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Abstract:



Biocultural heritage-based products, including regional specialty foods, are increasingly part of sustainable rural development strategies. While export-oriented biocultural products are often the most visible, we examine the role of campesino gastronomic heritage in the Central Valley of Tarija, Bolivia, as a case study of a local market-centered biocultural resource-based development strategy reflected in an alternative agri-food network. We develop a biocultural sustainability framework to examine this network from ecological, economic and sociocultural perspectives. Data are drawn from interviews (n = 77), surveys (n = 89) and participant observation, with primary and secondary producers of traditional and new products, as well as restaurant owners, market vendors and local consumers. We find that campesino biocultural heritage and the alternative agri-food network surrounding it represent an influential territorial project that underpins many household economies, particularly for women. We conclude that the relatively small investments by local governments to promote campesino gastronomic heritage are having positive ripple effects on small-scale producer livelihoods and on biocultural sustainability. We suggest that further support to increase market access and reduce other barriers to participation in alternative food networks will likely increase the options and benefits available to small-scale producers mobilising campesino gastronomic heritage within the local economy.
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1. Introduction


It is 2:00 p.m. in the City of Tarija’s Central Market, and Doña Gloria has just sold the last serving of ranga-ranga—a hot and sometimes spicy dish of stewed tripe, potatoes, and yellow chilli peppers (Figure 1). Doña Gloria is known widely for her ranga and has catered her food at events in La Paz and Cochabamba. This dish has been a key to Doña Gloria’s livelihood for fifty years, sustaining her children and herself as a single parent after her husband left. In the Central Valley of the Tarija Department of Southern Bolivia, even as the territory is entwined in global markets and transnational cultural patterns, traditional foods like ranga and the agricultural products used to make them continue to play a vital role in the local food culture and economy.


Figure 1. Ranga-ranga served with a homemade refresco de cebada (barley drink) and ají (a sauce of blended chillies, tomatoes and onions).
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This special issue of Agriculture, entitled “Distributed, Interconnected and Democratic Agri-Food Economies: New Directions in Research,” seeks to develop a multidisciplinary discussion on how local and regional agri-food systems are being reconstructed and reconfigured in response to the social, ecological and economic crisis of conventional agri-food systems. We contribute to this discussion by developing a biocultural sustainability framework to document and analyse a local market-oriented alternative agri-food network (AFN) surrounding foods and food products associated with local campesino gastronomic heritage (CGH), like the local dishes made by Doña Gloria and many others in the Central Valley.



We find that the AFN surrounding CGH contributes to sustainable rural and urban livelihoods in Tarija’s Central Valley and that women are key actors and beneficiaries of this sector of the economy. Through our examination of the interconnected ecological, economic and sociocultural dimensions of the AFN, we conclude that even the relatively small investments to promote CGH made by local governments are creating conditions favouring biocultural sustainability, which includes generating economic opportunities, validating and enabling local food culture and using local agrobiodiversity. Our analysis shows that further investments to reduce market access barriers may increase the benefits and options available to small-scale producers. In bringing together the biocultural and AFN literature, we identify ways in which AFNs can be part of territorial projects to enhance biocultural heritage and, reciprocally, what biocultural heritage can offer to create and sustain AFNs. Our analysis aims to support the work of biocultural design [1], AFNs and other rural development approaches, such as rural territorial development [2,3,4], seeking to use biocultural resources to further locally-defined development objectives associated with local food system sustainability.




2. Alternative Food Networks and Biocultural Sustainability


Alternative food networks, or “alternative systems of food provisioning” [5], are broadly defined as heterogeneous spaces within the food economy differentiated from other food networks by certain claims and characteristics. The primary claim is to an intentional alterity, or otherness, compared with placeless and faceless conventional food networks, often linked with ‘re-localisation’ or ‘re-territorialisation’ through greater embeddedness and food ‘quality’ [6,7,8,9,10]. Embeddedness expresses the greater spatial, economic and social proximity created through short food supply chains [9]. Food ‘quality’ is a highly differentiated concept that refers to the salience of both socially constructed and material properties of products within AFNs, in contrast to the prominence of price within conventional food networks [7]. It is also often linked with postproductivism and more transparent, ethical and sustainable practices of production, exchange and consumption [5,9].



AFNs are diverse in their political orientation (e.g., their prioritisation of ‘just value’ for products or ‘just values’ embodied in their production and exchange; [7]), emphasis on competition within local or global markets, focus on product specialisation or diversity, and relative prominence of artisanal or ecological characteristics [5,9]. In Europe, AFNs are also linked with development programs to stimulate endogenous development in lagging regions [11,12,13,14]. This rural territorial development approach has been exported through aid programs to other regions of the world, including in Latin America [4,15,16,17].



Much of the critical scholarship on AFNs has concentrated on European and North American experiences, with processes underway in other regions examined primarily as they relate to the production of ‘quality’ products, such as organic, Fair Trade, or out of season or exotic produce, for consumption in the Global North, cf. [5,7]. Much less work has focused on endogenous processes of AFN creation, particularly for local markets, taking place in the Global South.



Yet, major and distinctive processes of AFN creation and re-territorialisation are occurring in local food systems of Latin America and elsewhere, cf. [18,19,20,21,22,23]. A key contribution of some of these cases is the incorporation of biocultural perspectives. Biocultural describes the dynamic, interdependent complex of relationships linking human populations, ecosystems, non-human species and their environments. First proposed in the 1990s, it has been widely used within development policy and practice circles, including in Bolivia [24,25]. The interdisciplinary field of biocultural diversity finds its theoretical roots in the fields of linguistic anthropology, ethnobiology, ethnoecology and conservation biology [26] and has subsequently been extended through collaboration between Indigenous peoples and research groups, such as the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), to the broader concept of biocultural heritage, which draws more explicit attention to the processual nature of culture, development and human-environment relations [27,28].



Biocultural perspectives emphasise biocultural diversity and heritage and their role in shaping the interconnected wellbeing of societies and ecosystems [28,29] as well as their potential as resources in pursuing a plurality of locally-defined development objectives [1,25,27,30,31]. These may range from promoting traditional language learning, to agrobiodiversity conservation, to enhancing livelihood opportunities and stemming youth outmigration through market creation—or pertain to projects simultaneously addressing multiple social, economic and ecological objectives [22,23,27,32].



Biocultural relationships are manifest in all components of food systems, including in processes of production, transformation, exchange and consumption, and in the ecological, cultural and economic networks that bind them together [33,34,35,36]. While local foods have been the basis of traditional economies over the course of human history, economies and foodways have undergone rapid changes in recent decades as a result of globalisation and global environmental change [37,38,39,40]. These forces, entangled with the spread of global capitalism and legacies of colonialism, demonstrate a powerful capacity to undermine local productive autonomy and dramatically alter patterns of production and consumption, including local food tastes and preferences, toward products drawn from global markets and reflecting global norms and corporate interest. As such, edible biocultural heritage, including wild and cultivated species, landraces and breeds, as well as the dishes and products made from them, have sometimes become a particular locus of valorisation efforts and a basis for creating or rebuilding AFNs as a component of territorial projects to re-embed or maintain the embeddedness of local food systems.



Repositioning biocultural heritage as a resource within this context is inherently a political process, reflecting tensions over self-representation, local identity and access to resources. It often necessitates engaging in (re)valorisation efforts to enhance the symbolic and economic values surrounding biocultural heritage-based products. Valorisation describes the process of intentionally altering the existing regime of values [41], or meaning [42], associated with specific biocultural materials, such as local breeds, landraces, cooking technologies or dishes, in order to enhance their position within society by increasing associations with prestige, pride and desirability [13,25,43].



Advocates of identity- or biocultural heritage-based products argue that valorisation can generate multiple ecological, economic and sociocultural benefits for resource holders and their territory, including supporting the retention of biodiversity at different scales, better incomes for small-scale producers, including greater recognition of aspects of production often undertaken by women, the maintenance of cultural practices, and sustaining or enhancing access to culturally important foods and dishes [11,44,45,46,47]. Through enhancing the viability of rural territories through biocultural heritage promotion, demand for other goods and services in the territory can also be enhanced [15]. Such arguments recognise and support “new rurality” conditions within development policy, acknowledging the important contributions that non-farm and off-farm incomes, including those related with rural tourism and the production of value-added products, make to many rural territories (for a review of new rurality see Reference [48]). However, as Bowen and De Master [8] (p. 81) argue, “a key question is how we can protect and preserve traditional products and rural livelihoods without distorting or destroying them, particularly considering the pervasive global reach of the current industrial food system.”



The potential benefits of biocultural valorisation suggest ecological, economic and sociocultural parameters through which to reflect upon the outcomes of biocultural valorisation for the people and environments involved. These parameters are consistent with the broader sustainable development and sustainability principles that both AFN and biocultural concepts echo [49]. Better understanding how such valorisation processes unfold, as well as their strengths and weaknesses, may contribute to the formation of alternative development trajectories that meet objectives of sustaining biocultural heritage and foodways alongside flourishing rural economies. We propose biocultural sustainability as a framework to evaluate and monitor the ecological, economic and sociocultural outcomes of biocultural heritage valorisation processes related with AFNs.



The incorporation of biocultural perspectives contributes to filling gaps in current AFN analysis. It has also been noted that scholarship on AFNs would benefit from bringing together food and agro-food studies [5]. Biocultural concepts offer ways to approach bridging those gaps, particularly the underlying concern of linking processes of production with those surrounding exchange and consumption, because they are well attuned to looking at complex, interconnected systems in which culture and environment are ‘intrinsically linked’ [50]. This kind of systems thinking is also critical in the analysis of campesino livelihoods and agrobiodiversity.



Many of the “remarkable features and services of peasant agriculture” have been well documented [51] (p. 592) as have the biocultural strategies for in situ conservation [22,36]; however, the lens of primary production, as new rurality perspectives suggest, is not sufficient to understand the potential of campesino agriculture or other small-holder production systems and associated agrobiodiversity and resource management practices. Acknowledging the wider food system context, including the existence or not of markets, is vital. In thinking about the viability of these systems it is also necessary to consider that campesino households do not only depend on the surplus sale of raw ingredients, but also on the sale of food products that can have increased value because of their origins and quality characteristics. Examining alternative food networks through the lens of biocultural sustainability attuned to human-environment relationships manifesting in multiple dimensions of food systems offers a systematic approach to examine the use of edible biocultural heritage as local development resources.



How relationships with biocultural heritage and resources are constructed, transformed, innovated and adapted through territorial projects may reflect very different visions of what desirable relationships with local and extra-local resources within the food system are. Differing constructions of regimes of access and benefit may have dramatically different outcomes for current and future biocultural relationships [52,53,54,55]. The trajectory set in motion may create conditions in which those relationships flourish or create contexts in which they are damaged or severed, recognizing that change in one dimension of a relationship, such as monetary value of a product, may have secondary impacts (intended or otherwise) on other aspects of the system. Building on Brighenti’s [56] analysis of processes of territorial ordering, which aspects of biocultural heritage are focused on within biocultural valorisation strategies, who the intended audience may be, what tools are used, and with what objectives, are some of the factors that may dramatically shape the outcomes for individuals, communities, territories, biodiversity and ecosystems.



We frame these ecological, economic and sociocultural considerations in terms of biocultural sustainability that captures the potential for the continuity of biocultural relationships into the future, set in motion by the mobilization of biocultural resources in local economic development activities. We present this framework (also elaborated in Reference [57]) as an analytical lens to examine the unfolding of biocultural valorisation processes, and as a tool with which to consider multidimensional impacts of such strategies during the design phase of biocultural valorisation efforts [1].




3. Study Area and Research Methods


The Central Valley of Tarija, Bolivia, roughly comprising the municipalities/provincial jurisdictions of San Lorenzo, Cercado and Uriondo, sits at approximately 1650 to 2200 meters above sea level. It is home to two hundred and fifty thousand people, commonly known as Chapacos, most of whom are Spanish speakers of mixed Indigenous and Spanish descent [58,59]. In spite of increased rural to urban migration in recent years, and high levels of international migration, many people in the Central Valley retain strong rural roots. Approximately nineteen percent of the working age population here work in agriculture, with those numbers increasing dramatically to forty-eight percent in the municipality of San Lorenzo and seventy-four percent in the municipality of Uriondo [60].



Agricultural modernisation, particularly specialisation in viticulture and dairy production, linked with agri-food manufacturing, has been a major focus of development programs dating back to the 1970s and 1980s [61,62]. During the 2000s and 2010s, public and private investment has concentrated on promoting gourmet products—wines and wine pairings—through regional identity branding as the basis for a territorial development strategy [57,63]. While this approach is largely export-oriented and aimed toward upper-middle and upper class consumers, another valorisation process based on campesino foods and dishes for local consumption is also been taking place (A key actor in the gourmet valorisation strategy is a program called Tarija Aromas y Sabores (Tarija Aromas and Flavours, primarily funded by the Inter-American Development Bank), which is also the name of a territorial brand used within the strategy to promote selected product chains with high-value market potential: Grapes, wines and singanis, goat cheese, cured hams, honey, and non-traditional fruits and vegetables. More recently, gastronomy and tourism have also been incorporated into the strategy and has led to greater interactions between the gourmet strategy and the AFN focused on here. For example, while most of the restaurants involved in the gourmet strategy cater to high-end markets, Tarija Aromas y Sabores has also hosted an annual festival since 2012 in which some less-formal food vendors participate. A full discussion of the gourmet strategy and the differentiation between gourmet products and their traditional equivalencies is provided in Reference [57]).



