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Abstract

This paper analyzes and discusses aspects of the current globalisation of certified organic agriculture (COA), Northern institutional frameworks for certified organic agriculture and differences between Northern and Southern organic agriculture. It presents a preliminary approach to explore how far COA is institutionally embedded at national levels in developing countries, in terms of involving civil society, market actors and national government agencies, and it applies the same approach to an explorative study of China. Finally, the paper discusses the relevance of certified organic agriculture for development policy agendas.

Introduction

The point of departure for this paper is the ongoing globalisation of certified organic agriculture. Certified organic agriculture is no longer an exclusively Northern phenomenon: the South seems to be following suit. Early developments of organic agriculture in countries of the North mainly served domestic and local markets. The drivers of certified organic agriculture in the South are different and appear to be rather export based phenomena. Yet, also export driven developments may represent development opportunities, including possible benefits for some smallholders in the exporting countries. 

All this has given rise to a new line of research on certified organic farming in a context of development studies – as well as other research activities aiming for instance to help inform the global community of consumers on environmental sustainability issues with regard to globally sourced organic products. Research on inclusion of energy (food miles) in calculations of food system efficiency is but one example of how globalisation prompts a need for new research: a million food calories may be produced involving more or less energy and in the process, the same million of calories may provide livelihood to many or few producers. 

Therefore, as much as provoking questions about food miles
, factoring in energy output-input ratios can also provoke development policy oriented questions such as whether de- facto organic African smallholders could prove among the world’s more eco-efficient farmers and thus represent an option for donors to consider a more active role vis-à-vis certified organic agriculture (Egelyng, Halberg and Høgh-Jensen, 2006). And therefore, as pointed out already in Cordeiro (2000;24), developing sustainable agriculture is not a simple question about trade and terms of trade, it’s a complex developmental question, about “integrated” development – involving all the aspects and dimensions that are only too familiar to development researchers and scholars of development studies.  

This paper – which is written from such a development studies perspective - pursue identification of institutional conditions for certified organic farming at national and local levels, with a view to identify glocalization options. Glocalisation is defined here as a matter of national capacity to cope with or even benefit from globalisation. Sharing a general perspective on globalisation as generating a range of tensions including those of globalisation versus localization and externalization of costs versus internalization and with this broad working definition of glocalization, the paper sets out to explore generally – and in the case of China - options for countries and smallholders in the South within the ongoing globalisation of organic agriculture
. 

The organic world at the turn of the millennium

Common sense would suggest that while not formally certified, most of the chapatis eaten in Indian villages and most of the Ugali maize porridge and nyama choma roast meat consumed in Africa are probably rather organic by default and so are perhaps some Chinese food products. Pictures of the formally certified organic world tell a different story, of course, and display significant variation in “ranking” regions and countries according to the development of their certified organic sectors.

Definition issues and certification criteria and procedures aside, one basic distinction is between one the one hand pictures based on absolute or relative area in certified “organic” hectares (see figure 1) or in percentage (see figure 2). And then share of monetary value of sales or certification based revenue (figure 3). As it can be seen, while the South has a significant share of “area”, most monetary returns to certified organics worldwide are estimated realized in the North.

Figure 1: Certified organic hectares (and R&D investments) in the world of 2004.


[image: image10.emf] 

Oceania 39,00%

 

Europe 21,00%

 

Africa 3,00%

 

Latin America 

20,00%

 

North America 

4,00%

 

Asia 13,00%


Source: FiBL 2004.

In other words, certified organic agriculture at the turn of the millennium was basically a phenomenon restricted to the North, the world of industrialized agriculture or the old world
. Or – by the area based indicator and by 2005, one of the North plus Australia (or Oceania) and Brazil (Latin America) – according to a press release from the Brazilian Ministry of Agriculture (MAPA) counting 6,5 million hectares as organic.

