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Introduction

Many of us in the U.S. have looked enviously at the stringent quality, safety, and environmental standards the EU or EU-constituent corporations have put in place. European consumers seem to enjoy a host of protections in various areas through an ever increasing number of food hygiene and quality standards, labeling requirements for foods with GMO ingredients, ISO’s and EMAS certifications in environmental protection, and the humane treatment of slaughter animals—among many others. Such standards and certificate programs have gone through a growth spurt in the last ten years. Some have started calling these standards a case of a race to the top, as opposed to the most common understanding of neoliberal globalization as leading to a race to the bottom. Though a few authors argue that both “races” are part of globalization (Prakash and Kollman 2003; Braithwaite and Drahos 1999), I will demonstrate that in fact the two dynamics have congealed into a third model that is particularly evident in the case of the European Union. From a birds-eye view these two dynamics will always seem separate, however, if we use an in-depth case study through the extended case method, the synergy will become evident. As a case study I use the 2004 paprika ban in Hungary. After demonstrating the dynamics of this synergy, I will ask whether conceptual tools of Foucauldian governmentality approaches give us enough purchase to explain the nature of the power relationship between the European Union and new postsocialist members evident in the paprika case. Finally, I will ask whether Euro-globalization can be understood as a Polanyian double movement.  

The case study

On October 27, 2004, the Hungarian government shocked the public by banning the sale of paprika powder and its use in restaurants and issued a warning against their household use until further notice. The chief Hungarian public health authority (ÁNTSZ) found that out of the 72 commodities regularly sold in Hungary 13 contained aflatoxin B 1, a carcinogenic microtoxin produced by mold. The concentration was sometimes sixteen times larger than the threshold permitted by the European Union (5mg/kg). To extend the testing to all products, their sale was banned. The testing and thus the ban lasted three days, during which ÁNTSZ gradually released the list of products found to be safe. Ultimately, 48 products tested positive, though it is not clear how many of these were legally toxic as well, i.e. above the EU limits whose sale would thus constitute an act of crime. Aflatoxin that in public discourse had been primarily linked to repeated EU bans on African or Brazilian nuts can only grow in peppers that are produced in Mediterranean or tropical climates. As Hungarian consumers were astounded to find out, the famous Szeged and Kalocsa paprika, sold all over the world as a Hungaricum, contained peppers imported from Brazil and Spain. As for experts, they were dumbfounded that contaminated products could find their way to the grocery shelves undetected despite the elaborate food safety standards adopted to meet EU standards. More importantly, however, the paprika ban created such a shock, a sense of being duped and Hungarians’ national culinary traditions invaded and cheapened that it galvanized the first-ever discussion of globalization and of the conditions under which Hungary joined the European Union.

Making Paprika Hungarian

Given that paprika, that is the peppers grown in Hungary, originally came from the Americas, it might need some explanation what exactly is Hungarian about it. Just as one might ask (as Stuart Hall did (1991)) what exactly is English about “English tea,” given that neither the tea leaves nor the sugar that is used to sweeten it are grown in Albion (nor are the lemons occasionally used to flavor it, though as I found out on my first trip to the U.K. only by the lower classes). Obviously, what made it Hungarian were various practices surrounding this plant and spice. First, Hungarians “genetically modified” the peppers that came to them by the way of their Ottoman occupiers in the 17th century.
 Of course, this was not today’s laboratory science but rather a long process of hybrid transformations: the genetic make-up of the peppers responded to the alien climate, and farmers themselves crossbred and experimented with different cultivation techniques and seeds. Second, not only did Hungarians
 develop many new species of peppers—today they are growing about 30 different kinds of spice peppers--they also had special ways of processing them and turning them into a spice. Third, Hungarians integrated this spice into their culinary repertoire in unique ways so that by the 18th century “meat and paprika” was described by travelers as “the Hungarians’ national meal” (Halász 1987, 42). Today, dishes that are identified as typically Hungarian include the goulash, chicken paprikash, stuffed cabbage, and letcho (lecsó). Fourth, the subsequent though changing political efforts to emphasize one’s or a social group’s Hungarianness, and today’s conscious marketing strategies through which the paprika of Szeged and Kalocsa are not only Hungaricums but world trademarks, continue to solidify the link between national identity and this spice. Today, in open-ended questions of marketing surveys that ask the respondents to name three traditionally Hungarian food items, 52% mention paprika first, and it is notable that even the food items mentioned in the second and third places, Pick Salami, and Gyulai sausage, contain and gain their flavor from judicious amounts of paprika (Popovics and Pallóné, 2003). (More about Hungaricums later). 