To document and analyse an AFN surrounding CGH in the Central Valley, we draw on data gathered during twelve months of ethnographic fieldwork on the relationships between the local food system, biocultural heritage and the local economy (August–November 2012 and March–November 2013). Semi-structured interviews were conducted with primary, secondary and service sector producers, as well as consumers, intermediaries (e.g., market vendors and other retail owners), non-governmental organisations (NGO) and government officials in seven San Lorenzo and Uriondo communities as well as the City of Tarija. Participants were purposely selected based on their current or past involvement in the production, sale or household use of traditional products or involvement with development programs linked with biocultural resources. Interview data were complemented by participant observation, including with secondary producers and small restaurant owners, regularly visiting and eating at local markets and product promotion fairs (Eight fairs were attended as part of this research, in addition to three at which surveys were conducted) and participating in a municipally sponsored cooking class for local women, work with key informants and review of publically available documents. Surveys were also conducted with vendors and visitors at three product promotion fairs (X Feria de Maíz y sus Derivados (10th Maize and maize product fair: 4 August 2013, Marquiri, San Lorenzo Municipality), Feria de Alojas y Rosquetes (Alojas and rosquetes fair: San Lorenzo, San Lorenzo Municipality) and II Festival de Tarija Aromas y Sabores (2nd Tarija Aromas and Flavours Festival: 6–8 September 2013, Tarija, Province of Cercado)), as well as with market vendors. The numbers of research participants involved in primary, secondary and other food services and their gender are recorded in Table 1. All data were gathered in Spanish and research participants have been given pseudonyms or codes to protect their privacy and anonymity (Table 2).



Table 1. Gender distribution of research participants involved in the production and sale of campesino products according to interview categories.







	
Type of Interview and Surveys

	
Total Sample

	
Number of Women

	
Number of Men






	
Primary production interviews

	
n = 41 (6 joint interviews, total of 47)

	
16 (+4)

	
25 (+2)




	
Subtotal

	
n = 41 (47)

	
39% (42.5%)

	
61% (57.4%)




	
Secondary food production interviews 1

	
n = 17 (3 joint interviews, total participants 21)

	
12 (+4)

	
5




	
Restaurant owners interviews 2

	
n = 19 (1 joint interview, total of 20 participants)

	
16 (+1)

	
3




	
Market vendors surveys 3

	
n = 43 (2 joint interviews, total of 45 participants)

	
37 (+2)

	
6




	
Production fair participants surveys 4

	
n = 36 (3 joint interviews, total of 42 participants)

	
24 (+6)

	
12




	
Production fair food vendors surveys

	
n = 10 (1 joint interview, total 12)

	
8 (+2)

	
2




	
Subtotals

	
n = 125 (total participants 140)

	
97 (+15)

	
28




	
Percentage of sample

	
77.6% (80%)

	
22.4% (20%)




	
Totals

	
n = 166 (total participants 187)

	
113 (+19)

	
53 (+2)




	
Percentage of sample

	
68% (70.5%)

	
32% (29.4%)








1 Including producers of vino patero (artisanal wine), traditional baking, cheese, humintas. 2 Three were high-end restaurants (two of the male participants were from these restaurants). 3 Including vendors of prepared meals, snacks, baked goods, cheeses, dry goods and produce at the four surveyed Central Valley Markets. 4 Six interviews with participants at the Feria de Maíz (Corn Fair) were also conducted, but communities participated as groups of up to a dozen or more men and women representing numerous families. These interviews are not included in this tally.








Table 2. Interview category descriptions and associated codes.







	
Description

	
Code






	
Agricultural development key informant

	
ADKI




	
Baker

	
B




	
Campesino market vendor

	
CMV




	
Crab harvester and vendor

	
CHV




	
Dairy producer

	
DP




	
Fair vendor

	
FV




	
Local government key informant

	
LGKI




	
Local history key informant

	
LHKI




	
Primary producer

	
PP




	
Restaurant owner

	
RO




	
Tourism Key Informant

	
TKI




	
Wine producer

	
WP




	
Wine sector key informant

	
WSKI











4. Campesino Gastronomic Heritage-Based Alternative Food Network


Patrimonio gastronómico campesino (campesino gastronomic heritage) of the Central Valley, as explained by Vacaflores and Lizárraga [64] (p. 4): “…implies a rich and ancient knowledge of campesino families that is conserved, reproduced and innovated constantly as part of vida comunitaria (community life)…” This includes knowledge of the specific properties of each product and combinations of products reflecting regional ecological characteristics and local culture that allow their nutritional and savourable qualities to be enjoyed through approaches to cultivation, harvesting, preservation, cooking and eating and through the materials and technologies used in these processes. They emphasise the link between CGH and community life and production, in which the logic of production is based around the relative control of campesino communities over production processes, including the allocation of land, labour, biodiversity and technologies, and in which the primary objective is the social and cultural reproduction of the territory (p. 5).



Campesino primary production takes place within a cultural landscape created through long-standing human-environment relationships. Historically it has relied on transhumance, extensive pastoralism and the cultivation of diverse agricultural plots located at multiple elevations and in different ecological zones [65,66,67]. Campesino forms of production, transformation, and consumption constitute a unique aesthetic characterising CGH that is manifested in a broad array of traditional cultivars and foods that are eaten and transformed into classic dishes (Table 3). These products connect people to the campo (countryside) and long-standing campesino foodways that have become the basis of an AFN entwined in ecological, economic and sociocultural dimensions of Chapaco life in the Central Valley.



Table 3. Examples of products associated with the gastronomic heritage project.







	
Primary Products

	
Secondary Products

	
Dishes




	
Name

	
Description

	
Name

	
Description

	
Name

	
Description






	
Maize

	
Zea mays subsp. mays. Numerous varieties are produced in the Central Valley for food and feed. Some are eaten as choclo (fresh/sweet corn), while many others are ground for flour.

	
Queso criollo and queso de cabra criolla (“Creole” Cheese)

	
Queso criollo made from goat, creole cow or Holstein’s milk. Creole goat and cow’s milk has a richer flavour.

	
Ranga (or “ranga ranga”)

	
Stewed tripe, cooked with yellow chilies and potatoes, with small amounts of sliced tomatoes and onions served on top. Normally served with rice.




	
Peanuts

	
Endemic to the Chaco ecosystem of South America, peanuts are a pre-European Andean crop widely consumed in the Central Valley, being boiled, roasted, and served as ingredients in soups (i.e., sopa de maní) and beverages (i.e., aloja de maní).

	
Chicha

	
A fermented, mildly alcoholic beverage made from corn (chicha de maíz) or grapes (chicha de uva).

	
Saice

	
Ground meat, stewed with red chilies, peas and potatoes. Normally served with rice and a lettuce, tomato and onion salad.




	
Potatoes

	
Solanum tuberosum. Numerous varieties are produced.

	
Aloja

	
A lightly fermented, non-alcoholic beverage made from peanuts (aloja de maní) or barley (aloja de cebada).

	
Sopa de maní (Peanut soup)

	
Puréed raw peanuts blended with vegetable broth to which chicken gizzards (or other pieces of chicken) and pasta are added. Garnished with parsley and small pieces of fried potato.




	
Ajípa

	
Pachyrhizus tuberosus. A tuber edible raw and known to be good for digestion. It is halved and carved out, sometimes into the shape of a flower, to serve as a cup for vino patero during Corpus Christi.

	
Mote and patasca

	
Mote and patasca are different preparations of boiled corn kernels. For mote the kernel is boiled whole, while the skin is removed to make patasca.

	
Sopa de gallina criolla (Creole hen soup)

	
Soup of chicken broth, vegetables, potatoes and chicken. (Often made together with picante by using the water used to boil the chicken and the smaller pieces of meat for the soup)




	
Yacón

	
Smallanthus sonchifolius. A sweet tuber edible when raw and with edible leaves that are dried for tea.

	
Vino patero (Artisanal wine)

	
Artisanal wine, traditionally fermented and aged in large clay vessels for about nine months. Some producers now use plastic barrels in lieu of clay vessels. Red and white wines in sweet or dry styles are common.

	
Picante de gallina criolla

	
Boiled pieces of creole chicken stewed in ground red chilies, potatoes and peas. Often served with rice (Creole chicken is commonly substituted for factory-produced chicken).




	
Squashes

	
Cucurbita spp. Several varieties are cultivated.

	
Singani casero (Homemade Singani)

	
Singani casero is distilled from young wine to produce a clear spirit. Although singani is sometimes made exclusively with Moscatel de Alejandría grapes, other types of singani are also produced (e.g., ‘singani de la uva negra’ (singani from the black grape)]

	
Chancho al horno and chanho a la olla

	
Pork stewed with chilies and green onions and cooked in the oven or on the stove. Often served with mote.




	
Grapes

	
The earliest grape (Vitis vinifera) varieties, including Moscatel de Alejandría, Misión, negra criolla and mollar, were brought to the Central Valley by the Spanish in the 1500 and 1600s [73]. These varieties continue to be produced in campesino communities, while commercial varieties have become the norm in other areas of the Central Valley.

	
Rosquetes blanqueados

	
Large, un-sweetened ring-shaped cookies made with dough that includes singani or other spirits and covered with a sweetened meringue.

	
Chancho, chiva, or carnero “a la cruz” (pig, goat or sheep on the cross)

	
Whole animal spread over frame (or ‘cross’) and slow roasted next to a fire, while being based with beer, salt and other seasonings. Served with mote.




	
Gallina criolla (“Creole” hen)

	
Gallina criolla refers to hens raised in the countryside, outside and on a natural diet, with no growth hormones, antibiotics or other interventions. Often eaten at several months or years of age.

	
Empanadas blanqueadas

	
A circle of pastry folded into a half circle and filled with a jam made from strewed lacayote (Cucurbita ficifolia) and iced on top with sweetened meringue.

	
Chancao

	
An often spicy soup of hen or chicken made with potatoes and yellow chilies. A serving includes a piece of meat (often leg) on the bone.




	
Huevos criollos (“Creole” eggs)

	
Creole eggs are produced from creole hens and often vary in size and colour, including white, brown, speckled and blue eggs.

	
Tamales

	
Meat from the head of a pig, cooked with onions and garlic, (and sometimes raisins), wrapped in corn dough, packaged in cornhusks and boiled.

	
Arvejada

	
A dish of thinly sliced fried potatoes, peas, eggs, cheese and onion. Served with rice and a small salad.




	
“Creole” hogs

	
Creole hogs are widely produced in the countryside at a small-scale.

	
Humintas

	
Corn dough flavoured with anise (Pimpinella anisum), wrapped and cooked in cornhusks. There are several styles of humintas that vary in shape, ingredients (e.g., sweet, fresh corn or corn flour, with or without cheese) and cooking methods (e.g., fried or grilled, boiled or baked).

	
Guiso Chapaco

	
A thick stew of rice, potatoes, chicken and peas cooked with onion and chilies (ají colorado).




	
Cangrejos (Fresh water crabs)

	
Aegla septentrionalis: found in streams and irrigation channels. Fried in oil and eaten whole, often served with mote.

	
Pan casero or bollos (Artisanal or homemade bread)

	
Thin (c. 3 cm high), circular loaves of bread baked in a wood fire, doom-shaped clay oven.

	
Chanfaina

	
Pig organs and blood stewed with cubed potatoes, onion and chilies.




	
Peaches, custard apples, cactus fruits, quince and other fruits

	
Peaches, custard apples, and cactus fruits among others are a seasonal, high value crops.

	
Peaches dried whole and made into fruit leather (pelón, pelón de cuaresmillos)

	
Mature peaches and early peaches (cuaresmillos) are dried whole as pelon. Peaches are also cut into thin strips that are dried and sometimes rolled into sculptures of people, animals or furniture.

	

	




	
Ajís (Chili peppers)

	
Many varieties of chili peppers (Capsicum) are locally produced, including ají putita’ (or mala palabra), ulupica, cobincho, locoto, amarillo, colorado, and many more.

	
Fruit jams and preserves

	
Peaches, seven year melon (lacayote), plums, quince and many other fruits are processed into jams, jellies and other preserves, including grapes pickled in singani.

	

	










Unlike the gourmet product valorisation process also taking place in the Central Valley, which is being undertaken by a group of public and private actors largely coordinated by NGOs with funding from the Inter-American Development Bank, the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation, among other donors [68,69], the AFN surrounding CGH and the valorisation processes helping position CGH as a resource in the local economy are not unified under a specific, formalised development program. Although related with the activities of local governments, campesino unions, local tourism associations, producer associations and some supportive local NGOs, valorisation of CGH transcends any specific event or celebration. Rather it reflects a constellation of ideas, spaces and practices surrounding local food heritage that are emergent and salient in the daily lives, annual calendar and foodscape of Central Valley rural and city dwellers. Representations of edible biocultural heritage in public spaces take many forms, the most obvious of which is the availability and promotion of foods and dishes in restaurants, food stalls and markets. Edible biocultural heritage, however, is also represented and figuratively consumed publicly through sculpture, promotional materials for events, and in local folklore, songs, poetry, literature and a discourse of distinction to identify locally recognized regional specialities (Box 1) [70,71,72]. The main plaza of the Town of San Lorenzo, for example, is populated with sculptures representing campesino products from the area (Figure 2).


