ance
Canadian Seed Institute Canada Observers

Caramuru Alimentos S.A. Brazil Industry, Trade &é&ince
Cargill Brazil Industry, Trade & Finance
Carrefour France Industry, Trade & Finance
CBL — Dutch Food Retail Association Netherlands ustdy, Trade & Finance
Cefetra Netherlands| Industry, Trade & Finance
Celso Carlos Roquetto Brazil Producers

CERT ID Certificadora LTDA Brazil Observers

China Soybean Industry Association China Producers

Cono Cheesemakers Netherlands  Industry, Trade &Em
Conservation International U.S. Civil Society

Control Union Certification Brazil Observers

Coop Sweden AB Sweden Industry, Trade & Finance
COOP Switzerland | Industry, Trade & Finange
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Cooperl Arc Atlantique France Industry, Trade & &ce
Cotecna Inspeccion Argentina S.A. Argentina Obgsrve

Cytasa Paraguay Producers

DADA DARWAR PRODUCER India Producers

COPANY LIMITED

Danpo A/S Denmark Industry, Trade & Finange
DAP Paraguay Producers

De Heus Voeders B.V. Netherland Industry, Tradédance
Decarbonize Limited U.K. Observers

Delhaize Group Belgium Industry, Trade & Finange
Deloitte Argentina Observers

Denofa Norway Industry, Trade & Finance
Dow AgroSciences LLC U.K. Industry, Trade & Finange
DuPont Nutrition Biosciences ApS uU.S. Industry,dea Finance
Earth Innovation Institute Brazil Civil Society

EticAgro Argentina Observers

EUVEPRO Belgium Observers

EWOS Norway Industry, Trade & Finance
Facultad de Agronomia de la Universidad\rgentina Observers

de Buenos Aires

Fauna & Flora International U.K. Civil Society

FEDIOL Belgium Industry, Trade & Finance
FEFAC Belgium Industry, Trade & Finance
ForFarmers Netherlands  Industry, Trade & Finance
FOSFA U.K. Observers
FrieslandCampina Netherlands Industry, Trade & fkeea
Fromageries Bel SA France Industry, Trade & Finance
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e

Fundacao de Apoio a Pesquisa do Brazil Producers

Corredor de Exportacdo Norte (FAPCEN)

Fundacdo MATO GROSSO Brazil Producers

Fundacién Moisés Bertoni Paraguay Civil Society
Fundacion para la Conservacion y el Us@Argentina Civil Society

Sustentable de los Humedales

Fundacion Vida Silvestre Argentina Civil Society

GEBANA Brazil Producers

Gebr Van Beek Group Netherlands  Industry, Traddr&afce
Gesco consorzio cooperative Italy Industry, Tradeidance
GLENCORE GRAIN Netherlands| Industry, Trade & Finan
GMP+ International Netherlands  Observers

Grain Farmers of Ontario Canada Producers
GREENLAB SERVICIOS Argentina Observers
ECOLOGICOS ROSARIO SRL

GreenPalm Ltd. U.K. Observers

GROAN Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Finang
Grupo Los Grobo Argentina Producers

Grupo Lucci Argentina Producers

Grupo Santander Brasil Brazil Industry, Trade &dfine
Guyra Paraguay Paraguay Civil Society

Hardol agriculture marketing and India Producers

producer company private limited

shivpuri

HKScan Finland Industry, Trade & Financ
Holly Gibbs U.S. Observers

Hong Sheng Cooperative China Producers

HSBC Holdings plc U.K. Industry, Trade & Financ
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IBEROL Portugal Industry, Trade & Finance
ICA AB Sweden Industry, Trade & Finance
IDEP Argentina Observers

IDH — The Sustainable Trade Initiative Netherlang©bservers

IFC U.S. Industry, Trade & Finance
Inspec Group S.R.L. Argentina Observers

Instituto Centro Vida — ICV Brazil Civil Society

Instituto ETHOS Brazil Civil Society

INSTITUTO GENESIS /IGCERT Brazil Observers

Khajuraho Producer Company India Producers

Khujner Agriculture India Producers

Kingdom of The Netherlands Netherlands  Observers

KLM Royal Dutch Airlines Netherlands| Industry, Tea& Finance
Lantmannen Sweden Industry, Trade & Finance
LavKush Crop Producer Company Pvt. | India Producers

Ltd.