Making paprika European

Hungary produces 8,000-10,000 tons of paprika (out of six times this much of fresh peppers). In 2003, 5,300 tons were exported, that is, the industry is rather export-oriented. On the average Germany imports 30%, other important buyers are Austria, Holland, Slovakia and Romania. Hungary accounts for 10% of the world’s paprika exports. Though paprika does not constitute as great of a share of Hungary’s exports, even of food exports, as one would expect based on its fame, it is an economically important product. First of all, it is a one-of-a-kind product, one that enjoys worldwide brandname recognition, and thus it contributes positively to the image of Hungarian products. Second, it is used in many other products Hungary exports such as the mentioned Pick salami and Gyulai sausage. Third, as a national symbol, it is an asset in promoting tourism. In a sense, we can call paprika the Hungaricum of Hungaricums. Therefore, not only is paprika production a pull sector in Hungarian exports, its great visibility (greater than its quantitative economic significance) renders its success and failure rather consequential for several economic sectors. And of failures there have been several recently.

There had been two scandals in the 1990s. In the first incident lead was found in paprika sold mostly on farmers’ markets.
 The source of the contamination was a led-containing paint that sellers mixed in with paprika. In another scandal, powdered brick was found in paprika. In both cases the obvious rationale for the adulteration was to make paprika look more colorful.

Many scandals such as these were seen as the manifestation of the ‘Wild East’ phenomenon, which, depending on one’s political attitude, was chalked up either to liberalization and the collapse of the state or to Eastern Europeans’ newly liberated and thus excessive and gullible consumerism. But all this was supposed to end with Hungary’s accession to EU membership. After all, the EU constantly emphasized that it was not letting Eastern European food products, known to lack hygiene and quality, into Europe. News like this abounded in the Western media, as the accession grew closer. 

A food agency chief has warned that welcoming new members could bring down food standards across the European Union. The chairman of the Food Standards Agency, Sir John Krebs, said consumers could face risks from fraudulent traders and contaminated food unless standards were upheld.  [BBC January 15, 2003.]

In response to such fears, EU officials proclaimed, if not threatened, that 

Food safety is an element of the enlargement process where the EU made clear from the beginning that it will not accept a situation that might lead to lower food safety standards or to any risks for consumers. The new Member states recognize that compliance with the Union’s acquis on food safety is essential. [EU Enlargement: Questions and Answers on food safety issues Memo/03/88, Brussels, December 5, 2003, p.1.]

Well before the fifteen-member EU and the public of the candidate countries formally voted on their membership, Hungary already adopted not only 80,000 pages of legislation and case law into its legal framework, but also replaced Hungarian food safety laws with those of the EU, and many corporations went beyond minimum requirements by adopting so-called voluntary safety and quality standards. Most notable among these standards was HACCP (Hazard Analysis Critical Point System).
 HACCP is a risk management tool based on the identification and monitoring of critical points where biological, chemical or physical risks arise. In order to achieve HACCP accreditation, producers and service providers first identify the source of health risks in their production process with the help of expert consultants. Then they adopt regulation to prevent such risks or to reduce them to an acceptable level. Regulation entails the adoption of alternatives to such “critical points” and their systematic monitoring. Monitoring is self-administered and must be kept on written record. Authorities in charge of surveillance do not control or test the actual production process or products, they simply “audit the books” to get an immediate (one might say Panoptical
) glimpse of the state of hygiene and safety in a particular place (Unnevehr and Hirschhorn 2000; Unnevehr 2000)
As the deadline for food-related facilities to acquire HACCP accreditation (January 2003) passed and as deadlines for various extensions grew near, emotions ran high among farmers selling their own produce, butchers, sales people and managers of small grocery shops, as it became clear from my interviews with them. I only needed to mention the words ‘standards’ and the ‘EU’, for people to spew out a veritable flood of complaints. People found the standards imposed on them ridiculously impractical, such as having to change color-coded uniforms between cutting a piece of meat for a customer and handling the cash involved in the transaction. All of them brought up as an insult the costs of the consultation, training and accreditation, and of course the expenses involved in the actual changes they had to implement in the physical layout of their facilities, in new materials (such as cleaning supplies), in new equipment (such as up to standards refrigerators), and in the administration of the self-monitoring itself.
 

There were other anxieties, as well. These concerned the implications of newly adopted EU standards for Hungarian cuisine and national traditions of feeding and slaughtering animals. Questions such as whether we will be able to produce and eat fois gras, poppy seeds, or home-made sausage (i.e. feed hogs swill and slaughter them without prior sedation) abounded in the media, and the official pro-EU campaign not only made it the central theme in its various infomercials, but also used food-related imagery even in its non-food-related messages(Gille 2003; Gille forthcoming). The message was that we can be Hungarian and European at the same time—Hungarian in the sense of holding onto our gastronomic traditions, European in the sense of observing high standards of quality, hygiene, and of strong animals’ rights--and thus Hungarians should vote yes to the accession. 

It was thus beaten into Hungarian heads that a brave new world was coming in which food will be better and safer without insulting local taste buds. It thus came as a shock that just as practices officially came to be sanctioned European-Hungarian in the above sense, paprika, this pride of the nation, was found to be toxic. Or was it Hungarian paprika that was toxic? It seemed as if Europeanizing Hungarian paprika did not make it safer and better, but rather the opposite. In order to understand how Europeanization produced the exact opposite results of what it was supposed to achieve, we must understand it as a Janus-faced process that I will call Euro-globalization.