Figure 2. Sculptures of local specialty products in the Central Plaza of the Town of San Lorenzo. The statues depict: (a) Tamales; (b) a traditional singani still; (c) a basket of rosquetes; and, (d) a traditional clay bread oven with clay pots stored underneath. Other sculptures include large clay and aluminium pots with humintas, a brightly decorated basket filled with sweetbread, corn, squash, grapes and other treats for the compadres and comadres celebrations (celebrated as part of Carnival: [74]), and large jugs of fresh milk alongside clay vessels of chicha or aloja being served with a halved gourd.
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Box 1. Finding angels’ wings and halos: the origin of rosquetes and empanadas blanqueadas.






Some say that the tradition of rosquetes and empanadas blanqueadas comes from Spain and before that from the Arabs. But, have you heard the real story? One day angels came down to Earth and they wanted to walk among the people, so they took off their wings and their halos and hid them in a cave in the hills. There, they were found by a boy. The wings and halos were so delicious that he ate them! He also brought some to show to his mother. She tried them too and soon they were all gone. The angels came back to the cave only to find their wings and halos had vanished. The mother and son were so amazed by the deliciousness of the angels’ heavenly dress that the mother continued trying to make things as perfect and delicious. The closest she ever came was to make rosquetes to resemble the halos and empanadas blanqueadas to resemble the wings. (Story told by Mauricio, September 2013).







Some local governments have helped create a supportive environment for the campesino food economy in various ways. At the department level, a program called Progreso Solidario (Solidarity Progress: ProSol), directing hydro-carbon royalties towards campesino production through funding allocations for primary production projects to campesino unions, is unique in the country [75]. Public markets, maintained with support from local governments, are vital nodes of exchange between campesino producers, their products and Central Valley consumers. The largest and most prominent of these is the Mercado Campesino (Campesino Market) in the City of Tarija [76], which houses 1300 permanent and 800 occasional vendors. Local governments across the Central Valley also sponsor cooking and baking classes for local women in which some traditional recipes are taught. Additionally, numerous ferias productivas (production fairs) organized by campesino unions, local governments and producer associations are held throughout the Central Valley each year. The Provincial sub-section government of San Lorenzo, for example, supported 27 production fairs in 2012 [77] and the same number in 2013, in addition to seven festividades propias del lugar (local festivities) [78].



Each fair is organized around a central theme reflecting local products or ideas that the organizers wish to showcase. Examples include: varieties and derivatives of maize (Zea mays), amaranth (Amaranthus caudatus), ajípa (Pachyrhizus tuberosus), or “education and environmental agriculture”, as well as more recently introduced products, such as commercial dairy, that are important in the contemporary livelihoods of many rural families. The size of events can vary from several hundred to several thousand participants and some can last a week. There are also weekend events that are held in more isolated communities, drawing dozens to hundreds of vendors and attendees. These fairs bring together local people, visitors, exhibition stalls and vendors related to the focal product or theme, as well as mainly female vendors of other campesino foods and dishes (Figure 3).


Figure 3. Female vendors selling CGH-based products: (a) Women selling rosquetes during the Festival of San Lorenzo (San Lorenzo, San Lorenzo Municipality, 08/11/2013); (b) women selling yacón during the Festival of San Lorenzo (San Lorenzo, San Lorenzo Municipality, 08/11/2013); and, (c) women selling prepared foods at the Feria de Vino Patero y Singanis Casero (Sella Cercado, Province of Cercado, 07/23/2013).
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Local festivities, including religious festivals and other celebrations throughout the year, also feature a variety of actors and offer a public arena for exchange, celebration and consumption of regional specialty foods (For a full discussion of religious celebrations and other cultural events celebrated in the Central Valley, see [74]). The weeklong Festival of Santa Anita—dedicated to children preparing, selling and eating miniature portions of traditional dishes—is a particularly important event in urban areas with respect to the reproduction of culinary heritage. Other festivals with strong food related components include the celebration of Todo los Santos (All Saints, 1 November), during which a table is set in the home and filled with dishes for the ancestors (Figure 4). These often include foods remembered as loved ones’ favourites and dishes, such as chicha, that require significant time to prepare and are no longer made frequently.


Figure 4. Table in the Community of Tarija Cancha Sud laden for Todo los Santos with chicha, soups, fruit, and other foods appreciated by the family’s ancestors and deceased loved ones. Sweetbreads shaped as ladders are also offered to help the spirits visiting that night to ascend again to heaven.
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In addition to the food-related economy associated with the celebrations and events discussed above, many people, particularly women (like Doña Gloria, mentioned in the Introduction), also make their living in whole or in part by regularly producing and selling traditional specialty foods. Production often takes place at a cottage industry scale with the help of other family members, and artisanal products are sold from a small retail platform attached to the home or at the local market. In the Town of San Lorenzo (population 2500) [79] (p. 132), 55 retail platforms, including small shops, restaurants and homes, advertising the sale of local specialty dishes and/or products were identified (These are in addition to 39 other retail platforms in San Lorenzo, including other shops, butchers and self-advertised “fast food” restaurants, also selling foods, but without artisanal products or traditional dishes being advertised). The local market also has between 40 and 55 permanent and occasional vendors selling local products (depending on day and time), over half of whom sell dishes or products that could be classified as local specialties (Table 3). Additionally, the road between San Lorenzo and the City of Tarija is populated with restaurants and food vendors (Table 4). Market vendors, restaurant owners and other producers and retailers in the City of Tarija, Valle de la Concepción and other areas also depend on the sale of edible biocultural heritage and regional specialty foods.



Table 4. Different types of vendors selling traditional products along the road between the Town of San Lorenzo and the City of Tarija 1.







	
Community

	
Number of Shops

	
Number of Kiosks

	
Number of Roadside Food Vendors

	
Number of Restaurants or Eateries






	
Tomatitas

	
15 (4 advertising the sale of meat and/or chicken, 6 bread, and 2 vino patero)

	
8

	
12 (1 advertising the sale of cakes and other baked goods)

	
22 (4 advertising the sale of vino patero)




	
Rancho Sud

	
2

	
0

	
0

	
11 (1 advertising the sale of vino patero)




	
Rancho Norte

	
5 (1 advertising the sale of chicha and 1 of bread)

	
1

	
2

	
3








1 Data were gathered on Sunday, 13 October 2013, between 11:30 AM and 12:30 PM and include open (or obviously marked/signed) businesses.








Fairs and festivals also help reinforce and/or establish associations between products and particular places within the Central Valley. Tomatitas on the outskirts of Tarija, for example, has become synonymous with comidas típicas (traditional dishes), especially fresh water crabs, small fish and humintas [80]. Other examples include: Lajas, La Victoria and Erquiz (San Lorenzo Municipality) known for artisanal bread; San Lorenzo (San Lorenzo Municipality) known for baked goods, such as rosquetes and empanadas blanqueadas; Sella Mendez (San Lorenzo Municipality) and Sella Cercado (Province of Cercado) recognized for vino patero (artisanal wine production); and, the areas of Santa Ana (Province of Cercado), Valle de la Concepción and surrounding communities (Uriondo Municipality) increasingly renown for commercial grape and wine production.




5. Considerations for Biocultural Sustainability


When biocultural diversity and heritage are mobilised as resources within territorial projects, such as the CGH AFN in the Central Valley, relationships with the practices, materials and meanings constituting those resources are subject to reinterpretation, renegotiation and sometimes reconstruction [8,53,81,82]. The concern brought forward through biocultural perspectives relates with how such processes of change in biocultural relations may affect the potential for continuity of biocultural diversity and heritage into the future. Are processes being set in motion that may establish trajectories with potential to sustain, strengthen or sever those relationships? We employ the biocultural sustainability framework as an analytical tool to evaluate and monitor the outcomes of biocultural resource mobilisation through interdependent ecological, economic and sociocultural perspectives.



5.1. Environmental Considerations: Is Biodiversity Supported?


A promise and risk of promoting consumption of local biological diversity relates to changing the abundance and health of species, breeds and landraces. While encouraging the use and consumption of a given food may precipitate it to be planted, harvested and cared for and thereby support in situ conservation of diversity that may otherwise be lost, overexploitation can have detrimental impacts on target and non-target species and/or ecosystems, particularly if management institutions are not in place.



Research participants and government officials express concern about declines and loss of landraces of crops, such as maize and potatoes (LHKI/B_1; LGKI_2; field notes, 08/04/2013). Other research also documents that the cultivation of grains, such as quinoa, amaranth and wheat, is no longer practiced in some communities in the valley floor [67]. Production fairs offer a social mechanism to enhance the symbolic values surrounding agrobiodiversity and also provide networks through which seeds are traded and production knowledge is circulated and innovated. In the coming years, it will be important to see if this concern is reflected in the production profiles of campesino farmers as the celebration of foods and dishes that are no longer commonly available may also spark renewed interest in those products and stimulate local demand and perhaps production.



At a maize and maize product fair in Jurina, twenty-four varieties of maize, each with specific uses, were documented, as were dozens of corn-based dishes and other local foods (Figure 5). This is in contrast to the seven varieties reported in production profiles of the twenty-seven maize-producing households interviewed in the San Lorenzo Municipality. This suggests the role that fairs can play in making visible and possibly increasing interest in regional agrobiodiversity among producers and consumers. Doña Irene (WP_3), for example, who remembers eating amaranth as a child, described an amaranth-themed fair that took place a few months prior to our interview. She recalled many different ways to use and prepare the grain: “Amaranth is like oats. It is toasted to make a drink… they made cakes, pastries, they made everything…” Following the event, amaranth became a topic of discussion during Doña Irene’s municipal government sponsored cooking class. The women in the course began asking the teacher to show them how to prepare a dessert made with amaranth that some had seen at a fair the class participated in (field notes, 08/25/2013). While this evidence is anecdotal, it suggests that these events enhance the interest and prestige associated with CGH. In the future, particularly, if local consumer demand for these products increases, it may serve to encourage the reincorporation of now uncommon products within campesino production systems and the local diet.


Figure 5. Dishes made with corn presented by La Calama community during the Corn Fair (Jurina, SL, 09/04/2013).
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It is also important to note that edible wild biodiversity, particularly plant foods, such as taco (Prosopis julifloras) and tusca (Acacia aromo: both trees often cleared to make room for agricultural fields: PP_1-3; LHKI_2), is less evident at these events. However, over-exploitation of wild species is another issue that has emerged in the discourse surrounding the promotion of local foods. Declines in cangrejo (fresh water crab, Aegla septentrionalis) populations, which live in acequias (earth aqueducts) and natural waterways, is linked with habitat loss due to irrigation network modernisation projects coinciding with increased demand for the species as a Central Valley speciality. Crabs (Figure 6) have long been eaten at a small scale (LHKI_3-4; LGKI_1). Food vendors, many of whom are concentrated in Tomatitas, often specialise in a menu of crabs, doraditos (Acestrohamphus bolivianus), misquichos (Trichomycterus sp.) and other small fish (e.g., “mojarrita” and “llausa”). Tomatitas became a popular destination for locals and national tourists to eat crabs and other Tarijeñan dishes after the crab achieved national fame by featuring in a popular Bolivian film, Sena/Quina, La Inmortalidad del Cangrejo ([83] RO_3; CHV_1).


Figure 6. Fresh water crabs (Aegla septentrionalis) fried and served with small, fried fish and mote.
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A small dish of crab with mote (boiled corn) sells for around 2.16 USD, making it a very profitable product (CHV_1-2; LHKI_4) (All prices and other monetary data we refer to have been converted from Bolivian bolivianos to American dollars at the average exchange rate in 2013 of 6.95 BOB to 1 USD. A kilo of crab sells approximately for 17.25 USD at the public market (CHV_1). The price per kilo can range from 11.50 USD to 28.75 USD depending on the season (RO_3; LGKI_3; CHV_2). In the past the price was 1.44 USD/kg (CHV_1)). In spite of the demand, local harvesters explain there are no common property or government institutions regulating the harvest and they fear overharvesting is putting pressure on the species, reflected in increased difficulty finding crabs to harvest and also in rising prices. As Doña Maria (LHKI_4) reflected, “My grandmother used to say, ‘Go and leave the little ones! Only take the big ones!’ By contrast now they take everything; everyone does business.” Within the scientific literature, little is known about the species, except that it has limited distribution and was first described by science in 1994 [84]. This suggests that in the absence of harvesting institutions or other sustainable harvesting systems, such as aquaculture production, the promotion and valorisation of the species may be leading to population declines. Similar concerns about habitat loss and over harvesting extend to the other small fish that are part of the industry (LHKI_4; LGKI_1 and 3; [85]) (these sell for 5.75–10.07 USD/kg, depending on species and season (CHV_1)).



Another example draws attention to the potential importance of adapting technologies in anticipation of changes in demand. Artisanal bread-makers in Lajas and other communities rely exclusively on wood drawn from the Central Valley to fuel their clay bread ovens. Although interviewed bread makers were not concerned about over harvesting (B_2-3), other key informants believe the industry contributes to deforestation (TKI_1; LHKI/WP_5; LGKI_3). Within a context where roughly 28,000 people in the department rely on wood fuel for cooking [59] and where landscape clearing for agriculture and other purposes is ongoing, the contribution of the artisanal bread and other food industries relying on wood fuel is likely a contributing rather than primary driver of deforestation. However, as the industry continues to grow, this draws attention to the importance of anticipating the potential impacts of changes in demand on the resource-base. The examples above both point to the need for better information regarding environmental impacts and suggest that changes to harvesting and production practices and technologies, such as aquaculture, increasing fuel efficiency or changing fuel sources, may be necessary to minimise environmental damage.




