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INDIVIDUAL AND
COMMUNITY IDENTITY
IN FOOD SOVEREIGNTY

The possibilities and pitfalls of
translating a rural social movement

Ian Werkheiser

i:;);i so(;crmgg:y 15 a growing, vibrant discourse in food Justice. International organizations such as
via Lampesina connect hundreds of local food sovereignty groups all over the world: food

ereignty as a concept has been included in the Ecuadorian and Venezuelan constitul:ionsi an(zl itS (1)1;

fiﬂ increasing currency among academics. However, food sovereignty has its critics, S;)mc argue
t the movement, which addresses 2 wide varicty of environmental and social ills, is too diverse

Furtf.ler, certain characteristics of food allow it to act as a central boundary object, making it an ideal

candidate to provide 2 frame with which to address 2 wide range of injustices, Foc:d sovergignatl; 1l:he

aﬂ;gue., must push toward a radical re—imagining of society. Another objection arises in respor;se Z
s view. Some worry that these connections between food and wider issues might only be natural

iﬂ:ﬁn:lately t:hls chapter argues that food soveregnty can be a global social movement but the suc-
; :Sk ! tr;lr‘lslauon of food sovereignty into the contexts of communities in wealthy c,oum:ries will
ok far different from what is usually supposed by both advocates and critics of the movement.

Food sovereignty

Th 13 . 2 :
(hee te;m fo?d sovereignty” was introduced to the world stage in 1996 by La Viy Campesina
ncetorth, Via) at the World Food Summit for the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
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United Nations {(FAQ) (Patel 2009).! Via is an organizatioln. of se]f—des?ribed “peasants” wl't;](; sete
their food practices as essential to their communities’ idennqes ?nd.sur_vwa.ll and further see : a]t_:a s
to their food practices as arising in large part from the exploitative institutions of glob;; zaplt ism
(Nyéléni Declaration 2007; Qur World is Not For Sale 2001; Tlaxcala Dﬁclarauondliﬁ~ ) N
There are multiple senses of the term ‘“food sovereignty,” and these senses re{I{ect : cnﬁg £0

and commitments within the movement. This chapter will focus on tl_le wiy in wh;ch the t}tlarm
is employed in transnational and local social-justice a,ctivisrTl. For acrivists, tzhe term cnotc: :h\:
people and communities should have sovereignty over their food systems.? This amounts to

following definition of food sovereignty:

The right of peoples to define their own food and agricu];tunc; to plrotect andlregulate
domestic agricultural production and trade in order to achieve sustaJr.Lable devel oPm:}rllt
objectives; to determine the extent to which they want to be sel'f reliant; to rcstrlct. he
dumping of products in their markets; and to provide local ﬁs}?erles—based communities
the priority in managing the use of and the rights to aquatic TeSources. Food s?ivc?r—
eignty does not negate trade, but rather, it promotes the formulation _of trade po ctljs
and practices that serve the rights of peoples to safe, healthy and ecologically sustainable

production. (Our World is Not for Sale 2001)

This transnational justice sense of food sovereignty captures a broad range of concerns. One set of riti-
cisms sees this diversity of concerns and aims within the movetnent 3 p@b]ematic. Food sovcre1gnt§
is a diverse discourse, bringing together concerns about the rights of indigenous pf-:ople, wornen, az
the environment. Food sovereignty focuses on reforms to the economy, land use, mternatmflal trade,
and a host of other issues. For some critics, incorporating “all manner of movements for liberation
from oppression, from the Zapatistas to the women’ movcn_lent” (Flora 2011: 545) under the banner
of food sovereignty is too great a burden for one idea, especially one @erdy .about fo.od. _

For advocates within the food sovereignty discourse, these seemingly disparate issues are 1nhe;—
ently interconnected and inseparable. This is because, on the one hand, the food systerrll is deeply
interwoven into the fabric of modern global capitalism. Thus, adv_ocates of fo_od sovereigty con(;
tend that to try to deal in isolation with the challenges surrou_ndmg food will likely b:h dot;lmed
to failure, as the system in which food is embedded will remain unichanged. On .the otherjbaas
the various ways that we intend food, both when it is present in front _of us and in our 1ma%1hna-
tions, are a central part of people’s concepts of themselves and of their communities. For h;se
advocates, it will inevitably support currently existing (and unjust) power structures that tmh
individual and community flourishing if we ignore the ways in which food is C(?—constltuted wi
individual and comumunity identity and instead think of the problem merely in terms of a;:.ccs;
to food (Nyéléni Declaration 2007; Our World is Not For Sale 2001;Tlf;xca]a 1996?. F'orli t;’)ct;l
sovereignty activists, the recognition of the interconnectedness of food w1th ecortomic, po ‘ce,
and cultural systems, and the concomitant need to address thqn as a whole, is a_vustue, nota VIiHJ.
of food sovereignty. In addition to its promise for finally makmg headway against _the pcren.ﬂrld
problems of food insecurity, this framing enables food to be a single boundary object (Sta; aire
Greisemer 1989) that grounds and motivates a host of oth;r concerns. In other words, our des