Figure 2: one image of the global organic “pie” (% of global organic hectares). 
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Source: FiBL Survey, 2006

This accord with older estimates that certified organic world in year 2000 consisted of Europe then at USD 11.000 million and the US then at USD 13.000 million – producing 24.000 USD Million of 
a world total of 26.000 USD million worth of organic sales at the time.

Figure 3: Monetary revenues from Certified Organics
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Source: Willer and Yussefi 2006 and Organic Monitor.

On the basis of the above statistics one might be tempted to conclude that certified organic agriculture is generally small in the South and very small in the African continent. Only about 0.2 percent of the African agricultural area seems to be certified organic. In absolute figures (see table 1), however, 119.140 African farms cultivate 1.025. 898 organically certified hectares, mainly producing for export (Willer and Yussefi 2006; 106). 

At least one African country – Uganda – had gained a leading position as a certified organics pioneer. At 122,000 Uganda still has significantly more organic hectares than Tanzania (55,867), but recently Kenya has reported an equivalent certified area (182438). In Central America, Costa Rica is well known for its green policy image, but in terms of organic hectares Nicaragua (10.750) and Guatemala are also major players. In Asia, Thailand (13.900) for instance is surprisingly small compared to China, and has much less organic land area than a mid-ranging African country such as Tanzania.

Table 1: Certified Organic Farming in the South (a selection of countries).

	Organic
	Area (ha)
	%
	Farms

	In Africa

	Ghana (2005)
	19132
	0.13
	Unknown

	Kenya (2005)
	182438
	0.69
	30000

	Uganda (2004)
	122000
	0.99
	33900

	Tanzania (2003)
	55867
	0.14
	3000

	Zambia (2004)
	187694
	0.53
	72

	In Asia

	China
	3466570
	0.6
	1560

	Nepal (2004)
	1000
	0.02
	1247

	Thailand (2004)
	13900
	0.07
	2498

	Vietnam (2001)
	6475
	0.07
	1022

	In Latin America

	Bolivia (2002)
	364100
	1.04
	6500

	Nicaragua (2003)
	10750
	0.14
	Unknown


Based on Willer and Yussefi, SOEL-Survey, 2006.

Nevertheless, certified organic farming is coming of age globally speaking. In many parts of the world, state interest in organic agriculture remains low and statistical information on organic agriculture wanting. Most organic sales are indeed done in industrialized countries – as we saw in figure 3 above most certification revenues are estimated realized in the North (Willer and Yussefi 2006). Yet, organic agriculture is very much globalizing and rapidly gaining importance for the South (Halberg et al. 2006). And one set of questions de-facto organic smallholders all over the South are probably increasingly asking themselves is whether certification is affordable and feasible and what – if any - kind of development and money benefits it may bring. 

The Challenge of Glocalization

While exceptions exist, the general rule in developing countries is most likely none or few subsidies and little, if any, particular public support for organic production. With regard to enabling legislation, few developing countries have fully implemented regulations on organic agriculture or have finalized regulation not yet fully implemented. Egypt and South Africa are in the process of drafting regulations – most other African countries seem uncharted territory in this respect. The exception is Tunisia, currently the only African country with its own organic (EU compatible) standards, certification and inspection systems. (Willer and Yussefi 2006; 101). 

Consequently, few African countries may access the EU market for organic agriculture products through the easy route: the “list of third countries”. Most seem to depend on import permits for their organic products to enter the EU markets and thus on assistance from one of the worlds more than three hundred - mainly European - certification bodies. With only a handful certification bodies, most of which in South Africa, the African continent has a low density of certifiers (www.grolink.se). For the smallholders of the developing world, one resulting challenge facing those who wish to take opportunity of the global market for certified organics is overcoming the “entry barrier” of an often high cost involved with certification. 