Globalizing paprika
If by globalization we mean the mentioned project of a neoliberalism and flexible accumulation, it may not be immediately clear in what sense paprika has become more globalized than it was before EU accession given that Hungary had been subject to this regime of globalization project from 1989. In answering this question, I will elaborate on the following issues: (1) increased free trade, especially the radical reduction of import duties; (2) the replacement of national authorities with international or foreign ones in monitoring the safety of imported food; (3) the ensuing relaxation of national food safety standards; (4) pressure to privatize; (5) pressure for flexible production. To respect chronology, I will start with privatization.

Privatization

While Western European market economies are often credited with the term “capitalism with a human face,” in many of its practices vis a vis extra-EU states, the EU embodies a more laissez-faire, more liberal, a more American, if you will, model of the market economy than what it prefers for itself. I only need to mention Cancún for even a cursory observer of world news to recall the bitter debates about the double standards involved in the EU’s agricultural and trade policies.
 Let us remember that one of the criteria of EU membership for former socialist countries (laid down in the Copenhagen criteria in 1993) was a functioning market economy. The structural adjustment programs of supranational agencies, such as the IMF and World Bank were seen by the EU as a good way of meeting those requirements even though their official economic credos may conflict. In fact, if one were to read the texts of various aid and loans packets provided by them, one would be hard-pressed to say which came from the explicitly neo-liberal financial institutions (the IMF and the World Bank) and which from the bastion of tamed capitalism (the EU). To the extent that it advocated economic growth via reduced state spending, privatization, price liberalization and free trade, the EU acted as an agent of neoliberal globalization in Eastern Europe. 

Free trade

A key element of neoliberalism is free trade. While trade between Hungary and the EU member countries had been gradually liberalized by the time of the formal accession, some pockets of “protectionism” stayed in place until May 1, 2004. One of them was the high import duty levied on paprika. Overnight this was reduced from 44.2% to 5%, radically increasing the appeal of cheap Latin-American imports. There have been two major sources of imports immediately prior to the scandal. Hungary “imported” 22 tons from Spain in September 2004. While the same trade event would have been considered imports just a few months before, after May 1, 2004, that is, after Hungary’s formal accession to EU membership, it no longer counted as imports because Spain and Hungary, as EU members, now shared the same customs borders. This has great significance for food safety, as I will show below. The other, this time “real,” exporter is Brazil from where Hungary had imported 88 tons since December 2003. Eight tons of this tested positive for Aflatoxin B 1.
 

That importing paprika was the decision of paprika processors seems to be well established.
 However, their rationale for imports is less clear. Some argued it was necessary because harvest was bad due to a draught in the previous year (2003) that cut the produce by 60%. Another cause mentioned was insufficient color that was also attributed to natural causes, i.e. bad weather. (The more sunshine peppers receive before harvest the more pigment they contain.) So in order to keep up the appealing color of paprika, processors mixed the Hungarian peppers with those from Spain and Brazil whose pigment content is almost twice of that of the Hungarian ones. 

A third argument however came not from the processors but from the producers. In my interviews with two heads of farms that produce paprika on a large scale (100 hectares
), one of whom is the new chief of the Paprika Produce Council
 and a member of the Committee on Identifying Paprika Species, argued that the processors imported paprika from Brazil because it was much cheaper than Hungarian peppers. The other approvingly added, “This processor invited us, producers, for a meeting. He [the representative of the processing firm] put paprika powder made from Brazilian peppers on the table and pointed out how colorful it was.” The threat was clear: they either cut their prices or else see their contracts lost to the Brazilians. It was also known to producers, and the paprika processors emphasized this, that foreign distributors were already engaged in mixing Hungarian paprika with Latin-American peppers to lower their costs without necessarily lowering the price. So, Hungarian processors just wanted to do what seemed to make good economic sense, that is, to keep the profits that arise from mixing to themselves rather than yielding them to their foreign wholesale customers.
 

Though a powerful incentive, and though today food producers everywhere find themselves in an ever-fiercer competition with each other in what is called the “race to the bottom,” Hungarian producers did not give in. They knew that taste was on their side. As they saw it, Brazilian and Spanish peppers could never win against the paprika from Szeged and Kalocsa. Banding together, rather than competing against each other, they refused to lower their prices. After the paprika scandal one could hear news that small pepper producers’ would stop selling to the indicted processors and instead they would establish their own processing facilities. 
 Ironically, the processors now were desperate to keep the producers on their side, arguing, “we are being hurt together” (informant).

It is not clear however, how long they can hold out. They are already warned by Spain’s example, whose spice pepper production fell by a third after EU accession due to cheap imports. In fact, Hungary’s spice paprika production seems to be decreasing. At least, according to my so-far incomplete data sources, in 1996, the annual harvest was 52,000 tons, as opposed to the good-harvest year 2004, when overall production did not exceed 37,000 tons.