sure food security for all can force us to deal with other injustices. ‘ N _
N "i’[}lﬁs concept of thtz, centrality of food to our communiq_z fmd individual 1dent1_t1€s func‘liesl'g:f
both the practices and commitments of food sovereignty activists. In terms of prac?;(lzc_, (;C;uﬁons
ereignty activists are not interested only in petitioning the state and powerfill soci :;S o
for redress, but rather to engage in the prefigurative politics of “propaganda of the deed” (Brein®
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1989; Graeber 2004), by showing that food practices and more Just social relations can co-exist
by beginning to create them. As Menser {2008) points out, food sovereignty in this sense “aims
to cultivate and proliferate an alternative model of agricultural production and a-corresponding
political program,” one that “draws upon local and traditional knowledge in combination with
laboratory studies to farm in such a way as to meet local cultural needs, provide for human health,
and conserve biodiversity” (31).

In terms of commitments, this means that for food sovereignty activists, fixing injustices in the
food system requires more just social relationships generally, and vice versa. A good example of this
is the importance of justice for women for many food sovereignty activists. Via, for example, has
Assemblics of Women that meet regularly to discuss women’ issues, and these assemblies release
important declarations and policy statemnents. This is not Just a separate good that is also of interest to
members of LaVia Campesina; rather, it is scen as playing a central role for communities to achieve
food justice and for Via to be an cffective organization. As Wicbe says in her 2013 article, “Side by
side and in solidarity with the men of Ia Via Campesina, we bring political analysis, experience,
and energy to the shared goal of creating a future that is more just, egalitarian, peaceful, ecologically
healthy, and life-giving” (5). Justice for women within Via strengthens the community and makes
it more effective at pursuing its goals, both by making consensus decisions better informed, and by
mzking such decisions actually consensual, and thus more likely to be adopted by COTIIIUItY mem-
bers, including women. Via is engaged in 2 number of programs to aid the lives of women, and it
Pays particular attention to their participation in the food sovereignty movement, Indeed, members
of Via often say that it was the incorporation of women’s voices into Via — which happened only
after the organization had been an active peasant-rights group for some time — that allowed it o
realize the importance of sovereignty and of food as uniting themes for the nany issues facing small-
scale farmers in the global South. These members say that the decisive Nyé&léni Declaration came
about only because of participation by women, who had taken important leadership roles prior to
that meeting (Wittman et al, 2010).3

It makes sense that the usefulness of food as 2 central boundary object could be intuitive for the
subsistence farmers and for other (self-described) peasants who made up the bulk of the founders of
the movement. For people intimately familiar with food in all stages, from production to distribution
to preparation to consumption to disposal, it may well be possible to sit at a meal and have that experi-
ence evoke a web of interrelations, which can be evaluated in terms of their justness. It may further
be possible to think about Justice issues and have food present itself as an obvious example, a thread
running through those various issues, and ultimately as a frame for understanding complex problems.
Taking food to be centrally constitutive to identity and to justice might then, as advocates suggest, be
an effective means of motivating a transnational, radical, social-justice movement addressing systemic
problems in the food system as well as community and individual lourishing more generally.

