
A Dialogue on Food Justice and Global Food (In)security 

with Prof. Leggett’s Students 


The study of law, society, and justice claims that law, legal practices, and legal institutions can be understood only by seeing and explaining them within social contexts through systematic comparison between theory and data while offering critical judgment.  Because “law on the books” is not the same as law “in action” the law and society movement seeks to develop a deep appreciation for the complex dynamics of law and culture.  This methodology can, and should, be extended to the sphere of international law, particularly because of the leadership and intellectual role the United States played in it’s development.  Namely, while the Declaration of Human Rights guarantees basic human rights as access to food, clean drinking water, and human dignity, enforcement of these provisions is startling absent.  It is within this framework that we explore the gap between the promises of liberal democratic institutions and the realities of the global political economy.    


According to the National Intelligence Council demand for food, water, and energy will grow by approximately 35, 40, and 50 percent respectively owing to an increase in the global population and the consumption patterns of an expanding middle class and climate change will worsen the outlook for the availability of these critical resources
.  And according to the World Food Programme, more than ten countries will experience food insecurity due to war, natural disasters, or crop damage.  To take one representative example of the global food network, a “coffee rust outbreak” will leave 1.9 million people at risk who depend on the income derived from coffee production as well as hundred of thousands of migrants and “food refugees”.  While coffee drinkers in the U.S. could see a price increase at worst, this plight of Central America will largely go unnoticed.  


Eating Animals author, Jonathan Safran Foer, relays a startling fact in the form of an analogy of a global table: if there were nine other people sitting with you at a table, based on population an individual in the US would represent only one seat (which we would share with all other South, Central, and Northern American countries) but that same U.S. individual would represent 2-3 seats if measured by how much they consume
.  This global food insecurity is clearly linked to the individual consumer, their choices, and their available options within the larger global food network.  But how does the larger concentration of economic policies across countries affect consumer decisions and food policy at the international scale?  And at what definition of justice can we apply to food acknowledging that equal access to food seems impossible in material fact? In collaboration with students we explore these questions through the thematic lenses of difference, democratic thinking, and community.   

Exploring Difference: Communism vs Neoliberalism
by Lena Ivash


I came to the United States a little over three years ago but I was born in Russia and raised in Belarus. I was born in 1989, two years before the dissolution of the Soviet Union. We happened to live in the time of communism as well as happened to face all the attached negative impacts and consequences of this economic system. In June 2010 I moved to the United States where I saw a completely different neo-liberal economic system. Therefore, my position regarding the neo-liberalism as well as communism is based on my personal life experience and now I continue my studies to learn more about how this economic system affects the quality of life of citizens differently than my experience.  


Communism negatively affected economical and social development of the Soviet Union countries during the communist era as well as it left a huge impact on those countries after its own collapse in 1991. Comparing to neoliberal countries, post-communist countries today are far behind in their standards of living, including food distribution and nutrition. It will take many years for them to become economically prosperous. I believe that neo-liberalism is much more effective economic system than communism because it increases the efficiency of the market economy. According to Oxford Dictionary neo-liberalism is a “modified or revived form of traditional liberalism, [especially] one based on belief in free market capitalism and the rights of the individual”. In neo-liberalism, where government takes care of a very limited range of domestic economic needs, people are driven by self-interest. They compete with each other which causes the growth and development of economy. 


In communism, on the contrary, there is no competition because people don’t have any incentive to compete, limiting innovation and stimulus. Whereas in neo-liberalism demand determines production, in communism production is defined by the government. Communism causes shortages in everything, including, food, clothing, and housing. It also leads to extremely high levels of bureaucracy and slow economic development. It follows then that If communism would spread worldwide, it would cause stagnation in the world economy and provide fewer options for food, health, and economic security. 


However, today we see that neo-liberalism causes serious problems, such as famine, inflation, political corruption, to name a few.  In the neoliberal economic system, there are always powerful “elites” who intervene and “restructure” the lives of millions of people, on both national and local levels-with devastating effects. Some of these elites accumulate wealth by increasing greenhouse emission, by investing in nuclear gas weapons and militarism, or by decimating fresh water sources, polluting air, and depleting soil for farming.  Despite the fact that neo-liberal politics causes severe “side-effects” unfortunately today we don’t have any viable alternative economic system. So, what is the solution? It is obvious that the Sate should intervene as directed by voters and stakeholders in the neo-liberal system, as indicated by my fellow student presenter, but the true dilemma is “what kind of intervention is necessary?” Since the neo-liberal system is a free-market economy and it is driven by demand, I argue that only “alternative demand” will effectively challenge the prevailing logic of neo-liberal policy makers and will cause its modification. Basically, people, when I talk about “people” I mean everyone, will have to reconstruct their understanding of needs (demand).  Therefore, in order to modify the global neo-liberal economy, we have to come up with an alternative idea of “who eats what” and how we, as consumers, determine production based on our needs (demand) which might challenge the deep structure of contemporary society and will be sorted out through liberal institutions in the form of different views on food politics.  But returning to the old food distribution of communist regimes offer little security for food, or other commodities, in the 21st century.   