5.2. Economic Considerations: Are a Range of People Economically Better Off?


Fairs, holidays and other events described in Section 4 circulate economic capital within the Central Valley, providing economic injections to households and host communities. Surveys conducted at two campesino product fairs—one an urban event (“Rosquetes Fair”, San Lorenzo, San Lorenzo Municipality) and the other a rural event (“Maize and Maize Products Fair”, Jurina, San Lorenzo Municipality)—showed that most economic beneficiaries (both invited participants and the majority of other food vendors) came from the host community or from the nearby area. The majority of visitors, however, came from elsewhere in the Tarija Department (mostly from the City of Tarija), other parts of Bolivia or internationally (Table 5). This suggests that these events may help circulate and redistribute wealth within the Central Valley by creating flows from urban to rural areas, while visitors from outside the region also represent economic injections into the Central Valley and host communities. Furthermore, the economic injections for vendor and participant households are significant.



Table 5. Origin of participants, vendors and visitors at production fairs.







	
Production Fair Attendees

	
Place of Origin




	
Host Community

	
Neighbouring Communities (>10 km Away)

	
Other Parts of the Tarija Department

	
National or International






	
Participants (n = 16)

	
7

	
9

	
0

	
0




	
Other food vendors (n = 11)

	
2

	
8

	
1

	
0




	
Visitors (n = 32)

	
1

	
9

	
17

	
5










Those selling foodstuffs at the fairs reported potential average net incomes of 139.52 USD to 141.50 USD based on estimates of direct costs of production, prices per unit and volume of production provided by 18 participants and other food vendors (Participants are those invited to participate through the sale or exhibition of their products related to the theme of the event. Vendors are those selling other foodstuffs not related to the event’s theme. Indirect costs of production, including labour, infrastructure and transportation costs, were excluded. As some products varied in price depending on the number of units sold, high and low estimates of net income were calculated as needed. The highest calculated net income was 230.22 USD, while two producers reported breaking even or losses of 4.32 USD or more. Two vendors (FV_1-2) who participated in fairs regularly (for 10 and 20 years respectively) independently calculated their average take home earnings per fair at around 28.78 USD. Another reported 71.94 USD). At the Rosquetes Fair, all the products brought to sell were sold by mid-afternoon (LHKI/WP_5; field notes, 07/17/2013), suggesting that the calculations above based on total potential sales are not unrealistic, particularly for large and busy events. When data were collected in 2013, this accounted for close to a national monthly minimum wage of 143.90 USD ([86]) (Monthly minimum wage in Bolivia was increased to 238.27 USD in 2015 [87]). Within this context, the economic contribution would remain significant even if net incomes were half the reported potential average.



Four of eleven vendors regularly travelled to fairs throughout the Central Valley and revenue from these events accounted for more than half of their household income. Three others reported income from fairs accounting for 30 to 49 percent of household income. All vendors explained that a primary motivation for participating was economic benefit, alongside other sociocultural benefits (Section 5.3). Twenty of the thirty-two groups of visitors surveyed (62.5%) reported spending or planning to spend more than 14.39 USD, of whom eleven (34%) reported spending or planning to spend over 28.78 USD. Counts conducted at the events found 470 people in attendance at the Rosquetes Fair and 200 at the corn fair. This suggests that the events provide enabling environments for economic injections into the host community and surrounding area by drawing visitors from the city and other areas to visit and spend money in the host community, which they otherwise might not have occasion to do.



Similarly, clusters of production of campesino products and dishes (e.g., restaurants serving comidas típicas in Tomatitas) draw urban dwellers and tourists throughout the year, particularly on weekends, and well-known celebrations, create a similar, although more seasonal demand. During the month-long Festival of San Lorenzo many celebrations centre around traditional food and drink, including a “Foods of Yesteryear” Fair (Comida del Antaño). During the evenings of the Saint’s Day celebration weekend, the square around the San Lorenzo cathedral and market is full of stands selling artisanal wines, Diana and cañelito (hot toddies made with singani). During the days of the celebration, food stalls fill the town centre spilling over into the streets for several blocks (Table 6). Dozens of houses are also temporarily transformed into restaurants and bars serving traditional food and drink (field notes, 08/12/2013). Vendors of other artisanal products, including clay cooking pots, also travel to San Lorenzo to sell their wares during this time.



Table 6. 2013 Festival of San Lorenzo food vendors.







	
Type of Food Vendors

	
Description

	
Number of Vendors Recorded 1




	
Saturday, August 10

	
Sunday, August 11






	
Prepared dishes and snacks

	
Mainly prepared food stands selling pork dishes, picante, ranga, and soups. Others sold tamales, fried bread, and other snacks, including chirriadas and gelatine.

	
51

	
93




	
Baked goods

	
Most principally sold rosquetes, with smaller quantities of empanadas blanqueadas and other baked goods.

	
45

	
77




	
Beverages

	
Most sold refrescos. A few had fresh squeezed juices and blended fruit drinks.

	
17

	
21




	
Tubers

	
Yacón

	
9

	
10








1 Counts were conducted between 11:30 AM and 12:00 PM both days.








Most restaurants, vendors and secondary producers source their ingredients from the local market, and in the case of specialty items, such as gallina criolla (creole hen) directly from campesino producers (Table 7). Many women from rural areas who occasionally or regularly make food to sell at events or from their homes, use their own potatoes, meat and vegetables, or when not available source from their neighbours. Those in cities and towns tend to buy from the local markets. Market surveys found that the majority of products at the public markets, with the exception of dry goods, such as rice and pasta, are produced within the Central Valley. This suggests strong backward and forward linkages among small restaurants, food vendors and secondary producers to primary producers through direct sourcing or the local and regional market places.



Table 7. Sourcing patterns of restaurants, market vendors and secondary producers.







	
Source 1

	
Restaurants (n = 22)

	
Market Vendors (n = 29)

	
Secondary Producers (n = 52)




	
Occurrence

	
Occurrence

	
Occurrence




	
#

	
%

	
#

	
%

	
#

	
%






	
Regional market (Mercado Campesino)

	
20

	
91

	
22

	
76

	
25

	
48




	
Sub-regional markets

	
5

	
23

	
8

	
28

	
2

	
4




	
Distributor, dealer or trader

	
7

	
32

	
5

	
17

	
7

	
13




	
Supermarket, butchers or other stores

	
2

	
9

	
1

	
3

	
2

	
4




	
Production fairs

	
1

	
5

	
0

	
0

	
0

	
0




	
Direct from producers

	
18

	
82

	
15

	
52

	
16

	
31




	
In-house production

	
4

	
18

	
11

	
19

	
14

	
27








1 Producers may have multiple sourcing strategies.








It is important to note, however, that not all fairs are well attended, particularly in more isolated communities. Other concerns about lack of organisation, public drunkenness and a shifting emphasis away from arenas of exchange to commercial activity, entertainment and tourism were also reported (n = 13 of production fair survey respondents; also, LHKI/WP_5; LGKI_1; [64]). Low attendance relates to the difficulty in travelling to some communities and to limited promotion, such as posters not being distributed until a day or two prior to the event. Additionally, because multiple events are staged with support from different government agencies (e.g., the municipal vs. sub-provincial governments with overlapping jurisdictions), events are sometimes held over the same weekend and so come into competition with one another.



As the data above suggest, the production and sale of campesino products has a major presence in the study communities, reflecting the importance of these products to the livelihoods of many households. The strategies surrounding the sales of food vary. Some small restaurant owners and food vendors prepare meals most days (n = 13 of restaurants; n = 3 of fair vendors), while others regularly open only on weekends or Sundays (n = 6 of restaurants). In some cases, women from outlying communities travel to the local markets to sell their dishes on Sundays, holidays and special events, or when they need extra cash income (field notes 04/21/2013, 05/30/2013, 09/22/2013). Similarly, secondary producers interviewed range from producing daily (n = 3), to weekly or bi-weekly (n = 4), or occasionally (n = 10) (Eight of these, however, have a retail platform where their products are regularly available for sale. Wine and singani producers for example are only able to produce during a few months of the year when fresh grapes are available). Some women prepared dishes or specialty products, such as chicha, only a few times a year to sell at particular events (e.g., CMV_1-2; RO_4, until a year prior). Whether regular or occasional activities and income sources, specialty products occupy an important and visible place in the local economy and in the livelihood profiles of many households, particularly of women.



While detailed data is not available on the distribution of income within households, from the sample of interviewed restaurant owners and secondary producers, 75 percent of businesses are run by women and 33 percent are part of female-headed households (Table 8). Fourteen percent of businesses are joint ventures involving one or more male and female family members. In the case of one restaurant opened on weekends, Doña Julia (RP_11) is the primary cook, however, her husband is the server and also helps with the kitchen. For them, the decision to open their house as a restaurant came about when Julia decided to begin an undergraduate degree and her husband’s income was not enough to cover their increased costs. Similarly for Doña Flora (RO_5), the income from her restaurant helps stabilise her household income, which also comes from her husband’s work in agriculture and from their store, which she also manages. Doña Lucia’s (B_4) husband’s income is also unstable and her catering and bakery business helps stabilize and add to the household income. Importantly, she emphasized, it also offers her some independence in a sometimes-abusive relationship. For Doña Josefina (RO_6), as their family grew, her husband’s income from driving a taxi was not enough to cover their household costs. She found she was regularly cooking for a dozen family members and so she decided to cook enough to sell during the week from their home. While is started as a supplement to her husband’s income, she now makes more from the restaurant than he does. For rural households with primarily agricultural livelihoods, selling food is an important, if sometimes occasional, source of cash income (e.g., LHKI/B_1, FV_2-3).



Table 8. Gender of business proprietors and gender of household heads.







	
Research Participants

	
Business Proprietorship

	
Household




	
Female

	
Male

	
Joint

	
Not Disclosed

	
Female

	
Male

	
Joint

	
Not Disclosed






	
Secondary Producers (n = 17)

	
12

	
3

	
2

	
0

	
7

	
0

	
10

	
0




	
Restaurants (n = 19)

	
15

	
1

	
3

	
0

	
5

	
0

	
9

	
5




	
Total #

	
27

	
4

	
5

	
0

	
12

	
0

	
19

	
5




	
Total %

	
75

	
11

	
14

	
0

	
33

	
0

	
53

	
14










For other households, selling food became a primary survival strategy and primary income source. Doña Rosaria (RO_3) explained that she began selling food when her husband became ill and was no longer able to work. Her business allowed her children to study and their family to survive. Other women (e.g., RO/WP_7; RO_1-2, 8 and 9; B_5), like Doña Gloria selling ranga in the Central Market, became the sole providers for themselves and their children after their husbands left. Doña Fernanda (RO/WP_7) explained that when she began her restaurant and winemaking business, “I had children who were still studying and I didn’t have collaboration from my husband. He became involved with another couple and I was left on my own. And after that I started with the restaurant to help myself out and to help my family.”



In the case of artisanal alcohol production, nineteen sites in the towns of San Lorenzo and Tarija Cancha Sud advertised the sale of vino patero (artisanal wine), singani, chicha de uva (grape chicha) or other artisanal alcohol and the income from selling this production was identified as an important, although not exclusive income source for the seven interviewed producers. All producers sold their products primarily from their home or shop. One producer (LHKI/WP_5) has a dedicated wine retail and tasting room and another (WP_1) regularly opens a small restaurant in their home during holidays. Vino patero generally sells for 2.16 USD/L and singani retails for 3.60 USD/L. The two largest producers reported average net incomes from wine and singani production of 11,510–14,390 USD a year, based on a production of roughly 5000 L of vino patero a year and 500 L of singani. The three smaller producers, producing less than 1000 L a year, reported between 1151–2014 USD of gross income. One producer making 1500 L of singani reported 5036 USD of gross income. All producers reported selling all of their production before the beginning of the next year’s production season.



Producers of other regional specialty products also emphasize their economic importance. One rosquete producer, Doña Alejandra (B_6), makes a batch of 300 rosquetes two to three times a week with the help of her husband and hired assistants. Each rosquete is sold for 0.40 USD. She calculates her direct costs of production at approximately 36.00 USD, generating a net income of around 180.00 USD a week. Her rosquetes are sold from her home and through vendors in the City of Tarija and Town of San Lorenzo. The income complements what she and her husband earn through their work at the local school and as a mechanic.



For campesino producers, goat and cow’s milk cheese is also an important contribution to household economies. Goat cheese producers in the community of Marquiri explain that they can sell their cheese for 4.32 USD/kg directly to consumers or resellers who visit their community. In the markets in Tarija or San Lorenzo it can be sold for between 5.76–7.20 USD/kg (compared to cow’s milk cheese normally bought from producers for 2.88 USD/kg and resold for 4.32 USD/kg: field notes, 07/28/2013 and 10/30/2013). However, these earnings are highly seasonal. Similarly, cheese made from creole cow’s milk also has higher prices and is difficult to find. Two women in Tarija’s Central Market make it and sell it in small quantities as a snack food. They explain that while creole cows produce less milk, they produce richer and better tasting milk then commercial dairy breeds like Holsteins. Many San Lorenzo area households have become involved in commercial dairy production over the last two decades, with the majority of milk sold to one of two commercial dairy processers. However, cheese-making offers an important safety net in their livelihood strategies, acting as a fall back for when they are unable to bring their perishable fresh milk to the market (DP_1-8).