Flexible production versus flexible information

Another criterion for accession included the candidate countries’ ability to withstand competitive pressures on the unified market. This, given swift changes in consumer demands—and an increasing number of them in niche markets-- and in raw material or stock prices, requires great flexibility in production. Paradoxically, it is exactly the demand for standard quality and thus trustworthiness that the EU emphasizes so much and that Western European consumers demand, that required Hungarian paprika processors to implement more flexibility in their production. According to various news reports and interviews, some processors started importing peppers in 1997, others not until 2003, in very small quantities to make up for shortcomings in nature, such as the mentioned poor harvest or low pigment content. While such flexibility may be desirable from a neoliberal perspective, it is certainly at odds with EU regulations requiring the listing of ingredients and source countries on the packaging. No processor complied with this labeling law because, as a president interviewed on TV argued, the composition of the paprika they sell vary more frequently than they could accommodate through printing new packaging (A Szólás Szabadsága, October 29, 2004). Though, this may be a poor and unsustainable excuse, it makes a certain sense.

The disempowerment of national authorities and the relaxation of national food safety standards

While it is commonly assumed that with EU membership, candidate countries’ food safety regulation improved; in fact in many cases the opposite came to be true. While member countries are, on the whole free to enforce standards—whether food safety or environmental standards—that are stricter than those required by the EU, I know of no new member country that retained its standards when those were stricter than the EU’s. (In Hungary, this was the case with the legal definition of fresh milk, with certain emission standards or with nature protection laws.) This obviously has a lot to do with these countries’ hunger for capital and with their poor bargaining positions in the world, as well as in the EU. It is in this sense that the replacement of national with EU standards in effect resulted in a relaxation of norms.

First of all, in the case of the Spanish peppers, since they are not “real” imports, they are no longer checked when they enter Hungary. This ended up being a problem in August 2004, when through random testing—the only kind of test done since EU accession—one of the Hungarian processors found ochratoxin, another microtoxin produced by molds. In order to avoid a scandal, they silently took back the affected products from grocery stores. Note that what allowed this discovery was that Hungarians traditionally tested for this liver- and kidney-damaging toxin in paprika, even though the EU had no limits for ochratoxin in peppers and spices (Food Law News-EU-1999).  

Second, as trade experts argued, even when peppers are imported to Hungary from Spain, there is no certain way of knowing whether they were really grown and dried in Spain or whether Spain itself imported it from elsewhere (Index, October 28, 2004). 

Third, after accession, even the peppers constituting real imports are removed from the jurisprudence of national authorities because it is the authorities at the entry port, in this case Rotterdam, that carry out the prescribed controls. However, spice peppers are not on the list of imported goods that must be tested. Furthermore, the amount of information on pepper required has decreased. As my informant argued, “before EU accession we tested the peppers for 20-30 things, now however, we don’t because the EU does not prescribe such tests.” As the Director of the Hungarian Food Safety Bureau (MÉBH) pointed it out, the certificates accompanying the import peppers from Latin America “are useless, because they only indicate whether there are any additives in them. Since the EU does not test for mold toxins [in peppers], the certificates obviously don’t address them” (HVG, November 6, 2004, p. 97). 

What were the legal and regulatory consequences? In the Spring of 2005 paprika manufacturers were charged in the case with misleading consumers about the geographical origin of paprika powder products and with endangering consumers’ health (in one case negligently, in another knowingly). But the verdicts delivered in the Summer of the same year found that only the first charge had merit and imposed a fine on the producers. 

Did the case lead to any changes in regulation? Three steps were made in reaction to the paprika scandal of 2004. First, the Hungarian government turned in a proposal to the Food Safety Committee of the European Union to perform Aflatoxin tests on import peppers at EU entry ports. Though the UK’s Food Safety Agency brought a borad-sweeping investigation of aflatoxin in spies, and indeed found a few instances of contamination, the EU Commission so far has decided not to impose tests on imported peppers, in fact argued that there was not sufficient evidence that the source of contamination was Brazil (European Union Commission. Standing Committee On The Food Chain And Animal Health. Section on Toxicological Safety and Section on General Food Law. 2005). Second, though the labeling requirement, according to which manufacturers must indicate the place of origin of a product if it is marketed as being from a specific geographical location, was already in place since the accession, they will now be more strictly enforced. Third, the Prime Minister placed the Hungarian Food Safety Bureau (MÉBH) under the supervision of the Ministry of Health, arguing that its previous superordinate ministry, that of Agriculture and Regional Development, “is dominated more by the interests of the processors.”

As it became obvious all too soon, however, these steps did not go far enough. Even before the police closed the paprika case, a new pepper-related scandal broke out in February 2005. This time, white peppers from Morocco were found to contain residues of pesticides already banned in the EU. This time, Hungarian authorities went further than in the Fall of 2004 and made explicit critiques of the EU’s standards that had been relaxed in the name of free trade and called for the reinstitution of national surveillance. In a TV program, the Director of the Hungarian Food Safety Bureau (MÉBH) dared to make the connection between free markets and failures in food safety. “Since May 1 [2004], all products can come in the country unimpeded, what is more, this is the basic principle of the common market, that is, we should not obstruct this; and this is why there is no obligatory examination [at the national borders]” (Index, February 26, 2005.). What is more, the director of ÁNTSZ, pleaded, even if timidly, that, “We would like to achieve that some control would still be allowed at the internal borders” (Index, February 26, 2005—note the conditional phrasing indicated by my italics). 