Louis Dreyfus Switzerland | Industry, Trade & Finange
LSQA S.A. Uruguay Observers

Madhya Bharat Consortium of Farmer | India Producers

Producers company limited (MBCFPCL

Marks & Spencer U.K. Industry, Trade & Finance
Meat Friends Roosendaal B.V. Netherlands  Indu3trggle & Finance
MEGA Tiererndhrung GmbH & Co. KG| Germany Indusifyade & Finance
Mesa Tecnoldgica de oleaginosos Uruguay Observers

Migros Switzerland | Industry, Trade & Finance
Mills DA Norway Industry, Trade & Finance
Molinos Rio de la Plata S.A Argentina Industry, dea& Finance
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Monsanto Brazil Industry, Trade & Financ
Morrisons Supermarkets PLC U.K. Industry, TradeigalAce
Moy Park France France Industry, Trade & Finan
MSU Argentina Producers

MVO Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Financ

11°}

e

Nando’s Chicken Land U.K. Industry, Trade & Finance
Natuur & Milieu Netherlands | Civil Society

NESTE OIL Finland Industry, Trade & Financ
NESTLE Switzerland | Industry, Trade & Finance
NEVEDI Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Financ
Nidera B.V Netherlands| Industry, Trade & Finange
Noble Argentina Argentina Industry, Trade & Finange
Nutreco Netherlands| Industry, Trade & Finance

\1%4

112

OSI Food Solutions Europe Germany Industry, Tradér&ance
OVID Germany Industry, Trade & Financg
Proforest U.K. Observers

RABOBANK Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Financ
Raisio Finland Industry, Trade & Financ
RED FLINT SRL Argentina Observers

Responsible Bizz Netherlands  Observers

Ruchi Soya Industries LTD India Industry, Trade &adnce
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets U.K. Industry, Trade &alfice
Samarth Kisan India Producers
Schouten Europe B.V. Netherlands  Industry, Trad@rg&ance
SCHUTTER ARGENTINA S.A. Argentina Observers
Scientific Certification Systems Argentina Obsesver
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SECO Switzerland | Observers

Selecta Brazil Industry, Trade & Finance
SGS Argentina Observers

Shell U.K. Industry, Trade & Finance
Sindicato Rural de Luis Eduardo Brazil Producers

Magalhaes

Sironj Crops producers India Producers

SLC Agricola Brazil Producers

Sobeys Inc. Canada Industry, Trade & Finance
Solidaridad Netherlands| Civil Society

SRIJAN India Civil Society

Storteboom Netherlandg Industry, Trade & Finance
Supercargo — Superintendéncia e Portugal Observers

Comercio Alimentar, Lda

Svenska Foder AB Sweden Industry, Trade & Finance
Swedish Dairy Association Sweden Industry, Tradéigance
Syngenta Brazil Industry, Trade & Finance
Tesco Plc U.K. Industry, Trade & Finance
The Centre for Advanced Research & | India Civil Society

Development

The Co-Operative Group U.K. Industry, Trade & Fioan
The Nature Conservancy Brazil Civil Society

UNILEVER Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Finance
Vandemoortele NV. Belgium Industry, Trade & Finance
Vanden Avenne Commodities Belgium Industry, TradEigance
Vicentin S.A.I.C. Argentina Industry, Trade & Firan
VION N.V Netherlands | Industry, Trade & Financge
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Vippy Industries Limited India Industry, Trade &fance
Vrutti India Civil Society

W&R Barnett Ltd Irlanda Industry, Trade & Financ
Waitrose U.K. Industry, Trade & Finance
Wilmar International Singapore Industry, Trade &dice
World Resources Institute U.S. Civil Society

WWF Brazil Civil Society

Dandong Lao Dongbei Agri-Husbandry | China Industry, Trade & Finance

Co., Ltd

Source: Adapted from RTRS (2015)
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