The discourse of speciality surrounding campesino products (Section 5.3) provides a market and often price premiums for producers. Gallina criolla (creole hen), which is raised over several months or years without the use of hormones and antibiotics and is allowed to forage and develop muscles by leading an active life outside, is sought after as a specialty product in contrast to widely available factory farmed chicken (referred to as pollo). Creole hens have also retained a high market value (approximately 10 USD, compared to 3.60–4.30 USD for a chicken: DP_9; field notes, 07/31/2013). Food vendors commented that supply of creole hen is a persistent problem. The shortages and prices have also led to problems of counter-fitting through the substitution of retired commercial laying hens for creole hen (RO_1-2). Although, the high market value of creole hen translates into higher prices for soups and other creole hen based dishes, one restaurant owner, Don Manuel (RO_10), explained that his clients are willing to pay the price premium because of the higher quality and flavour:


There are people who ask me, “Señor, I want you to make me a sopa de gallina criolla (creole hen soup)—everything creole. I’m ordering a picante de gallina criolla (picante of creole hen) and it isn’t important to me what it costs.” That is what people tell me, so with great pleasure I find the hen. If I make it the best I can, people don’t mind if I ask 2.16 USD for a plate of soup.



People pay me for it without complaint because I make a good soup.




This suggests that the cultural value placed on campesino products can create high value markets within the local economy.



Many small producers, however, face challenges related with scaling-up, economic returns and market access. Limited infrastructure and poor market access can reduce product price and quality before they reach the market or limit their sale all together. For example, even though fresh goat milk is valued and discussed as a healthy and desirable food, it is not available at the markets in the City of Tarija, San Lorenzo (San Lorenzo Municipality) or Valle de la Concepción (Uriondo Municipality) because of low production volumes and difficulty bringing it to market. Similarly, a goat cheese factory owner making commercial cheese for the national market explained he only uses milk from his own herd because there are no cold storage chains to facilitate accessing milk from producers in nearby communities (DP_10). Producers also explain that they sometimes sell their cheeses at lower prices to middle men who come to their communities to buy cheese to resell at the public markets because of travel times involved in bringing their product to market directly. As a result, they receive a smaller share of the final sale value of their goods.




5.3. Sociocultural Considerations: Are Relationships with Biocultural Heritage Validated and Enabled?


In considering the sociocultural implications of AFNs surrounding biocultural heritage, a critical area of reflection is if and how relationships with biocultural heritage are being validated and enabled. A defining characteristic of the CGH AFN is that it is largely emergent in daily life and practice of rural and urban dwellers. While local governments, campesino unions and producer associations currently play an important role in planning, coordinating, sponsoring and publicizing production fairs and other events, the production and sale of campesino specialty foods at festivals, markets and fairs predate these forums. For many, the production of campesino specialities is an intergenerational activity, in which recipes and preparation methods are learned from parents or grandparents, many of whom also made a living selling specialised traditional products, such as chicha, bread or prepared meals (RP_11; DP_7; LHKI_4; RO_1-2). As the business partner and husband of a producer of fruit preserves explained, “It’s a way of making a living through my wife’s family tradition that was taught to her by her grandparents” (FV_4).



The production of regional specialty products is often connected with feelings of pride, family tradition and identity, thus extending the value of products beyond their financial contribution to household economies. Doña Alejandra (B_6), discussed above, works in a little front room of her house on a hundred-year-old table also used by her mother and grandmother to make rosquetes. She has been making rosquetes for the last 40 years, since she was ten years old. Her sister also makes rosquetes and other traditional baked goods.



Similarly, promoting traditional products, supporting community and fostering tourism were discussed by participants at production fairs as important reasons for their participation. Participants in the corn fair also pointed to the benefits of sharing production techniques and varieties of corn among participating communities. Visitors at these events—who came to see the exhibition stands, have a meal or snack, and access traditional products—discussed similar benefits.



The presence of ranga-ranga, gallina criolla, rosquetes and other foods and dishes at special events, in the public markets and as featured products in shops and restaurants helps create a cultural context in which those items are valued, sought after and in which their production at a cottage industry scale remains a viable and beneficial component of some household economies (Section 5.2). By creating forums to celebrate and reinforce the biocultural diversity and heritage of the territory, the symbolic value placed on the knowledge (i.e., how to produce and prepare different foods), practice (i.e., the act of producing and preparing such foods) and materials (i.e., the crops, products and dishes themselves, as well as the land and other components of production) underpinning them are strengthened. Sites of public eating and enjoyment are an interface between the private and public spaces of consumption and provide forums in which the local food culture is produced and adapted over time. The making public of campesino culture is supported by a local discourse valorizing and identifying campesino products as local specialties. This discourse of ‘specialness’ is linked with nostalgia for the campo (countryside) and rural ways of life and the naturalness, superior flavour, cooking process and quality of campesino products.



The promotion and circulation of these products is highly dependent on word of mouth, social networks and local knowledge to identify producers, products, and vendors and make discriminating choices among available options. There is a range of words and signals with widely understood meanings that help people locate and identify campesino products. Coloured flags are placed outside of homes and businesses to indicate that a product is available: a white flag for bread, a red flag for grape chicha, and a half red, half white flag for rosquetes.



The language of tradition and heritage is also evoked by producers on business signs outside their homes or retail platforms advertising repostería típica (traditional baking) or comida típica (traditional food). One sign for a bakery reflective of this discourse reads, “Nostalgia and tradition with the flower of the pago.” (Pago refers to a plot of land conjuring the image of the land giving or providing payment or harvest, as well as the place that a person is born and has deep roots). Words used on menus and in everyday language, such as criollo/a (creole), are also used to describe dishes and/or ingredients and distinguish them from possible substitute products that might be used in preparing the same recipes. Creole hen is an example of a product reflecting many aspects of this discourse (Section 5.2). The adjective criolla for hen and other products, like cheeses, and others such as patero (Patero is derived from the Spanish noun patas, meaning legs or feet, and in this usage refers to the process of crushing grapes with the feet) to indicate artisanal wine and casero (homemade) for breads and singani, are ‘quality’ markers and central tools of communication and markers of distinction associated with campesino foods.



While where ingredients come from and how they are produced are important characteristics and markers of distinction, so are the methods of preparation. Wood fuel, clay ovens and clay cooking pots are key technologies shaping taste and cooking processes. Clay pots boil slowly and retain heat for a long time allowing dishes to stew and slow cook, while the wood smoke adds flavor and also shapes the cooking process. These cooking methods are in contrast to the gas stoves, ovens and aluminum pots now commonly used in Central Valley households, particularly in urban areas. Thus, when visitors from urban areas look for campesino dishes they are seeking meals prepared using traditional methods and ingredients that are no longer common in the daily life of many households. Some restaurants catering to middle and upper classes, have built kitchens to accommodate the use of these technologies (e.g., RP_10 and RO_12). Other restaurants, such as “Ollita del Barro” (Little Clay Pot), evoke these cooking methods in their names or imagery on their signs.



This type of sui generis marketing is important because a shared language of “distinction”, to borrow Bourdieu’s [88] term, helps producers of biocultural heritage-based foods to create product recognition that is transposable in multiple contexts helping create continuity of demand. Discourse articulating and supporting the value of campesino products is essential to the continued production and consumption of these products, particularly when considering the wider sociocultural context in which other discourses, such as agricultural modernisation, are at play that tend to devalue local food culture and re-craft it within extra-local standards of quality and desirability [8,53,81,82].



Certainly some local actors, such as the NGO, Comunidad de Estudios Jaina, are working to visibilise and position CGH and the AFN surrounding it as a coherent political project capable of transforming public policy away from export-oriented production and toward support for producción comunitaria (community production), decolonization and food sovereignty objectives [64,89,90]. However, they note that the AFNs surrounding CGH remain a sub-altern project that is often under-recognized, under-supported and undervalued by the state and development actors. Not withstanding, the explicit political nature of some production fairs is clear, such as the VI Feria de Intercambio de Comidas Tradicionales y Semillas Criollas (6th Fair for the Exchange of Traditional Foods and Creole Seeds) (Held 28 October 2012, in Potreros, organized by the Sub Central Campesina de San Diego, Comunidad Campesina de Potreros), which had the slogan “We decide that what we eat and what we produce is food sovereignty”, or the V Feria Producimos y Consumimos lo Nuestro (5th Producing and Eating what is Ours Fair) (Held 27–28 April 2013, in Tomatas Grande, San Lorenzo Municipality).



These are contrasted, however, with other events also organized by campesino unions with government support and/or NGO support, which showcase local advances toward modernist production ideals of increasing commercial production through incorporation of new genes and technologies. For example, fairs related to the milk industry showcase high production breeds, particularly Holsteins, introduced in recent decades, and include competitions for most milk produced by a single cow. This suggests the heterogeneity among actors and visions, even when certain values, such as improving rural livelihoods, are held in common. Consequently, many aspects of the CGH AFN and valorisation processes supporting it remain within the realm of cultural practice. Ways of life and foodways reflected in this territorial project are still fighting for legitimation in a context in which modernist ideas of development have long dominated and continue to hold a central place in rural development planning and investment.





6. Discussion


Tracing some of the multiple threads of the AFN surrounding CGH reveals a complex web of interactions linking primary and secondary producers, rural and urban consumers, cultural identity and local biodiversity, and ideas of the past and visions for the future. This set of ideas, processes, and networks, particularly short-supply chains, surrounding campesino quality foods are creating mechanisms by which embedded relationships with the local food system and the biocultural relationships entwined with it are being sustained. This case seems to support the conclusion reached by Vorley, Del Pozo-Vergnes and Barnett [91] that “small, traditional farms can compete on their strengths by appealing to demands for native crop and animal varieties, local cuisine, terroir, artisanal quality and diversity.” In the case of the Central Valley, the benefits and appeal for local biocultural-heritage-based products extend beyond the realm of primary production to include an array of secondary and tertiary activities that are vital to many households and of particular importance for women who are the principal producers and vendors of many campesino foods.



The campesino territorial project, however, faces several challenges. Some of these, such as the ecological issues and concerns surrounding production fairs, have been described above. Another concerns the degree to which CGH AFN as a rural development strategy may build on cultural practice to consolidate into a clear, political project with transformative capacity in the face of concurrent territorial projects seeking to reorder the Central Valley food system towards national and international market integration. One manifestation of these trends is a process of dietary transition in which a globalised food culture is becoming an important reference point for shaping food tastes and preferences, particularly among urban dwellers and youth. Another manifestation is in old and newly recast discourses of modernist agricultural development, in which external markets and extra-local consumers are identified as the locus of economic opportunity [92]. Most recently, this vision for the territory has been articulated through a gourmet development strategy focused on increasing the production and export of selected Tarija products [57] (The selected products are a triad of grapes, wine and singani, along with cured ham, honey, goat cheese and high-value fruits and vegetables. Of these the grape, wine and singani chain has had the greatest impact on campesino production because of the scale and growth of vineyards in the Central Valley beginning in the 1970s and 1980s [67]).



Within this wider context, which echoes trends towards globalisation of food being experienced around the world, the campesino territorial project and the role the biocultural heritage plays within it are deeply political; both underscoring the importance of food systems and the practices surrounding them as sites of resistance. Given the power of elite interests to shape local development agendas and the powerful capacity of capitalist globalisation to transform food systems, it is important to reflect upon the factors that have favoured the AFNs around CGH to emerge and remain prominent and that might favour the consolidation of a campesino territorial project in the Central Valley.



While cultural traditions, initiative and creativity of individual producers, the choices made by consumers and other factors are undeniably critical, one enabling factor that must also be recognized is the role of government. Research on alternative food systems and local and rural economic development, point to the important role that governments play in creating environments that either support or hinder certain types of economic organization [33,93,94,95]. In spite of the contradictions reflected in government support for the gourmet strategy and other modernisation processes, Central Valley governments are also helping create an enabling environment for AFN surrounding CGH, both by what they are doing and also by virtue of what they are not doing.



The relatively minimal investments from local governments in production fairs, festivals and events are having significant ripple effects on the livelihoods of many households as well as the continuity of biocultural heritage in the region. Support for the maintenance of public market places is another example, as are the growing number of cooking classes sponsored by municipalities for local women. Such spaces of exchange and encounter have also been documented elsewhere as vital to local food movements and economies in the North and South [18,91,96,97]. Although this paper has concentrated mainly on secondary production and exchange of campesino products, support for primary production activities of campesino communities taking place through ProSol (Section 4) is another policy innovation that is enhancing the capacity and autonomy of campesino communities [75].



These and other supportive actions by governments are important, but perhaps of equal or greater importance is what they are not doing, either by choice or as a result of their limited resources and enforcement capacity. A key factor supporting the production and circulation of campesino primary and secondary products relates with the relatively closed nature of the food system (Section 5.2), including the absence of a national or international supermarket chain. A contribution from the government in this regard is that they have not actively pursued or succeeded in recruiting that kind of foreign direct investment, which has been shown to dramatically alter food systems elsewhere in Latin America [98,99,100].



Another important area of limited intervention relates with the informal economy. Historically within development policy and practice the informal economy and role of non-farm economic activities, particularly of women, have been seen as unimportant, complementary and residual of the past that are expected to “wither away as a country develops” [95,101,102]. Particularly since the beginning of the 21st century, Vorley [101] notes, the informal sector has been re-caste from unimportant to a “public bad” that is undercutting the development of a tax-paying, private sector essential to the neoliberal development agenda. In spite of the valuable contributions that the informal sector—or popular economy as it is known in Bolivia—play in supporting food security and providing livelihood opportunities, governments are increasingly attempting to regulate it, often with negative impacts on food safety, poor producers and consumers [101].