The other, non-legal consequences, however, were much more serious and long-lasting. In January of this year, the famous Szeged plant has been bought up by a smaller Hungarian firm rumored to act on behalf of a foreign investor (Takács 2006)—making the first big step of capital concentration on the Hungarian paprika market. The other giant, Kalocsa, announced the reduction of the prices at which it buys paprika and called for the withdrawing of 30-40% of the paprika-growing lands from production this year.
 Furthermore, Kalocsa itself is fending off potential foreign buyers—though it is not clear how long it can keep doing so. (Below I will relate capital concentration and foreign investment to the paprika scandal more directly.) Another consequence of the paprika scandal has been the discrediting of Hungarian laboratories. Though it were Hungarian test results performed in Hungarian labs that the contamination was discovered, Germany quoting the case as a rationale, no longer accepts tests done by Hungarian laboratories when it is importing Hungarian paprika even of those that are accredited by EU standards. This imposes heavy additional costs on the Hungarian producers, which in turn compels them to save costs through changing their raw materials—another incentive to use cheap imports. 

The nature of Euro-globalization

What does all this tell us about the nature of the EU’s capitalism? Is it enacting a by-and-large neoliberal globalization project, the model of the race to the bottom, or, rather, some kind of protectionist capitalism in which standards are proliferating at a dizzying speed, effecting what World Bank analysts called the “race to the top”?
 

In the table below, I summarize which tendencies of either project are evidenced in the paprika case.

	
	Neoliberal capitalism

Race to the bottom
	“Protectionist” capitalism

Race to the top

	Flexible production
	Flexibility demand leads to imports and changing ingredients in paprika.
	Requirement to inform consumers of ingredients

	Trade
	Promotion of free trade leads to a) the import of cheapest products even when there is sufficient domestic produce; b) to radical reduction of import duties, further cheapening imports
	Quality and safety standards in place to limit sub-standard imports.

HACCP and ISOs were adopted by paprika producers and retailers.

	Regulation of production
	Decreased regulation and monitoring of production and goods in circulation. Fewer tests done on peppers
	New practices are required to standardize testing and monitoring

HACCP and ISOs were adopted by paprika producers and retailers.

	Level of surveillance
	Only supranational (EU-level or WTO) arbitration in regulation of production and trade. Disempowerment of national authorities in monitoring paprika safety.
	To those outside such supranational organizations, this surveillance is still an act of protectionism.

Call for the possibility of national surveillance.

	Source of profit
	Increased circulation of goods, capital (both spatially and temporally) increases turnover and thus profits. 

Mixing cheap imports into Hungarian paprika increased profits.
	Certifications, trademarks, audit and other self-monitoring systems become a value-added and by keeping out competitors without those certificates, increases profits.

Paprika is a Hungaricum and thus has great value-added.


To the extent that we can find elements of both models in Hungarian paprika production, one might conclude that in order to decide which model is prevalent we need to look at which explains the case better or which seems to have won out over the other. It would be compelling to argue then that neoliberal capitalism prevails because Hungary could not protect consumers from toxins repeatedly found in imported peppers. Neither could it protect the paprika producers from cheap competition.  Those will keep coming though perhaps they’ll have to go through greater scrutiny. 

However, this logic for theorization won’t help us. Insisting on one model at the expense of the other, forces us to assume that they are mutually exclusive. What does it help us if we keep forcing reality on the Procrustean bed of these binaries?  Doing so, we would certainly fail to heed Martha Lampland’s words (n. d.) about models as “always already incomplete” and always already “tainted.” Just as empire or colonialism can only be temporary orientations in our understanding of the nature the EU’s power until we find a better term (Böröcz 2003, 2001) so should we use, deconstruct and then reconstruct terms such as neoliberalism, welfare capitalism, globalization, race to the bottom or race to the top until we find a term that better captures reality and one that enables liberatory action--at least until further notice.

In my mind, we are better off seeing ‘race to the bottom’ and ‘race to the top’ as two sides of the same coin. I don’t intend this however to mean that they are centrifugal tendencies, especially not in the sense of the former being the dominant force to which the latter is simply a defensive reaction. Rather, I prefer looking at their dynamics as mutually enabling and restricting. Should we concentrate on practices rather than ideologies of each “race,” we will find not so much a struggle of two seemingly conflicting economic models but rather the emergence of new governmentalities. In this endeavor, I am much inspired by recent understandings of neoliberalism as governmentality or governmentalities (Barry, Osborne and Rose (1996), Brown (2003), Clarke (2004), Hay (2003), Osborne and Rose (1999), Power (1997)). Most of these represent a conscious move away from an understanding of neoliberalism as ideology towards a focus on practices, whether in governments, corporations, supranational authorities or NGOs.