Re-examining Democratic Thinking: Analysis of Neoliberal Economic Policies on Food Security in Less Developed Countries 

by Jorge Rolo


In 2011 the World Bank estimated that roughly 935 million people are food insecure (Austin, McKinney, Thompson 68). We cannot begin to consider the reasons for, nor the solutions to the problem of world hunger without examining its relations to the political and economic realities of the modern world, and the way in which these realities affect how food is produced and distributed globally. In order to examine these relationships, we must explore the historical background which underlies modern global food systems. Since 98% of the food insecure population lives in what are known as the Less Developed Countries (LDCs), collectively referred to as the Global South, this examination will be specifically oriented to the interaction and dependency between these countries and the developed world of Europe and North America  both historically, as well as in the context of the modern globalized economy (Thompson 69). This interaction has taken the shape of a global division of labor, between the developed countries and the LDCs, between industrial and agricultural production, respectively. In investigating the modern correspondence between the LDCs and the developed world, we will pay special attention to the actions of the multilateral lending institutions  the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank (WB) and the World Trade Organization (WTO, formerly known as the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade or GATT). These lending institutions, which are managed, essentially, by the political and economic powers of the developed countries, and which have come to exert a great deal of influence on the politics and economies of LDCs.

Increasingly, the agricultural products produced in LDCs are those tied into the global agroindustrial regime that emerged in the second half of the twentieth century. This system is directed towards the exportation of agricultural inputs used in the manufacturing of food commodities intended for affluent Western diets  specifically fresh fruit, vegetables, and animal protein. The general effect of this trend was to displace traditional agriculture in favor of feed crops such as corn and soy used in livestock farming. The imbalance in trade between north and south  with high value inputs going north, and cheap grain going south   has further reinforced the global division of labor and food dependency, as well as the economic subordination of the LDCs. Concurrently, the displacement of traditional agriculture meant the displacement of rural populations, who were expelled from the land or converted into contract laborers for agribusiness firms. Some countries have lost as many as half of their small agricultural producers since the 1980s(Tapella 675).

In 2012 Kelly F. Austin, Laura A. McKinney, and Gretchen Thompson conducted a study, published in the International Journal of Sociology, of the food security outcomes in 75 LDCs where the exportoriented strategies of the IMF have been utilized. The results clearly refute the premise of the neoliberal theories of development in LDCs. Increased integration into the global economy is shown to have no positive effect on food security. This is demonstrated in the data on correlations between several variables and hunger. Food production itself had no significant relationships to levels of hunger (Thompson 80). As the increase in production in LDCs since the implementation of SAPs has been great, this indicates that it is distribution and not production that is the key to the alleviation of hunger, since more food has not fed more people. Factors that mitigated hunger were higher levels of education and healthcare expenditures. Additionally, higher levels of military spending correlated to more hunger, but battle deaths did not  indicating that it is the diversion of revenues from social spending, rather than disturbance of production due to war, that is affecting hunger. The evidence that increased food production does not alleviate hunger  but social spending does indicates that it is the distribution rather than production of food that affects hunger in LDCs, and that SAPs, which promote exportation and reduction in social spending are responsible for increased hunger

Building a Global Community: Urban Farming and an Ecological Lifestyle 

By Schontasha Dyce

It is startling to consider that even in the 21st century of abundance there are so many that go without basic necessities including healthy food.  Building a strong global community means building communities without poverty.  Providing our communities with spiritual, educational, and health care services is a progressive start to making real change in the way we think about sustainable communities for all.  One approach to providing the kind of spaces for this development is through composting, gardening, and urban farming, all part of an ecologically based lifestyle. 

When we consider all members of our global community we see many who have been severely burdened by poverty, sickness, and without easy access to fresh ingredients for food.  As I learned that local, sustainable farming lowers these barriers to our most vulnerable I also discovered these services could reduce costs to families and the government as well as helping the government.  Since building strong communities has always been important to me, it made sense for me to think about what is keeping the less privileged, including children and families, around the world from living meaningful lives.  An ecological lifestyle, in addition to making my local community stronger, must also be about our communities in poverty worldwide. 

Even as technology and commerce progress poverty rates have continued to rise in inner cities and rural areas alike. Statistics provided by the not-for-profit Global Poverty Project show show 1.4 billion people live in poverty.  And even in a city that never sleeps thousands face poverty every week as the income gap continues to increase. Another way of counting is that 1 person goes without every 3.9 seconds.  An ecological lifestyle brings communities in poverty together to learn about collective farming, composting, and gardening that can yield real food in real time and provide educational opportunities for individuals and families to improve their health and economic understanding. 

Sustainable living is an attempt to reduce our individual and collective impact on the Earth’s natural resources.  Investing in local and community gardens, where individuals can grow their own food in a designated area shared with others, increases access to affordable, nutritious food anywhere the sun shines.  Larger community-level projects can grow out of small scale gardening efforts.  For example, urban farming can bring multiple groups of gardeners, farmers, and markets together to bring down costs and provide choices for low-income communities.  Further, farmer’s markets, mobile food carts, or composting sites can provide meaningful work opportunities and learning in and out of the community.  To tackle the problem of food and poverty communities in general have to change their way of thinking.  Composting encourages efficient use of resources and promotes the re-use of “scraps” into a living food for plants in a cycle of food wealth.  In the 21st century we must lead to share our knowledge of sustainable living by promoting ecologically based food options and markets, locally and world-wide.  

� � HYPERLINK "http://www.dni.gov/files/documents/GlobalTrends_2030.pdf" ��http://www.dni.gov/files/documents/GlobalTrends_2030.pdf�
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