Once that hurdle is overcome, the next challenge of surviving “transition” – the period when the farmer has to carry out soil conservation and abstain from chemical pest management - is perhaps a lesser constraint for farmers who are already low input farmers or even de-facto organic, already abstaining from use of fertilizer and pesticides
. This, of course, is in addition to general challenges facing any farmer entering the modern supermarketized food chain and on top of typical developmental constraints shared by all smallholders in developing countries.

COA in the international development agenda

Today, with some sweeping generalizations and old stereotypes about feeding the world left behind (Halweil 2006), a few international institutions, organizations and programs promotes certified organic agriculture in developing countries.  In the case of SIDA, working through the Export Promotion of Organic Products from Africa (EPOPA), 25.000 East African Farmers were contracted as organic producers by 2004. Such support is made to provide development returns in terms of poverty alleviation, with a view to other social development benefits and perhaps also to promote environmental returns - certifying African farmers as organic may help strengthen a kind of agriculture that could prove comparatively eco-efficient. (Egelyng, Halberg and Høgh-Jensen 2006). Governments of the South, however, may be limited in institutional capacity and be too financially constrained to significantly reward farmers demonstrating use of intrinsically sustainable farming methods. 

Judging from the available statistics, while small farmers in the South generally use low levels of fertilizer and pesticides, and in many cases perhaps could be described as de-facto organic, they are hardly rewarded by their domestic markets. In other words, their only monetary rewards may be whatever fraction of the premiums paid by Northern consumers that triggle all the way down the value chain to the certified southern smallholder. 

Towards a framework for institutional analysis 

We continue our analysis establishing some of the basic differences between the policy rationale for organic agriculture in the developed countries and for organic agriculture in developing countries. In the North, organic agriculture is – in the words of Scialabba - the “perfect match” to policies pursuing reduction of surpluses and reconcilement of agricultural and environmental policies. In Europe, organic farming has, in recent years, developed towards a single policy instrument through which multiple developments and policy goals are pursued, or through which positive externalities of organic agriculture can become public goods partially paid for by the public through their taxes (Egelyng and Høgh-Jensen 2006). In the South, organic agriculture is generally driven by export promotion, aspirations for economic self-reliance and pursuance of rural development through transformation of low-input and low yielding traditional agricultural systems to low-input – higher yielding systems (Scialabba 2000). 

Northern governments can therefore – at least in principle – harvest double dividends from the options of replacing components of their expensive agricultural subsidy based regime with agricultural policy instruments based on eco-taxes and making polluters pay. Such a development pathway is even more theoretical as a development policy option for developing country governments.  Since the levels of fossil energy spent in the food production process (whether in terms of diesel, synthetic fertilizer or pesticides) and levels of pollution (fertilizer runoff and pollution from spraying) is also likely to be comparatively limited in poor countries (smallholder sector), the revenue base for any/any further green taxes would appear as equally limited in the South.

To establish a basis for addressing the research question implied in the paper title, a rather preliminary and “rough” framework for analysis of institutional environments around COA was developed, with a view to inspire, if not structure, explorative cases including one initially explorative case of China. This preliminary approach was based on a qualitative model “extracted” from history and based on the evolution of institutional environments around certified organic agriculture in Europe generally and in Denmark in particular. Readers familiar with that history may wish to skip reading this model here, as it is presented below in a longer narrative box format (see box 1). 

Box 1: narrative model on institutional analysis of COA in “Ecoland”.