1. Quality and safety standards, rather than impediments to free trade, actually increase the circulation of goods. With the blessing of HACCP and ISOs, the Szeged and Kalocsa paprika can now enter previously closed doors or doors that otherwise may have suddenly been shut. Furthermore, competitors elsewhere in the world will find that in order to enter into new markets or to retain old ones now protected in the name of these standards will be tempted to adopt the same standards. 

2. At the same time, to the extent that mentioned safety and quality standards originate in the global North/West, they require the replacement of local, domestic standards still in place in the global South/East, which, whether stricter or loser, place domestic producers in the latter at a disadvantage: as a result of added expenses or lost markets they might go out of business. To put it generally, one aspect of protectionist capitalism, safety and quality standards, work against another aspect of it, such as the preference and subsidy for domestic production.

3. Lowering national standards hurt the image of Hungarian paprika, even though the source of the toxins was not Hungarian. This, in turn, reduces the commercial value of paprika-processing firms. As the head of a paprika farm told me, what is happening is “neo-privatization,” the intentional cheapening of Hungarian assets so they can then be cheaply sold to foreigners. Even as it is, he complained, only 80% of the paprika industry is in Hungarian ownership. The interpretation of the ever more numerous food scandals according to which Hungarian agricultural products are intentionally contaminated either with the purpose of a cheap sale or with the purpose of eliminating competition for Westerners was repeated by several informants. In sum, the relaxation of standards facilitates the flow of FDI and it can provide an excuse for opting for cheaper goods whose unreliability is not as consequential because they have no “face” to lose.  

4. The fact that paprika is a Hungaricum, a unique product marketed and protected as originating in a particular geographical location, becomes a value-added, a key source of the profit its producers, though primarily the processors and distributors, make. As with other expensive brands, this invites producers in other parts of the world to make cheap copies. What the sociology of consumption literature calls ‘chase and flight,” the phenomenon in which the elites constantly struggle to keep up their distinction through specific consumer practices and commodities, which the lower classes always struggle to imitate, here is repeated as a global-level phenomenon (Corrigan 1997). 

5. We must also remember that, though many of the quality, safety, and environmental standards are recommended by national governments, or are endorsed and required by supranational organizations, such as the EU, they were designed in the corporate sector, are self-administered, and are voluntary. The spread of such standards in the area of environmental protection has been identified in sociology as a key element of ecological modernization, in which state and corporations are increasingly “partners,” and in which social movements shed their skin of confrontational activism to become NGOs, “stake holders,” and expert consultants. In fact, this new symbiosis is now so prevalent that Gereffi talks of the rise of the industrial-NGO complex, Cooke and Kothari (2001) about the “tyranny of participation,” and Steven Berstein (2001) of the “compromise of liberal environmentalism.” 

“Race to the top” and “race to the bottom” are therefore not separate models but synergistic resulting in a unique third model. Picking and choosing from each model creates new spaces of maneuver for the EU and for corporations. This ability to choose is the result and source of the EU’s power. EU is not only an agent of free trade but an agent providing protections from free trade. In this model, protection itself becomes a commodity and those who cannot afford the certificates that provide such protection drop out of the world market or go illegal. 

What concept?

Through repeated selection of one model or the other and the need to reconcile them the two models congeal into a third model. How to conceptualize the nature of this power? Theoretical efforts to conceptualize exercising power through management and such practices have tended to settle on Foucauldian concepts of power, esp. governmentality (Brigg 2002, Fraser 2003, Goldman 2005, Ong and Collier 2005). What sets power as governmentality apart from non-Foucauldian concepts of power or from power as discourse is that though it is exercised by state agencies it is not embodied in repression (power as sovereign), and it does not mean that the state has unlimited powers. Rather, in liberal governmentality the state seeks to limit its own powers by increasing capacities in its subjects and by producing specific subjectivities. In a way, it is a careful management of freedom through seemingly neutral expert knowledge systems and through the carving-out of a specific space for action while eliminating others. Indeed Euro-globalization delineates the space of freedom by regulating products not producers (this gives it the semblance of liberalism). It also acknowledges and promotes consumers not producers and values (environmental and animal rights) not structure. Furthermore the regulation of products rests on scientific and seemingly objective definition of quality. My interviewees constantly explained the high quality of their apples or paprika with local climate conditions, with the richness of the soil and with national heritage and know-how accumulated and fine-tuned for many centuries. In contrast, the EU reduces quality to an issue of safety never mentioning quality as taste, and defines quality as not qualitative (dependent on taste and subject to local variations) but as objectively and universally quantifiable for example by looking at how many standards the product or the producer has fulfilled or how many accreditations the producer acquired.  Against this background, the common complaint by Hungarian farmers that the EU wants to transform them into accountants seems rather well-founded.