However, it is possible that this social imaginary surrounding food might be a product only of
the communities and people initially engaged in food sovercignty — rural subsistence farmers —
and therefore not translatable to a global movement. As Thompson (2015} says, “[food sover-
eignty] points to the way entire rural communities, local cultures, and longstanding social
relations are brought together through the production, preparation, and consumption of food”
(75). However, as he goes on to argue, “unfortunately, as compelling as this argument is for
the small farmers that Via Campesina represents, it is not an idea that necessarily travels well”
(Thompson 2015: 75).The widely used Nyéléni Declaration, for example, lays out principles of
food sovercignty that call for a focus on food producers, and the Declaration goes into signifi-
cant detail about particular means of production such as farming and fishing (see Declaration’s
appendix). These details point to the lived experiences of the authors, but they may not resonate
3 central issues to people from other contexts.
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Food sovereignty has been taken up by activist; in cor_ltextsoglil;t-: ilfﬁ;efrgoﬁit;t:; cinrcllgt:;e,
i i ong people fighting for better wages for service w ;
ﬁgl;d;;lgl:lgghﬁfg f(I)Jt m(:;gre control over their foc_)d systems in r.clatwely .aﬂiiizéﬁgzi,fz;(}
people fighting to protect heritage food traditions in Italy (somet{mei agf;s e
food chain stores, sometimes against immig;agts to ;l(l)ei ;ogirt;y aisih;lgl ;))c 5 ;:c,urse s
cultures) (Alkon and Mares 2012; Ayres and Bosia 11 . . o ha -
icati rel need to change in these different contexts. erhap
?:t;iojlpih:;urzzi: gjf;?cilsto:;an %Irla.ttfslating food sovereignty into th{: contexts Zg dlsgartﬁ';e fuelatiargz
communities around the world, with their different food pm];ilzf:(;r; tr:laer:lrsl;;tio Ifugor N
around them. On the other hand, if thc.rc %s some unique pro e
eignty from rural subsistence communities in poor countries to communi g
-1 i nt countries, it is worth exploring what that proble Y
byligf slirriz crliltliz: liltuij‘;ezzitz about the movement not “traveling well” might .bf-: predicated
ona m.isunderstan(iing of the concept of food sovereignty that is u_.sed b]-f many aCt-IIVlSti; Nar_ri:gi,
there is a tendency among some critics to think that food soverelgr.lty is ‘necefisoan Zh cc E:iﬁ 5
to a kind of food self-sufficiency, or food indepenc_lencc. Perhaps this denv;s t{n s end%
of “food sovereignty” as sometimes used by states in con.tcxts often focus; on 90n ” g)e 5
ence and national security (Koont 2011; LaVia Campesina 1996). If foo SO‘Z’;;.‘Clg Zfor =
ily entailed this ideal of independence, it would not be a useful_ or even possi he go g thz
groups, such as urban dwellers. However, though food soycrelgnty activists dave st 35 g
importance of the integrity of producers and food Pmductfl_ondprl(zz;sls::, tt}l::);de:l n(:} f?)r()g;
ith ir own food. 2
iSOI'ated Coﬁuzﬁnﬁu‘;eﬁ?ﬁ ;znlg(;dzszr a(]:loﬁlimnjties’ food systems (Menser 2008). Those
:;Zg:sy u?i[]ll ::)ﬁ:en — perhaps always — include connections with other (Eormnunities tvﬁ sharfa _fol(j)i,
tools, skills, and so on. Urban communities fighting fgr food sovereignty Isllaythwc eli:i:;; 14
system that includes affordable grocery stores 3101.1g with urban ga.rdc?né :mf ;)1 tcr e
a complex food system; for food sovereignty th(j: _1mportant characteristic of tha (;vmoc n)l(tic 3
is that it is determined by the affected communities thr_ough processes that ;rc as de _e
possible. Thus understood, many of the actual overarching principles 9f foo. —sove;:;i:y bro.agc.1=
community and individual flourishing, maximally local and c‘lemocrat_lc dec151:1)ir(;— ; rg; E
transnational networks of solidarity and mutual aid — seem like plausible candidates fo ge,
i ial movement. N *
m;slilzr:c;rslﬁthcr, deeper version of the concern about translation and portabllllty t}?: :':Ici SI(;\I’E
ereignty to other contexts. It is an open ql;e;tio;l whether fogdt 51:1}5112 22 :;[:1 11;113; o
i iti not produce much food, as compare .
:zlgzzzzz?lzgj‘ei:;iZn parEt):icular, for non-rural commumnities fo_od_ is lf:ss ob\:(:zs(li C;r:,:zcit;i
justice i as gender justice, land reform, economic justce, an ‘ . : \
::tohi:hz;]: SitriC;;isil;:;:luzgmrfumdesJ&lat fixing food in_justi(?es requires addt'essmf1 oth:;‘1 :s:;:
in society and culture, food might not serve as the best rallying cry for r;lalzxz_grt te):)e g~
To address this concern, it is worth exploring the phenomenal nature of food for peop

immediately, materially connected to its production.

Food

i it cal
It is not a new idea to argue that food carries enough meanj.ng_for its pm}(lluc:ll']sjs ttl’;::;- lltzr:m
motivate movements for justice. Indeed, the idea occurs at many Pomts throug out e
the Tiller movement in ancient China, 700 BCE, to the I_)1ggers in 17th Cenmfén X Pmcn’.ﬂ
Movement in the US in the 19th Century, many social movements have ta
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around food as a model for social reform. The experiences of producing food - working with
the land, cooperating with one another by necessity, watching something grow and caring for
it without being able to control the process dircctly — encourage particular types of values and
cultural practices for many who work as producers,

Such examples highlight the roles of producers and show how models for Jjustice emerge based
on valuing food production. For consumers, particularly in the modern age, the commodifica-
tion and fetishization of food may render the production process and its values opaque; this is
why many have advocated for an engagement with food production to some extent in all sectors
of society (e.g., Berry 1977 Thompson 1994; 2010). However, there is 2 possibility that engage-
ment with the phenomenon of food as experienced by modern consumers will not only fail to
connect them with these justice-related values of production, but connect them instead with
the efficiency- and consumption-based values of the current global industrial food system — the

opposite of the reaction food sovereignty activists are hoping for. As the activist and writer Der—
rick Jensen worries:

Ifyour experience -- far deeper than belief or perception — is that your food comes from
the grocery store (and your water from the tap), from the economic system, from the
social system we call civilization, it is to this you will pledge back your life. . . . You will
defend this social system to your very death.