	The Ecoland Association of Organic Farmers (EAOF) was created in year one. In its second year the association confirmed its first set of principles, methods and procedures for members to follow in order to be certified as “organic” and a few years after, the Ecoland agricultural advisory services employed their first “organic” advisors. Research on organic farming in Ecoland took off in year 3, when early steps in the institutionalization of Ecoland´s “organic” agricultural research system included establishment of databases on the organic research landscape. At the same time, the ministry of the environment started developing a stronger interest in organic agriculture. With its roots in a national consumer’s cooperative movement, the biggest retail chain in Ecoland decided to actively promote organic product in all its stores. Before long, Ecoland dairies began issuing contracts featuring price premiums for organic milk and a few months later the law on organic farming was revised to include a permanent area based subsidy to all certified organic farmers. A law (in year 6) brought government support for conversion from conventional to certified organic farming and for development projects in processing, distribution and marketing, as well as the establishment of a government authorized control system for the organic standards EAOF had created. Projects aiming to collect, process and market OF products, produce educational materials, undertake research and provide advisory services were made eligible to support from the public purse. Education wise, the government officially recognized an Organic Agricultural College and authorized it’s curriculum as fulfilling the educational requirements for the Ecoland farmers 3-year education, an Organic Agricultural School (established year 8) – and organic training courses followed at many of the other agricultural colleges in the country. A year 9 analysis suggested that the net effect of economic incentives in public policy still favored conventional farmers and acted as a disincentive to organic farming. Yet, a national organic centre started supplying information materials to both retailers (supermarkets) and consumers, a school for organic marketing actively provided education programmes and a news service and an organic “knowledge center” advised the private sector. Finally a critical mass of public sector institutions initiated a policy of buying organic and convert publicly owned lands to organic management (year 10). Today, an important part of the framework conditions for organic agriculture in Ecoland includes e-commerce of organic produce covering consumers in all major urban areas and 90 percent of Ecoland consumers knowing the inspection label which was introduced with the law on government support. Since year 5 all these developments happened with involvement of the National Council for Organic Farming which united both organic organizations and a number of other associations, including the conventional farmers unions. The year 11 Ecoland Action Plan stands as an example for the said organizations creatively transforming historical disagreements into joint action. What happened in Ecoland thus came by initially as a result of the working of civil society, with subsequent and significant government facilitation. A few other Countries, in the geo-political region that Ecoland is part of, did as Ecoland and eventually almost all the countries in the region followed suit once they had seen positive externalities, double dividends and other developmental returns that transition to organic agriculture made possible. Despite all this, one may not be able to characterize the Ecoland agricultural sector as really sustainable with any certainty, taken as a whole. Still, a majority of very external input dependent and highly energy intensive agricultural producers continue to use high amounts of synthetic fertilizers and pesticides and yet receives annual subsidies counted in billions of the Ecoland currency. In the absence of any ecotax reform, there are not really any major green taxes on synthetic fertilizer and pesticides. Instead of using economic instruments to make polluters pay, Ecoland has developed a system in which it is those consumers who buy food from the kind of farmers who aim to pollute less and those consumers who act to minimize the ecofootprints of their consumption who are made to pay more – be it as a result of the more or less deliberate government decision to “tax” subjects demonstrating a perceived environmental consciousness or as a result of a higher “market” price demanded for access to satisfy individual needs for (perceived) healthy food by eating or wearing certified organic products.


The analytical approach implicit and reflected in the box served to guide an explorative collection of data on certified organic agriculture in China. The preliminary results are presented below in a China case story.

A Case of China - some preliminary findings

Chinese “organic” agriculture is both a traditional and a recent phenomenon. On the one hand, of course, it is based on 4000 years of traditional or taoist agricultural practices enabling maintenance of soil fertility through thousands of years of cultivation. On the other hand, Maoist era agricultural practices were greatly influenced by the Soviet model, focusing on human mastery over nature, forsaking traditional culture and any nature romanticism.  
Today, however, Chinese policymakers are trying to “green” a countryside marked by environmental frictions (pollution and natural resource depletion), with high rates of rural – urban migration as well as major social and rural policy challenges. Not so long ago - from the early 1980´s – early 1990s - Chinese Ecological Agriculture (CEA), was (re)introduced and promoted by the Chinese government using a development approach stressing its benefits for rural development and attention to biophysical, socio-economic and cultural aspects. Owing to the then perceived impossibility to feed 1.3 billion Chinese without large chemical inputs in agricultural production, CEA allowed some use of synthetic fertilizers. CEA, however, never developed beyond pilot schemes and demonstration sites (claimed to have reached 2000 sites), few of which were really operational as expected. In addition to formidable supply side problems and under-developed markets for its products, another reason for this non-success was that CEA did not fit the new rural world of privatized households (Sanders 2006). More recently, China has developed beyond CEA and towards a basic standard of non-pollution food and a standard of Chinese Green Food (CGF). In contrast to the relative failure of the CEA, A-grade CGF – a product standard - became a success, with allegedly more than 1.800 grade A CGF Products (15 million tonnes) grown at above 3 million hectares and with total sales of 400 million Yuan – or about 48 million dollars - by the turn of the millennium, growing to above 4000 products and 32 million tonnes by 2003 (IFAD 2005; 10). The launch of that product standard developed to become a major part of the domestic food market, with its logo (see figure 3) now found all over China and with consumers aware of and paying a price premium for it (IFAD 2005). Today, A-grade covers the vast majority of Green Food produced in China. 