I am however not proposing a simply Foucauldian approach to Euro-globalization as neoliberal governmentality. Rather, I’d like to go further, to infuse such an approach with cultural analysis, 
 something that we have tended to treat as well-within the humanist tradition, and naturally opposing poststructuralism (Hall 1986). One obvious meeting point for these two approaches would be an inquiry into how governmentality utilizes cultural identity and tradition to legitimate its rationality. We have all witnessed the magic the sheer mention of Hungarianness or Europeanness can perform (Verdery 1994) and how magic words like these bring debates either among experts or in larger public discourse to a premature closure often at the expense of undercutting the very rationality in the name of which they are heralded.  Equally important, however, is to attend to the constitutive function of culture (DiMaggio 1994) and understand governmentality as itself a cultural product. Dunn’s analysis of the embedded individualism of TQM is a good example here (2004). And finally, we must see governmentality as cultural performance and not just as materialized rationality. While governmentality is often understood to cajole a certain conduct out of citizens, we have tended to a) understand this conduct as “de-nationalized,” when in fact certain neoliberal governmentalities incite in the population self-techniques of being of a particular nationality (see Dzenovska 2004) and to b) reify the resulting subjects and behavior, when in fact what is demanded of subjects of governmentality is that they are able to choose among different self-techniques depending on what a concrete situation requires of them. Here a useful question would be to ask how neoliberalism is performed. Conversely, how is protectionism acted out? How far can you go in emphasizing your Hungarianness when you are acting on behalf of free trade and how cosmopolitan can you be when you have to protect Hungarian producers and consumers? What is the script for deciding which model will be performed in a particular situation?
 In sum, we ought to ask how governmentality utilizes cultural identity and mobilizes certain national traditions to legitimate its rationality. 
Asking these questions of the paprika case immediately discloses yet another contradiction inherent in the Europeanizing project of the EU. In its official pronouncements, the EU promotes a certain postnational identity—a Homo Europaeus, that is cosmopolitan, speaks three languages, and transcends (suppresses?) the allegedly reactionary national sense of belonging (Shore 1995). However, this effort is undermined by the EU’s policy in providing protection to certain products from market pressures or providing exemption to to them from food safety standards. Namely, only those products deserve such special treatment that can claim a special role in maintaining the cultures that make up the European community, that have long-standing traditions and which thus should not be adulterated either by food safety measures or by cheap mass-produced replicas. They acknowledge therefore that a value-added accrues to those producers who claim right to a certain brand or product name based on their national histories. Such products are champagne, fois gras, the Tokaj wine, etc. Of course, by now all of these goods can safely be characterized as niche products, which is why protecting them does not threaten either economic logic or free trade. The message however is that the only way we can protect you is if you commodify, register and spell out in great detail (thus fetishize) how your national identity is embodied in a particular product. It is this message that is increasingly ridiculed by young artists at an annual humorous political poster exhibition in Budapest. [See posters.]

This performance of the national in the governmentality I called Euro-globalization is something that we ought to pay more attention to.
Conclusion: Polanyian double movement?
In 1944, Karl Polanyi in his now classic book, The Great Transformation, argued that Western European laissez-faire capitalism in which social concerns are subordinated to the prerogative of free trade, created such great environmental and social havoc that almost instantaneously a counter-movement arose to put in place protections that shield people and nature from the market. Liberalism treats labor, land and money as if they were produced for the market, that is, as if their quantity and quality were entirely controllable by human intentions. However because they are not produced for the market--they are “fictitious commodities”—free markets lead to the exhaustion of land and to the “disruption of the social fabric.” In his view labor unions, certain regulations imposed by the state over production and certain social movements can be seen as a “self-protective move of society.” This is what he termed the double movement. 

Though he refused to see such self-protective tendencies as class-based, his views have been widely embraced by leftist (Marxist or Wallersteinian) scholars in their critique of capitalism and development. Most recently, Silver and Arrighi (2003) return to his concept of double movement to ask whether in today’s neo-liberal world there is a comparable counter-movement. They provide a pessimistic answer.  However, in closing, they add that at the most, the protectionism of the US itself--that otherwise is the strongest force behind neoliberal projects all over the world—is the only potential source of the reversal of neoliberalism. Thinking this idea further, can we argue that the protectionism of the EU, also an interested party in neoliberalism, is already the sign of a double-movement? My answer is no. First of all, no other country or entity can afford raising standards and imposing them as the EU has. The kind of protections the EU puts in place are not there to protect everyone but only actors on the EU markets. Second, even within the EU regulation of production occurs through privatized and commodified channels. It is not civil society or the state that provide the substance of regulation, neither are they the enforcers of regulation. Increasingly, regulation is performed by for-profit agencies that train producers how to meet standards, that issue accreditations and labels, and that monitor producers’ compliance. These certificates and services are bought and sold on the market according to free trade logic. Those who cannot afford them, will not be protected. Regulation is commodified also in the sense that it becomes a value-added and thus a significant source of profit. But in order for regulation to provide real and wide-ranging protection it cannot be treated as a commodity; as Polanyi would say regulation itself has become a fictitious commodity. As long as the self-protective needs of society are fulfilled on the market and regulation is subordinated to the logic neoliberal governmentality, we cannot speak of protection in the real sense of the word.
Posters
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Among ingredients listed are: Rubik’s cube, Franz Liszt, Paprika, Tokaj wine
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� This is not to imply that the Ottoman empire engaged in some kind of cultural imperialism imposing their culinary traditions on Hungarians. In fact, growing paprika on the occupied territories was punishable by death (Halász 1987). This obviously needs more historical research.