Research participants report problems related to operating in the informal economy. Key examples include being denied participation in some fairs and festivals (WP_2), being excluded from NGO and government programs helping businesses renovate their establishments for tourism (B_6), and being denounced by a neighbour and fined for “illegal” (unregistered) alcohol production (PP_4). Artisanal wines and singani have also sometimes been classified with contraband and illegal products as risks to the economy and food safety [103] and are sometimes disparaged by industrial producers and development agencies (ADKI_1; ADKI/WSKI_1-2). As these examples suggest, informal producers are vulnerable to discrimination and persecution, and much more could be done to support them; however, the state could also be adopting a much stricter regulatory approach involving the active persecution of the informal economy surrounding many campesino products. The relative tolerance towards the production and sale of goods produced outside government regulatory control allows many households, and particularly women, livelihood opportunities that otherwise might not be feasible, and in so doing also allows consumers access to valued products and dishes.



For many, making traditional products or preparing traditional dishes is a complement to other livelihood activities and as such their enterprises are often part-time, low capital and informal. Many fear reducing their small returns if they were to become registered tax-paying businesses. Similarly receiving health and hygiene certifications are often complicated and difficult to acquire and so not prioritized or possible for small-scale and occasional vendors. Furthermore, it is often seen favourably by producers to be able to opt-in and opt-out of production in a very flexible and adaptive manner. This suggests that if the state came to strictly enforce formalisation, many small-scale enterprises would be closed down or, as Vorley [101] documents elsewhere, be pushed further underground.



While these actions and inactions on the part of the state have helped create an enabling environment for AFNs based on CGH in the Central Valley, much more could be done to actively support campesino producers and the circulation of their products. Vorley [101] suggests several institutional innovations to work with the informal sector to reduce the downsides of informality, while capitalising on the contributions to local food systems and economies. A critical issue includes creating standards and certifications that are reasonable and “risk-based”. The principle should not be regulation for regulation’s sake, but rather identifying if and where significant risks to health, safety or the environment are present and working with producers to address them. This should not mean demonising traditional production practices or assuming non-industrial processes are unhygienic. It suggests that extreme care should be taken in developing and implementing regulations affecting the informal economy, and by extension AFNs associated with CGH. The principle of working with, rather than against, the informal sector is a policy that could be explicitly and actively pursued in the Central Valley within a framework of supporting biocultural sustainability. Building on the networks already created through cooking classes and other programs, it might also be possible to extend these programs from their focus on food preparation skills to incorporate basic food safety and accounting skills that might help women entrepreneurs generate greater benefits from the demand for CGH while improving public health.



Lack of basic infrastructure, such as electricity and decent road access to facilitate cold storage chains, is another barrier facing producers, particularly in rural areas. These limitations can have disproportionate impacts on women. In their work on rural non-farm economies, Reardon, Berdegué and Escobar [104] (p. 407) recommend, “Education, labor training, the improvement of roads and transport systems that allow women to easily travel between their homes and places of work, the creation of day-care centers, revise labor and social security policies and their adequate financing,” as key for enabling women to access and benefit from off-farm economic opportunities. Governments could actively address existing infrastructure deficits as key development priorities that will improve the material wellbeing of rural dwellers and also their access to better markets for their products.



Other examples of concrete steps local governments could take to support CGH AFN are many. These may include greater support for campesino agricultural production practices through investment in agroecology-based agricultural extensions services and producing local maps of towns, such as San Lorenzo, with points of sale of traditional products. Similarly collective production and packaging facilities could also support the quality and presentation of local products without placing undue burden on individual producers who might not benefit enough to ever make such an investment feasible at the enterprise scale. For example, a small glass bottling machine in towns (e.g., Valle de la Concepción and San Lorenzo) where tourists or visitors from the city could transfer their purchases of artisanal wines or singanis from reused plastic bottles into glass bottles (perhaps with a label from the town along with the name of the producer) might improve the competitiveness of campesino wines in relation to their commercial competition. Increasing the promotion around fairs and other events, particularly in more isolated communities, including by ensuring that transportation is available and promptly producing and distributing promotional materials, might help support producers in those communities and enhance the potential benefits from hosting such events.



In linking this case to the broader discussions surrounding the role of biocultural heritage in local development processes and what insights might be drawn from this case, we turn to the work of Davidson-Hunt et al. [1] on biocultural design. Davidson-Hunt et al. [1] suggest a number of “guiding coordinates”, framed as orienting questions, that may aid communities and groups of actors as they navigate the challenging process of purposefully mobilizing biocultural resources to meet locally identified needs and interests through biocultural design (Biocultural design coordinates are also re-examined by Turner, Davidson-Hunt and Hudson [57] in relation to the gourmet product development strategy in the Central Valley and biocultural sustainability). The idea of guiding coordinates builds on the concept of ethical coordinates proposed by Gibson-Graham and Roelvink [105] and elaborated on by Bargh [106], in their work on alternative, postcapitalist economies. Coordinates resonate with the metaphor of alternative economic development as processes of wayfinding [1], in which constellations of coordinates may come together to “shape decisions, moral judgments and subsequent effects for peoples and the environment” [106] (p. 281). Rather than predetermining possible outcomes, the idea of guiding coordinates emphasizes the range of possibilities available to local actors as they navigate development processes. In Table 9, we offer five coordinates that refine and re-articulate Davidson-Hunt et al.’s set in relation to the insights into biocultural resource valorisation and support for local food systems that this case offers. We have focused these observations largely on the role of the state in enabling or hindering economic and social organisation around the promotion of local edible biocultural heritage.



Table 9. Considerations for biocultural resource use in local development.







	
Biocultural Design Coordinates






	
1. In developing policy to support AFNs, have existing factors enabling desired forms of economic organisation (e.g., absence of a supermarket) been identified and steps taken to support their continuation?




	
2. Recognizing the linkages between the formal and informal economy and rural and urban areas, what can be done to support occasional producers and vendors?




	
3. In order to enhance program effectiveness, have mechanisms for collaboration and information sharing between levels of government been identified and implemented, especially where there is jurisdictional overlap?




	
4. In order to create policies and regulations that support sustainable biocultural heritage use, have information gaps, such as ecological or human health risks, been identified and filled?




	
5. Basic infrastructure, including transportation and electricity, are vital to market linkages favouring rural producers. What key infrastructure developments can enhance rural producers’ market access?










The biocultural sustainability framework was developed within the specific context of the Central Valley; however, the framework may have broader application including in the analysis of other AFN cases. A biocultural sustainability framework provides a lens to examine, evaluate and reflect upon processes of biocultural valorisation, AFN formation and what their strengths and weaknesses are for the people and environments involved. The attunement to human-environment relationships overtime and attention to multiple dimensions of the food system are integral features of this framework that differentiate it from value-chain, actor-network, and other approaches sometimes used to examine agri-food networks and AFNs that tend to concentrate on selected components and dimensions of a food system. As such, approaching AFNs through a biocultural framework offers several contributions towards filling gaps identified in the existing literature.



It is noted by some authors that a weakness of existing AFN scholarship is a persistent tendency to make normative claims about the relationships between scale and outcomes. There are two sides to this coin. The first, most commonly cited in the AFN literature [5,10,107], is what Purcell and Brown [108] and Born and Purcell [109] term the ‘local trap’, by which they refer to the pervasive issue in many disciplines, including food systems also see [110], to equate ‘local’ a priori to ‘good’, ‘ethical’ and ‘alternative’ without empirical grounding or critical reflection. The other is the tendency linked with productivist, export-oriented rural development policy to assume ‘local’ to be synonymous with ‘unviable’, ‘residual’ and ‘redundant’ see [95,101,102]. Empirical study, including of economic outcomes, and critical analysis is necessary in order to avoid making assumptions about the viability or lack thereof of different types of AFNs [5].



A key contribution of the biocultural sustainability framework is recognising the interconnectivity among production, exchange and consumption aspects of the food system and the environmental, economic and sociocultural contexts in which those processes unfold. This helps draw attention to how intended and unintended consequences of different approaches to biocultural valorisation can lead to conditions that strengthen, sustain or sever relationships with biocultural heritage. This framework may provide an analytical tool to avoid a priori assumptions about organisation forms and outcomes of AFNs and other biocultural heritage valorisation strategies.



The need to better understand social and cultural perspectives on AFN, including how consumers and producers construct values and meanings and recognizing markets as cultural phenomena, has also been noted in the AFN literature [9,111]. Here, the CGH AFN is found to be a socially constructed market for campesino foods, supported by formal institutions and structures, but largely manifesting in the realm of cultural practice and based around informal institutions and discourses of quality reflecting values of local heritage. Biocultural perspectives also explicitly place human-environment relationships as a central ordering principle for understanding food systems. While concepts such as ‘origin-based products’ [44,45] and terroir [5] have many parallels, biocultural extends the understanding from the social, cultural and environmental characteristics embodied in a product, to how products are embedded in complex biocultural systems. In doing so, a biocultural lens helps direct attention to a wide range of values surrounding foods.



In their work linking biocultural diversity of fermented foods and markets, Millar, Beyuo and Agana [112] found that these circulated in largely invisible markets but were associated with a range of income generating and sociocultural benefits, including the spiritual values of foods as ‘foods of the dead’, ‘foods of the gods’, ‘foods for cleaning’, and ‘foods to get rid of the ‘evil one’’ (p. 45), leading to a richer understanding of market formation and value. Etkin [113] (p. 206) also argues that a biocultural perspective is essential to an integrated approach to understanding food because it reflects: “that the tangible characteristics and physiologic effects of all aspects of foods and beverages (production/consumption, transformation, circulation and consumption) both undergird and are influenced by their cultural constructions and social transactions.” Similarly, Hadley and Wutich [114] argue that biocultural heritage is so vital to individual experience that recognising the role of culture in determining what is edible, in what amounts and under what conditions, alters the meaning and measure of concepts such as food and water security.



Watts, Ilbery and Maye [5] also critique some AFNs, particularly those organised around formalised labeling and certification schemes, for their tendency to overlook low value-added foods, concentrating on global, high-value favourites, such as wine, cheese and meats. Primary products, foods with low durability or limited-extra-market appeal they note, however, are prominent within many local food systems. Biocultural perspectives can help draw attention to these and other elements of local edible biocultural heritage that might be undervalued and have low visibility in formal markets, including wild foods and those circulating in networks of informal exchange, by offering an alternative lens to identify the value and quality attributes of these foods and by doing so help identify and better understand the forms of organisation surrounding them.



In the case of the Central Valley, recognising the complex historical, ecological, economic and sociocultural contexts of AFNs around CGH underscores that the CGH strategy is not so much about processes of ‘re-localisation’ or ‘re-territorialisation’ (often cited with the AFN literature as a defining feature of AFNs: [6,7]), so much as about adapting and sustaining long-standing territorial relationships in the face of on-going processes of globalisation, modernisation and sociocultural change. Similarly, the history of specialty food production in the Central Valley suggests that the rural non-farm economy surrounding CGH is not so much part of a ‘new rurality’ [95,104] as part of a rurality that has often been under-recognised and undervalued by the state and other development agents as a contributor to rural livelihoods and local identity. This is especially the case when considering the significance that the CGH AFN has for women. In the Central Valley, CGH is gaining visibility and recognition through multiple networks of production, exchange and consumption constituting an AFN. The CGH AFN faces many challenges as well as presenting many opportunities as an alternative trajectory for the Central Valley Territory.




7. Conclusions


The use of biocultural resources in development is a complex proposition reflecting multiple ideas of what the local economy and food system are, what they may be and who the beneficiaries are. The production, transformation and exchange of local foods and food products, while a vital part of the Tarija Central Valley economy, is not always sufficiently recognized within development planning and programs that tend to focus on promoting economic growth through export-oriented commodity production. The CGH AFN, emergent in daily life, practices and foodscapes of households and communities across the Central Valley, reflects an alternate vision and range of options for the local economy and identity of the territory that is particularly important in the livelihoods of women.



Within this AFN, local biological diversity holds a central (though not exclusive) place within production systems and the use of that biodiversity in favoured recipes by food vendors and producers is supported by a locally generated and understood discourse of value surrounding campesino production, production practices and ways of eating. The importance of fairs and festivals in creating public spaces of campesino cultural celebration and performance and as areas of exchange and access to biocultural materials reflect some of the support from local governments that campesino foodways have received. These relatively small investments from local governments to promote CGH are having positive ripple effects that underscore the importance and potential of CGH as resources in rural development strategies based on AFNs. However, further support for small producers to address market access and other barriers may increase the benefits and options available to them. This includes investing in supportive infrastructure, such as roads, as well as insuring that government regulations affecting the production, exchange and consumption of campesino products protect the biophysical environment and create an enabling (and not penalising) context for small producers.



Far from being relics of production systems and biocultural relationships that are doomed to disappear through acculturation and economic modernisation, creole hens, ranga-ranga and other local products and dishes remain vibrant and integral parts of campesino foodways and are being mobilized as resources within the local economy. The forms of sociocultural and economic organisation surrounding them and other aspects of CGH suggest an alternative development trajectory with great potential to support small-scale producers and the continuity of local biocultural heritage into the future.