Figure 3: A Chinese Pyramid of Certified Food
.
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Source: Egelyng, Qiao and Li 2006 (forthcoming)

In the past fifteen years in China, an institutional framework for organic certification developed to become increasingly based on the international process standard approach (box 1). The first milestone perhaps, was set in 1990 with the first export of a certified organic product (tea) from China.  Then, in 1993 an “Organic Food Centre” was created and in 1994 the first national conference on organic farming was held in China. In the same year, what is now the State Environmental Protection Administration (SEPA) established an Organic Food Development Centre (OFDC) – or rather about 20 provincial OFDC´s - to play a role in organic agriculture development at the provincial level. However, while the OFDC was born as an official governmental authority, issuing government regulations, it has since been partly commercialized and now competes with a host of other, including international, certifiers.  OFDC of today therefore sees itself as an organic research, inspection and certification organization. In total, more than 20 certifiers are now officially accredited, including local inspection and certification conducted by local and international certifiers, some of the latter of which have set up representative offices employing local inspectors to certify mainly export products (and some products for domestic supermarkets). Expertise and manpower wise, these agencies draw on domestic Chinese agricultural colleges and universities. 

SEPA has continued to play a regulatory role. However, in 2003, the China National Certification Administration (CNCA) was established with a mandate for national certification and accreditation of different departments. Authority was transferred from SEPA to CNCA, with regard to organic standard development and certification management and accreditation. In 2004 a national programme entitled “Organic farming development supporting system research” was funded by Chinese Ministry of Science and Technology and in 2005, a research project on organic agriculture strategy development in Western China was initiated by the Ministry of Agriculture. Further, with international partners, a major 2 year project “focusing on Organic Farming as a means to promote sustainable development” has contributed to developing a curriculum on Organic Farming suitable to the Chinese educational framework. (Egelyng, Yu Hui and Li 2006). 

Box 2: Milestones in Chinese COA

	2005: The national organic products standards GB/T19630.1-4 2005 issued by CNCA. Estimated Certified acreage in China passed 1 million mu. 

2004: 600.000 hectares, 2 million tons of products and more than a thousand agricultural “projects” in China certified as “organic”. Estimated of Value of Chinese organic products reach USD 200 million.

2003: Suggestions on the Establishment of Certification and Accreditation System for Agricultural Products” issued by MoA. China National Accreditation Board for Certifiers (CNAB) issue rules for Certifiers’ Certifications of Organic Agricultural Products and Processing. OFCD received full IFOAM accreditation giving OFCD label international acceptance.
2002: General Administration of Quality Supervision, Inspection and Quarantine of China (AQSIQ), State Administration of Industry and Commerce (SADIC) and the former Ministry of Foreign Trade and Economic Cooperation (MOFTEC) issued “On the issuance of the Measures of the Administration of Approval, Registration and Monitoring of Certifiers, Accreditation Training and Consultative Agencies”.