� Though how purely-bred Hungarian the farmers were according to then-existing definitions is a different question.


�  Though it was not found in supermarkets and grocery stores, such incidents have great significance for public health, since most people, though an ever decreasing proportion of them, still buy their groceries at farmers’ markets, street vendors or at small mom-and-pop type shops.


� HACCP originated in 1971, in 1993 the Codex Alimentarius Committee of the FAO and WHO made it public, in Hungary from 1996 all food industrial facilities had to adopt it, and in 2002 all food-related facilities, including those in the food service industry, had to adopt it. Let us note that unlike in the new candidate countries, in the EU its adoption is not obligatory. To my question as to why that is the case, experts in the certifying agencies said that because there is no need to: in Western Europe, they are safe and hygienic enough as it is. Though small shop owners and salespeople pointed out to me on several occasions that when they traveled to Greece or Italy, they noticed that their ways of displaying and serving food would never meet the conditions required by HACCP. Clearly, what Hungarians see as a truly European practice is colored by traditions in cognitive mapping (i.e. that only Western Europe is really European) and cultural, ethnic or even racial biases.


� For a Foucauldian analysis of the auditing and quality management in a Polish factory, see Elizabeth Dunn (2004) and of HACCP specifically Lawrence Busch (2004).


� While there was government financial aid for the adoption of HACCP, applying for them also incurred additional effort and costs, and thus nobody I talked to applied for them or know of anyone who received them.


� That is, while developing countries are not allowed to subsidize their farmers, the EU continues to do just that, in effect making developing countries’ exports more expensive and thus impoverishing their farmers now increasingly forced by structural adjustment programs to make a living from commodity production of export goods, rather than from subsistence crops.





� Note that imported peppers enter the country in the form of dried peppers and not as already ground spice, so the portion of Brazilian paprika in the overall volume of ground Hungarian paprika was 0.002% at the most if one assumes—falsely—its equal distribution in the annual production. 





� See Parliamentary Session minutes quoted in Index October 28, 2004 and interview with former head of Paprika Produce Council in HVG November 6, 2004 p. 95).


� In contrast, other countries produce peppers on small farms, and thus with different techniques. In Spain, for example, the largest table of paprika is 2 hectares. 


� Produce Councils are corporate NGOs that not only represent the interests of their members (both producers and processors), and the segment of the food industry they work in, but also execute governmental functions, such as data collection, the administration of EU grants, the monitoring of EU production quotas, the training of members in new safety and hygiene standards among others. 


� Mixing is common practice in the EU. A year ago what caused consumer outrage was that Bertolli’s (?)“Italian” olive oil contained a good proportion of African-grown olives.


� Small producers provide 90% of the raw material needs for Hungary’s paprika production (Kincsem radio).


� It is not clear from this source, whether the interests of processors are seen to dominate more strongly than those of producers or than those of consumers. In my opinion, both would be a fair interpretation of the Prime Minister’s words. The rationale for this switch in authority was that during the investigations it became clear that the National Food Safety Bureau had enough information to act much earlier: regional agencies of ÁNTSZ confiscated certain shipments, levied a fine on one of the processors and launched a criminal investigation already in August, that is, two months before the ban. However, it is also true that the National Food Safety Bureau (MÉBH) was established experimentally a couple of years ago not as an authority, but rather as an agency to coordinate among various authorities, to analyze risks and to operate the Rapid Alert System for Feed and Food (RASFF) which according to most media analysts, it failed to do with sufficient speed (HVG, November 6, 2004). In my interview with him just a few months prior to the paprika scandal, the director emphasized the same lack of authority to act.  


� Though seemingly this is not in the interest of a processor, Kalocsa has been co-owned by paprika producers since its privatization, which is why it was the loudest opponent of Szeged’s and other processors’ imports of paprika.


� The term was actually coined in direct reference to, in fact in a bitter critique, of the EU’s seemingly unfair and protectionist exclusion of African peanuts from European markets because African producers could not meet the EU’s Aflatoxin norms (Wilson and Otsuki, 2001, Otsuki, Wilson and Sewadeh. n.d)


� The merits of the fusion of governmentality approaches with Cultural Studies, has been unambiguously demonstrated by an anthology (Bratich, Packer and McCarthy, 2003).


� In my two paprika cases, for example, as I hinted at it above, it is really instructive to compare the subject positioning of paprika producers and the Director of the Hungarian Food Safety Bureau (MÉBH) before and after the Moroccan paprika scandal. 
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