Acknowledgments


We would like to thank the research collaborators, key informants, Comunidad de Estudios Jaina, RIMISP—Centro Latinoamericano para el Desarrollo Rural, Asociación de Turismo de San Lorenzo, Gobernación Sub-Sección San Lorenzo and the other organisations and individuals who made this research possible. We are also grateful to Julián Idrobo, Fidelia Romero Lopez, Leonela Valdez, and Marina Pastrana for their collaboration, patience and many insights and helpful suggestions during data gathering. This work was supported by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada under Grants 410-2010-1818, 890-2011-0113 and 767-2011-0128; and, the Canadian International Development Agency and Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada’s Students for Development Program (Individual Internship Award to Katherine Turner).




Author Contributions


Katherine Turner was the lead investigator on this research project and contributed data collection and analysis. She wrote the paper. Iain Davidson-Hunt, Ian Hudson and Annette Desmarais aided in the research design. They also provided guidance during data collection and analysis and offered comments and made revisions during the writing of this paper.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest. The founding sponsors had no role in the design of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, and in the decision to publish the results.




Abbreviations


The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:



	AFN
	Alternative food networks



	CGH
	Campesino gastronomic heritage









References


	1. 
Davidson-Hunt, I.J.; Turner, K.L.; Mead, A.T.P.; Cabrera-Lopez, J.; Bolton, R.; Idrobo, C.J.; Miretski, I.; Morrison, A.; Robson, J.P. Biocultural design: A new conceptual framework for sustainable development in rural indigenous and local communities. Surv. Perspect. Integrating Environ. Soc. 2012, 5, 33–45.

	2. 
Anbrosio-Albalá, M.; Bastiaensen, J. The New Territorial Paradigm of Rural Development: Theoretical Foundations from Systems and Institutional Theories; University of Antwerp, Institute of Development Policy and Management: Antwerp, Belgium, 2010.

	3. 
Berdegué, J.A.; Escobal, J.; Bebbington, A. Explaining spatial diversity in Latin American Rural Development: Structures, institutions, and coalitions. World Dev. 2015, 73, 129–137. [CrossRef]

	4. 
Ranaboldo, C.; Schjtman, A. El Valor del Patrimonio Cultural: Territorios Rurales, Experiencias y Proyeccciones Latinoamericanas; Ranaboldo, C., Schejtman, A., Eds.; IEP & RIMISP: Lima, Peru, 2009.

	5. 
Watts, C.D.H.; Ilbery, B.; Maye, D. Making reconnections in agro-food geography: Alternative systems of food provision. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 2005, 29, 22–40. [CrossRef]

	6. 
Wiskerke, J.S.C. On places lost and places regained: Reflections on the alternative food geography and sustainable regional development. Int. Plan Stud. 2009, 14, 369–387. [CrossRef]

	7. 
Goodman, D.; Goodman, M.K. Alternative food networks. In International Encyclopedia of Human Geography, Chapter: Alternative Food Networks; Kitchin, R., Thrift, N., Eds.; Elsevier: London, UK, 2009; pp. 208–220.

	8. 
Bowen, S.; de Master, K. New rural livelihoods or museums of production? Quality food initiatives in practice. J. Rural Stud. 2011, 27, 73–82. [CrossRef]

	9. 
Renting, H.; Marsden, T.K.; Banks, J. Understanding alternative food networks: Exploring the role of short food supply chains in rural development. Environ. Plan. 2003, 35, 393–411. [CrossRef]

	10. 
Tregear, A. Progressing knowledge in alternative and local food networks: Critical reflections and a research agenda. J. Rural Stud. 2011, 27, 419–430. [CrossRef]

	11. 
Papadopoulos, A.G.; Fonte, M. Naming Food after Places: Food Relocalisation and Knowledge Dynamics in Rural Development; Perspectives on Rural Policy and Planning; Ashgate: Surrey, England, 2010.

	12. 
OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development). The New Rural Paradigm: Policies and Governance; OECD Rural Policy Reviews; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2006.

	13. 
Ray, C. Culture, intellectual property and territorial rural development. Sociol. Rural. 1998, 38, 3–20. [CrossRef]

	14. 
Schejtman, A.; Berdegué, J.A. Rural Territorial Development; RIMISP—Latin American Centre for Rural Development: Santiago, Chile, 2004; p. 43.

	15. 
Fonte, M.; Ranaboldo, C. Territorios con Identidad Cultural. Perspectivas Desde América Latina y la Unión Europea; Revista Opera; RIMISP, Universitá di Napoli Federico II and Universidad Externado de Colombia: Napoli, Italy, 2007.

	16. 
Merlay, J.; Enjalbert, J. Desarrollo Territorial Rural con Identidad Cultural en el Valle Central de Tarija y el Valle del Colca: Estudios de case en Bolivia y Perú; RIMISP: Santiago, Chile, 2013.

	17. 
Ramírez-Miranda, C. Critical reflections on the New Rurality and the rural territorial development approaches in Latin America. Agron. Colomb. 2014, 32, 122–129. [CrossRef]

	18. 
Marti, N.; Pimbert, M. Barter Markets: Sustaining People and Nature in the Andes; IIED: London, UK, 2006.

	19. 
Argumedo, A. The Potato Park, Peru: Conserving agrobiodiversity in an Andean Indigenous Biocultural Heritage Area. In Protected Landscapes and Agrobiodiversity Values; Amend, T., Brown, J., Kothari, A., Eds.; Values of Protected Landscapes and Seascapes; GTZ and IUCN: Heidelberg, Germany, 2008; pp. 45–58.

	20. 
Argumedo, A. Collective Trademarks and Biocultural Heritage: Towards New Indications of Distinction for Indigenous Peoples in the Potato Park, Peru; IIED: London, UK, 2013.

	21. 
Brandt, M. Zapatista corn: A case study in biocultural innovation. Soc. Stud. Sci. 2014, 44, 874–900. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	22. 
Graddy, G.T. Regarding biocultural heritage: In situ political ecology of agricultural biodiversity in the Peruvian Andes. Agric. Hum. Values 2013, 30, 587–604. [CrossRef]

	23. 
Mathez-Stiefel, S.L.; Malca, C.G.; Rist, S. Abriendo nuevas perspectivas para la juventud campesina de los Andes a través de la valorización de los productos de la agrobiodiversidad. LEISA Rev. Agroecol. 2011, 27, 34–38.

	24. 
Ministerio de Medio Ambiente y Agua; Cooperación Suiza en Bolivia; Programa Nacional de Biocultura. Programa nacional biocultura. Available online: http://www.biocultura.com.bo/ (accessed on 30 April 2015).

	25. 
Porras, C. Valuing Our Bio-Cultural Riches: Territorial Development with Cultural Identify Project 2005–2011; RIMISP: Santiago, Chile, 2012.

	26. 
Maffi, L. Linguistic, cultural, and biological diversity. Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 2005, 29, 599–617. [CrossRef]

	27. 
IIED (International Institute for Environment and Development). Biocultural Heritage: Promoting Resilient Farming Systems and Local Economies; IIED: London, UK, 2013.

	28. 
Swiderska, K. Protecting Traditional Knowledge: A Framework Based on Customary Laws and Bio-Cultural Heritage; IIED: London, UK, 2006.

	29. 
Maffi, L. Biocultural diversity and sustainability. In The SAGE Handbook of Environment and Society; Pretty, J., Bell, A.S., Benton, T., Guivant, J., Lee, D.R., Orr, D., Pjerrer, M.J., Ward, H., Eds.; SAGE Publications Limited: London, UK, 2007; pp. 267–278.

	30. 
Cocks, M. What is biocultural diversity? A theoretical review. In Human Ecology: Contemporary Research and Practice; Bates, D.G., Tucker, J., Eds.; Springer Science + Business Media: New York, NY, USA, 2010; pp. 67–76.

	31. 
ETC Foundation; Compas. Learning Endogenous Development: Building on Bio-cultural Diversity; Practical Action Publishing: Warwichshire, UK, 2007.

	32. 
Maffi, L.; Woodley, E. Biocultural Diversity Conservation: A Global Sourcebook; Earthscan: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.

	33. 
Pimbert, M. Towards Food Sovereignty: Reclaiming Autonomous Food Systems; IIED: London, UK, 2010.

	34. 
Pimbert, M. Transforming knowledge and ways of knowing for food sovereignty and bio-cultural diversity. In Endogenous Development and Bio-Cultural Diversity: The Interplay of Worldviews, Globalization and Locality; Haverkort, B., Stephan, R., Eds.; Compas Series on Worldviews and Sciences; ETC—COMPAS and Centre for Development and Environment (CDE): Leusden, The Netherlands, 2007; pp. 82–100.

	35. 
Johns, T.; Sthapit, B.R. Biocultural diversity in the sustainability of developing-country food systems. Food Nutr. Bull. 2004, 25, 143–155. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	36. 
Barthel, S.; Crumley, C.L.; Svedin, U. Biocultural refugia: Combating the erosion of diversity in landscapes of food production. Ecol. Soc. 2013, 18, 71. [CrossRef]

	37. 
Lang, T.; Heasman, M. Food Wars: The Global Battle for Mouths, Minds and Markets; Earthscan: New York, NY, USA, 2004.

	38. 
Clapp, J. Food; Polity Press: Cambridge, UK, 2012.

	39. 
Wittman, H.K.; Desmarais, A.A.; Wiebe, N. Food Sovereignty: Reconnecting Food Nature and Community; Wittman, H., Desmarais, A.A., Wiebe, N., Eds.; Fernwood Publishing: Black Point, NS, Canada, 2010.

	40. 
Kuhnlein, H.V.; Erasmus, B.; Spigelski, D.; Burlingame, B. Indigenous Peoples’ Food Systems and Well-Being: Interventions and Policies for Healthy Communities; Kuhnlein, H.V., Erasmus, B., Spigelski, D., Burlingame, B., Eds.; FAO and CINE: Rome, Italy, 2013.

	41. 
Appadurai, A. Introduction: Commodities and the politics of value. In The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural Perspective; Appadurai, A., Ed.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1986; pp. 3–63.

	42. 
Mintz, S. Tasting Food, Tasting Freedom: Excursions into Eating, Culture, and the Past; Beacon Press: Boston, MA, USA, 1996.

	43. 
Ranaboldo, C. Biocultural Diversity Valorization of Food Systems. Available online: http://www.thebrokeronline.eu/Blogs/Towards-a-food-secure-world/Biocultural-diversity-valorization-of-food-systems (accessed on 26 February 2016).

	44. 
Van de Kop, P.; Sautier, D.; Gerz, A. (Eds.) Origin-Based Products: Lessons for Pro-Poor Market Development; Bulletin 372; KIT and CIRAD: Amsterdam, The Netherlands; Montpellier, France, 2007.

	45. 
Vandecandelaere, E.; Arfini, F.; Belletti, G.; Marescotti, A. (Eds.) Linking People, Places and Products: A Guide for Promoting Quality Linked to Geographic Origin and Sustainable Geographical Indications, 2nd ed.; Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and SINER-GI: Rome, Italy, 2009.

	46. 
Slow Food Foundation—Save Biodiversity, Save the Planet. Available online: http://www.fondazioneslowfood.com/en/ (accessed on 22 January 2016).

	47. 
Giovannucci, D.; Josling, T.; Kerr, W.; O’Connor, B.; Yeung, M.T. Guide to Geographical Indications: Linking Products and Their Origins; International Trade Centre: Geneva, The Netherlands, 2009.

	48. 
Kay, C. Reflections on Latin American rural studies in the neoliberal globalization period: A new rurality? Dev. Chang. 2008, 39, 915–943. [CrossRef]

	49. 
World Commission on Environment and Development. Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development: Our Common Future; United Nations: Geneva, The Netherlands, 1987.

	50. 
ISE (International Society of Ethnobiology) Declaration of Belém. Available online: http://www.ethnobiology.net/what-we-do/core-programs/global-coalition/declaration-of-belem/ (accessed on 9 January 2016).

	51. 
Altieri, M.A.; Toledo, V.M. The agroecological revolution in Latin America: Rescuing nature, ensuring food sovereignty and empowering peasants. J. Peasant Stud. 2011, 38, 587–612. [CrossRef]

	52. 
Coombe, R.J.; Weiss, L.M. Neoliberalism, heritage regimes, and cultural rights. In Global Heritage: A Reader; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.: Malden, MA, USA, 2015; pp. 43–69.

	53. 
González, P.A. Conceptualizing cultural heritage as a common. In Identity and Heritage: Contemporary Challenges in a Globalized World; Biehl, P.F., Comer, D.C., Prescott, C., Soderland, H., Eds.; Springer Briefs in Archaeological Heritage Management; Springer International Publishing: New York, NY, USA, 2015; p. 172.

	54. 
Ribot, J.C.; Peluso, N.L. A theory of access. Rural Sociol. 2003, 68, 153–181. [CrossRef]

	55. 
Hinojosa, L.; Bebbington, A.; Cortez, G.; Chumacero, J.P.; Humphreys Bebbington, D.; Hennermann, K. Gas and development: Rural territorial dynamics in Tarija, Bolivia. World Dev. 2015, 73, 105–117. [CrossRef]

	56. 
Brighenti, A.M. On territorology: Towards a general science of territory. Theory Cult. Soc. 2010, 27, 52–72. [CrossRef]

	57. 
Turner, K.L.; Davidson-Hunt, I.J.; Hudson, I. Wine, cheese and building a gourmet territory: Examining biocultural resource-based development strategies in the Central Valley of Tarija, Bolivia. Can. J. Dev. Stud. (Under review).