2001: The State Environmental Protection Administration issued rules on Accreditation for Organic Food.

1999: A value estimates of Chinese organics reach USD 12 million, in product line of >50 different certified products.

1995: OCIA China Chapter established as the first international organic certification body operating in China.

1994: OFC becomes China Organic Food Development Centre (COFDC). First national conference on OA in China.

1993: “Organic Food Centre” (OFC) and China Green Food Development Centre (CGFDC) established in Beijing, under MOA.

1990: First Chinese export of organic food (tea) exported, with Dutch certification. 

Source: The box is a compilation of facts based on Yu Hui 2005 and published in Egelyng, Yu Hui and Li 2006.


Many if not most “conventional” farmers – particularly in China’s marginal areas - do with little money to buy agricultural inputs and rely on practices such as crop rotation, manure application and legume crop integration for soil fertility maintenance and knowingly or unknowingly relying on so-called beneficials or “natural enemies” for pest control – in other words practices that are de-facto organic. According to the International Fund for Agriculture (IFAD), Chinese farmers are therefore generally too poor, weak and isolated to convert to certified organic agriculture. They are often unable to meet quality, safety, packaging and labeling standards of the “supermarket revolution” from where the demands for organic products originate (IFAD 2005; 32-33). Visiting fifteen Chinese locations IFAD found that for some (contract) farming cases where farmers did do certified agriculture, there was no farmer organization or peer trust group. The farmers visited received only minimal training and supervision and were certified, but “neither managed nor owned the certification”. As far as price premiums and their trends are concerned, organic price premiums were found to be high for some products, while for others the premiums decrease as global competition escalates. Green Food (A grade) no longer earns Chinese farmers any significant price premium, but does provide a competitive advantage in the domestic market (IFAD 2005).

Conclusion and perspective

Our explorative single case suggests some preliminary findings. One is that while COA has been initially and perhaps remains export market driven and may be geographically concentrated in some regions and across a relative small number of projects, an institutional environment for certified organic agriculture is developing. COA in China is relatively small and still in the making: international certifier dependent and standing perhaps on the foundation of a much larger basis of “green food”. In terms of embedment in the rural and farming sector and across China at large, however, certified organic agriculture remains a niche phenomenon and in terms of development research therefore much remains to be done identifying social and economic conditions under which COA evolves in China and how policy conditions translate into institutional environments more or less conducive to intrinsically sustainable agricultural methods being adopted by a larger part of the agricultural and rural development sector. One cannot generalize of the basis of one single case study and even though China is a very large nation, inviting perhaps the status of a strategically selected case study, it is likely to prove a most different such, even when compared to other BRIC
 countries or developing countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America. 

What is clear from the paper as a whole is that certified and market driven organic agriculture is now globalizing to include the South, but seemingly with some basic North – South differences. In the northern and western world, COA seems institutionally rather equally embedded in civil society and facilitated through some public policies, while in the southern hemisphere, OA is perhaps more grafted upon countries and smallholders, by agents mostly serving external demands. If strong civil society involvement in certified organics is critical to keep national and rural development needs in focus for policy-making vis-à-vis organic agriculture, then introduction of certified organic agriculture in a given developing country or region therefore may not automatically or necessarily be expected to lead to glocalization in the meaning of coping with or even benefiting from globalisation. Since developing country governments, historically, has generally not been able to afford providing any major agricultural subsidies, they do not have the same “savings” options as their OECD cousins. Increasing awareness of the effects of environmentally harmful and economy distorting subsidies in the North and discovery of the certified-organic agricultural development path by many developing countries does nevertheless provide a dynamic situation with different agricultural development and institutional environment trajectories worth exploring. 

To expect international donor’s correct global institutional failures – including government failures and “market” failures - is perhaps too much to expect of them. What international donors can do include assisting national governments in developing laws and institutions improving the conditions for smallholder involvement in COA and promoting the public goods they produce, in terms of natural resources saved and pollution avoided, vis-à-vis national government decision-makers and domestic consumers and markets. 