	58. 
Vacaflores, D. 100% Chapaco: Lo Chapaco como Identidad Étnica (un Análisis Crítico); La Pluima del Escribano: Tarija, Bolivia, 2013.

	59. 
Instituto Nacional De Estadística (INE). Bolivia: Características de Población y Vivienda—Cense Nacional de Población y Vivienda 2012; Estabo Plurinacional de Bolivia: La Paz, Bolivia, 2012.

	60. 
Instituto Nacional De Estadística (INE). Ficha resúmen censo población y vivienda. In Resultados Censo Nacional de Población y Vivienda; Estabo Plurinacional de Bolivia: La Paz, Bolivia, 2012.

	61. 
Corporación Regional de Desarrollo de Tarija (CODETAR). Plan Regional de Desarrollo Económico y Social del Tarija (1979–1983); Corporación Regional de Desarrollo de Tarija (CODETAR): Tarija, Bolivia, 1979.

	62. 
Prefectura del Departamento de Tarija Secretaría de Planificación e Inversión. Plan Departamental de Ordenamiento Territorial Tarija 2006–2025. In Programa Estrategico de Acción Para la Cuenca Binacional del Río Bermejo; Prefectura del Departamento de Tarija Secretaría de Planificación e Inversión: Tarija, Bolivia, 2006; p. 320.

	63. 
Olarte, Q.K. Viñedos de Bolivia: Tarija Aromas y Sabores, Edición Especial; Programa de Fortalecimiento al Complejo de Uvas, Vinos y Singanis–FUNDACION FAUTAPO: Tarija, Bolivia, 2012.

	64. 
Vacaflores, C.; Lizárraga, P. Patrimonio Gastronómico y Política Pública: Apuntes Desde el Municipio de Cercado en Tarija; Comunidad de Estudios Jaina: Tarija, Bolivia, 2012.

	65. 
Vacaflores, C. Case Study on the Enumeration of Transhumant Livestock in the Valle Central de Tarija, Bolivia. Comunidad de Estudios Jaina: Tarija, Bolivia, 2013. Available online: https://www.academia.edu/7058298/Enumeration_of_transhumant_livestock_in_Tarija (accessed on 17 August 2016).

	66. 
Macklin, M.G.; Maas, G.; Warburton, J.; Woodward, J.C.; Meldrum, E.; Preston, D. Una historia de la formación de los paisajes de Tarija. In Historia, Ambiente y Sociedad en Tarija, Bolivia; Beck, S., Paniagua, N., Preston, D., Eds.; Instituto de Ecología: La Paz, Bolivia, 2001; pp. 1–7.

	67. 
Turner, K.L.; Davidson-Hunt, I.J.; Desmarais, A.A. Household experiences of agricultural modernisation and rural transformation in the Central Valley of Tarija, Bolivia. Rural Landsc. 2016, (in press).

	68. 
FAUTAPO; OMIN. Metodología de Intervención: Programa de Competitividad de las Cadenas Agroalimentarias del Valle Central de Tarija; Fondo Multilateral de Inversiones (FOMIN) and Fundación FAUTAPO—Educación para el desarrollo: Tarija, Bolivia, 2012.

	69. 
CBI Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Import Intelligence Study: Wine in Bolivia; Centre for the Promotion of Imports from Developing Countries (CBI) & Ministry of Foreign Affairs: Hague, Netherlands, 2015; p. 46.

	70. 
Cardozo Gutiérrez, E.D. Mi Coplero Carnavalero: Apuntes Folklóricos de Tarija; Gobernación del Departamento de Tarija Sección San Lorenzo: Tarija, Bolivia, 2013.

	71. 
Figueroa, G.L.P. La Pascua de San Lorenzo; Archivo Sociedad y Seguridad: Tarija, Bolivia, 2010.

	72. 
Gobierno Autónomo Municipal de San Lorenzo. Ecos de mi Pago: Estampas Culturales de la Provincia Méndez, Tarija—Bolivia; Gobernación Autónomo Municipal de San Lorenzo: San Lorenzo, Italy, 2013.

	73. 
Milla Tapia, A.; Cabezas, J.A.; Cabello, F.; Lacombe, T.; Martínez-Zapater, J.M.; Hinrichsen, P.; Cervera, M.T. Determining the Spanish origin of representative ancient American Grapevine Varieties. Am. Soc. Enol. Vitic. 2007, 58, 1–10.

	74. 
Vacaflores, D. El Calendario Cultural Chapaca: Desde la Ciudad de Tarija; La Pluima del Escribano: Tarija, Bolivia, 2013.

	75. 
Vacaflores, C. El programa de transferencias directas a las comunidades campesinas e indígenas PROSOL. Divers. Obs. Plurinacionalidad Comunitario 2012, 1, 1–8.

	76. 
Azuga, H.P. Estudio sobre la caracterización y dinámicas de los circuitos de comercialización agroalimentaria del departamento de Tarija. In Presented at Ferias y Mercados como una Estrategia de Complementariedad Entre lo Urbano y lo Rural, Tarija, Bolivia, 2013.

	77. 
Gobernación de Departamento de Tarija; Sección San Lorenzo. Gobernación del Departamento Sección San Lorenzo Informe de Gestión 2012: Construimos Futuro con Identidad; Gobernación de Departamento de Tarija - Sección San Lorenzo: San Lorenzo, Bolivia, 2012.

	78. 
Gobernación de Departamento de Tarija; Sección San Lorenzo. Apoyo y Promocion a las Ferias Productivas de la Primera Session Provincia Mendez: Plan Operativo Annual 2013; Primera Seccion Provincia Mendez: San Lorenzo, Italy; Tarija, Bolivia, 2013; p. 72.

	79. 
Gobierno Municipal de la Primera Sección Provincia Méndez—San Lorenzo. Plan Municipal de Ordenamiento Territorial: Diagnóstico Municipal; Gobierno Municipal de la Primera Sección Provincia Méndez—San Lorenzo: San Lorenzo, Italy, 2008.

	80. 
Balza, M.M. San Lorenzo: Fiesta de las violetas y de las buenas mozas. In Ecos de mi Pago: Estampas Culturales de la Provincia Méndez; Gobernación Autónomo Municipal de San Lorenzo: San Lorenzo, Italy, 2013; pp. 37–42.

	81. 
Billiard, E. When tradition becomes trendy: Social distinction in Maltese food culture. Anthropol. Noteb. 2006, 12, 113–126.

	82. 
Billiard, E. Searching for a national cusine. J. Malt. Hist. 2010, 2, 47–57.

	83. 
Agazzi, P. Sena/Quina, la Inmortalidad del Cangrejo (Film); Pegaso Producciones: La Paz, Bolivia, 2005.

	84. 
Crandall, K.A. Aegla septentrionalis bond-buckup & buckup 1994. Tree Life Web Proj. 2007. [CrossRef]

	85. 
El Diario. Pez doradito es una especie amenazada en ríos de Tarija. Available online: http://www.fmbolivia.com.bo/noticia12479-pez-doradito-es-una-especie-amenazada-en-rios-de-tarija.html (accessed on 26 March 2016).

	86. 
Trading Economics. Bolivia Minimum Monthly Wage, 2001–2015. Available online: http://www.tradingeconomics.com/bolivia/minimum-wages (accessed on 29 June 2015).

	87. 
El País. Salario Mínimo sube a Bs 1.656 y rige 8.5% de aumento salarial. Available online: http://www.elpaisonline.com/index.php/noticiastarija/item/169389-salario-minimo-sube-a-bs-1–656-y-rige-8–5-de-aumento-salarial (accessed on 29 June 2015).

	88. 
Bourdieu, P. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste; Harvard University Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1984.

	89. 
Vacaflores, C. Nuestra Comida Tradicional, Nuestro Patrimonio Cultural; Encuento Comunitario de la Comida Tradicional Campesina: Recetas Compartidas por las Comunidades de Laderas Norte, La Merced, Alto Potreros y Rodelajitas; Comunidad de Estudios Jaina: Tarija, Bolivia, 2012.

	90. 
Vacaflores, C. Nuestra Comida Tradicional, Nuestro Patrimonio Cultural: Encuentro Comunitario de la Comida Tradicional Campesina. Available online: https://www.academia.edu/7058426/La_produccion_comunitaria_de_alimentos (accessed on 22 January 2015).

	91. 
Vorley, B.; del Pozo-Vergnes, E.; Barnett, A. Small Producer Agency in the Globalised Market: Making Choices in a Changing World; IIED and HIVOS: London, UK; Hague, The Netherlands, 2012.

	92. 
FAUTAPO; OMIN. Memoria Institucional, Integrando Visiones Creando Futuro: Programa de Competitividad de las Cadenas Agroalimentarias del Valle Central de Tarija; Fondo Multilateral de Inversiones (FOMIN) and Fundación FAUTAPO—Educación para el Desarrollo: Tarija, Bolivia, 2012.

	93. 
Feenstra, G. Creating space for sustainable food systems: Lessons from the field. Agric. Hum. Values 2002, 19, 99–106. [CrossRef]

	94. 
Markowitz, L. Expanding access and alternatives: Building farmers’ markets in low-income communities. Food Foodways 2010, 1–2, 66–80. [CrossRef]

	95. 
Kay, C. Rural poverty and development strategies in Latin America. J. Agrar. Chang. 2006, 6, 455–508. [CrossRef]

	96. 
Hinrichs, C.C. Embeddedness and local food systems: Notes on two types of direct agricultural market. J. Rural Stud. 2010, 16, 295–303. [CrossRef]

	97. 
Trauger, A.; Sachs, C.; Barbercheck, M.; Brasier, K.; Kiernan, N.E. “Our market is our community”: Women farmers and civic agriculture in Pennsylvania, USA. Agric. Hum. Values 2010, 27, 43–55. [CrossRef]

	98. 
Reardon, T.; Berdegué, J.A. The rapid rise of supermarkets in Latin America: Challenges and opportunities for development. Dev. Policy Rev. 2002, 20, 371–388. [CrossRef]

	99. 
Coleman, R.W. Globalization of food retailing: The case of Latin America. Lat. Am. Bus. Rev. 2003, 4, 23–41. [CrossRef]

	100. 
Baker, A. The Market and the Masses in Latin America: Policy Reform and Consumption in Liberalizing Economies; Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2009.

	101. 
Vorley, B. Meeting Small-Scale Farmers in Their Markets: Understanding and Improving the Institutions and Governance of Informal Agrifood Trade; IIED: London, UK; Hague, The Netherlands; La Paz, Bolivia, 2013.

	102. 
Lanjouw, J.; Lanjouw, P. The rural non-farm sector: Issues and evidence from developing countries. Agric. Econ. 2001, 26, 1–23. [CrossRef]

	103. 
Antelo, E. Construcción de Ventajas Competitivas en Bolivia: Las Cadenas Productivas de Soya; Quinua; Uvas, Vinos y Singanis; Maderas; Cueros; Textiles y Confecciones; Gisbert, R., Chang Fun, L.C., Duque, G., Ríos, G., Eds.; Colección PAC & Serie Clusters I & CAF: Bogotá, Colombia, 2007.

	104. 
Reardon, T.; Berdegué, J.; Escobar, G. Rural nonfarm employment and incomes in Latin America: Overview and policy implications. World Dev. 2001, 29, 395–409. [CrossRef]

	105. 
Gibson-Graham, J.K.; Roelvink, G. An economic ethics for the anthropocene. Antipode 2009, 41, 320–346. [CrossRef]

	106. 
Bargh, M. Rethinking and re-shaping indigenous economies: Māori geothermal energy enterprises. J. Enterpris. Commun. 2012, 6, 271–283.

	107. 
Harris, E. Neoliberal subjectivities or a politics of the possible? Reading for difference in alternative food networks. Area 2009, 41, 55–63. [CrossRef]

	108. 
Purcell, M.; Brown, C.J. Against the local trap: Scale and the study of environment and development. Prog. Dev. Stud. 2005, 5, 279–297. [CrossRef]

	109. 
Born, B.; Purcell, M. Avoiding the local trap: Scale and food systems in planning research. J. Plan. Educ. Res. 2006, 26, 195–207. [CrossRef]

	110. 
Hinrichs, C.C. The practice and politics of food system localization. J. Rural Stud. 2003, 19, 33–45. [CrossRef]

	111. 
Hughes, A. Geographies of exchange and circulation: Alternative trading spaces. Prog. Hum. Geogr. 2005, 29, 496–504. [CrossRef]

	112. 
Millar, D.; Beyuo, A.; Agana, T. Linking bio-cultural diversity to markets: The niche for locally fermented foods. Eur. J. Biotechnol. Biosci. 2015, 3, 42–46.

	113. 
Etkin, N.L. Foods of Association: Biocultural Perspectives on Foods and Beverages that Mediate Sociability; University of Arizona Press: Tucson, AZ, USA, 2009.

	114. 
Hadley, C.; Watich, A. Experience-based measures of food and water security: Biocultural approaches to grounding measures of insecurity. Hum. Organ. 2009, 68, 451–460. [CrossRef]





































© 2016 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC-BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







nav.xhtml


  agriculture-06-00041


  
    		
      agriculture-06-00041
    


  




  





media/file8.jpg





media/file11.png





media/file6.jpg





media/file1.png





media/file10.jpg





media/file7.png





media/file9.png





media/file5.png





media/file12.png





media/file3.png





media/file4.jpg





media/file0.jpg





media/file2.jpg