In concrete terms, donors can assist in developing initiatives to help for instance decrease certification costs faced by smallholder farmers in developing countries, through supporting use of local certification firms and in raising awareness of financial institutions to recognize the differences between organic and conventional agriculture in terms of generating positive and negative externalities. Then perhaps the South would have a better chance of gaining not only share of certified acreage, but perhaps benefiting also in monetary terms, beyond the estimated 4 (four) percent of its currently certification based organic world market values. 
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� Paper presented to the Conference on Place, Taste, and Sustenance: The Social Spaces of Food and Agriculture, Boston University, June 7 – June 11, 2006 (session 5:8).





� Dr. Henrik Egelyng is with the Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS), ( Strandgade 56, DK-1401 Copenhagen K. ( � HYPERLINK "mailto:heg@diis.dk" ��heg@diis.dk�, (  �HYPERLINK "www.diis.dk/sw7025.asp"��www.diis.dk/sw7025.asp�.


� Since the function of the institutional framework implicit in box 1 one above has been to inspire rather than structure, the reader should not expect the paper to pursue any structural “matching” at this point, between the kind of data that the Ecoland narrative invites and the findings reported in the China case story below. Given the nature of Chinese vis-à-vis European agriculture (not to mention more general differences economically and politically) as something comparative study terminology would put in the category of comparison between two “most different cases”, a broad, open ended approach has been used.





� Transporting Food costs the UK 100 billion/year in terms of “hidden costs”: pollution, traffic jams and accidents, according to London University Professor Tim Lang.


� Such a perspective and a wider range of pairs of opposites can be found for instance in Lang (1999 cited in Cordeiro 2000; 25).


� These figures indicate that a popular European notion of the US lagging behind Europe in terms of promoting organic agriculture very much depend on the yardstick used. For fiscal year 2004, the USDA allocated an unprecedented USD 4.7 million for a new integrated Organic Program. In the US, certified organic cropland for corn and soybean doubled from ´92 to ´97 and doubled again between ´97 and 2001, the year when total organic cropland and pasture reached 2.3 million acres. Organic livestock – poultry and dairy – grew even faster (USDA, ERS.2002). At 0.3 % of the farming area, however, the overall adoption level is low, compared to several European countries. The US Congress passed an Organic Foods Production Act (OFPA) in 1990, requiring the USDA to develop organic standards, creating a National Organic Standards Board and National Organic Program (NOP) – which did not, however, come into effect until October 2002.  Web-facilities include � HYPERLINK "http://www.organicaginfo.org" ��www.organicaginfo.org� developed by Organic Agriculture Consortium (OAC)/Scientific Congress on Organic Agricultural Research (SCOAR), by grant from Initiative for Future Agriculture and Food Systems (IFAFS). US institutes and agencies with organic farming related activities include the University of California Organic Farming Research Workgroup (� HYPERLINK "http://www.sarep.ucdavis.ed.u/organic" ��www.sarep.ucdavis.ed.u/organic�), the Organic Agriculture Research and Extension Initiative (OREI) and the Organic Transitions Programme (ORG). Organic Trade Organisation (� HYPERLINK "http://www.ota.com" ��www.ota.com�) is a North American membership based business association for the organic industry. The Organic Center has a singular mission: to provide credible scientific information about the organic benefit (organic-center.org). Organic-research at � HYPERLINK "http://www.organic-research.com" ��www.organic-research.com� has a rather comprehensive list of addresses and links to organic certification- and other organisations worldwide. 


�This is also the period before beneficial insect population are (re)established for conservation biocontrol and the period until premium prices can be obtained on in-transition products becoming “certified” organic products.


� Note that figure 3 does not include the real bottom of the food pyramid: ordinary and non-certified food.


� This box is based on Yu Hui (2005)


� BRIC refer to Brazil, Russia, India and China.
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