(2006: 696)

The question, then, is whether food can serve as a boundary object for those not engaged in “the
peasants’ way” (as “La Via Campesina” translates in English) to motivate a transnational, radical,
social-justice movement. A sign that it may is that, as put by Dena Hoff, the North American
coordinator of LaVia Campesina, “Everybody eats” (Ridberg 2013). By this she means that food
is something everyone engages with every day, at least in consumption, and often in preparation
and distribution, even if they do not engage with it as a producer. There are two elements of our
experience of food as eaters that hold some support for Hoffs vision — food’s material connection
to justice and ethics, and food’s phenomenological connection to Jjustice and ethics.

First, eating food can be experientially as well as materially tied to ethics and Justice, It is widely
agreed that eating has a material connection to ethical and justice-based issues, even for those
who disagree on which food system would be more ethical, or on the relative importance of
eating compared to other activities. This material, ethical connection is what undergirds the Fair
Trade movement (e.g., Goodman 2004, ethical vegetarianism/veganism (e.g., Plumwood 2000;
Singer 1975), appeals for sustainable fish consumption {e.g., Jacquet and Pauly 2006), food-miles
labeling (e.g., Singer and Mason 2006), many boycotts of particular food products or producers
(e.g., Singer and Mason 2006), and a host of other social movements around the consumption of
food. In all such cases, the act of consuming particular foods is seen as lending material support
and reinforcement to ethically charged practices by producers. Thus, for many people and com-
munities not focused on food production, food nevertheless serves as a tangible, salient reminder
of ethical and justice issues. For urban communitics, a Jack of access to fresh, heaithy, affordable
food can be a constant reminder of social mequity and its material consequences.

Phenomenally, it seems to be the case that, even for consumers, food can be bound up with
awareness of where it came from, how it was produced, and other salient interconnections, When
We eat (as marketers and menu-writers well know), knowing something about how it was pre-
pared, where the recipe or ingredients come from, and other narrative details about the food can
be as much 2 part of the enjoyment of the meal as the feeling in the mouth, the information reg-
istered by the tongue, the smell, the appearance, the location of the experience, the compary, the
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sounds during the event, and other clements that help build up into the overall tasiei.'ih;; nazr:(;
tive aspect of the experience of eating has a distinctly normative flavor — some nalrr? v e Lﬂnge
and taste good, while others are bad and taste bad. For example, for many people in onnowtion;
authenticity and naturalness {whatever those might m_ean) have. strongly Pomltll;e co ons
and enhance the taste of the food with which they astilocmtcd, “tihﬂc afr:;f::l;lg - wr:ﬁr;n I:;%n v
i can have a deleterious effect on the taste ot our ; .
Cn(l)ar:];z::;o:fshzn :ften try to create a sense of authenticity and naturalness for their products (see,
; da and Roberts 2008). .
c.g&fiiiuiiioii;?ri{ims the risk of making narratives into aesthetic experiences cons.ltfﬂriledfby
the eater, a narrative understanding of our relationship with food also creates thﬁj pos51d : tyti or
something more. This normative component can sometimes be bound up t-o ethics an _]usin :;:.
The rise of fair-trade, organic, shade-grown, vegetarian,. and other such.n_qomkers (how'ev;erho ;
fective these particular labels might be at correctly ind1catmg the quahue:'s they CIl)r.ormse $ s S\:S
that for many, there is a profound preference for f()f)d that is part of ethical any _]u_st; f;;:(;: the_
Further, people do not enjoy being told about unethical aspects of foods l:hey2 grll_]ooy_ e
harvesting process for much of the chocolate we consume (see Mustapha ) . ptl o et}_/
while they are eating, (Perhaps this is because they. are thuslpre"rented frc?m co?:lcmcn y ° gl i
ting these facts.) It seems to be the case that such mfor@hon is more distaste t(.) p?otlla :
discussion of other injustices, which do not directly pertain to the .food they are eatlr_Lg,t usb suc
hesitance is not merely a desire to focus on the pleasurable experiences of eating w1tl;)out cmg
reminded of injustice generally. Rather, in a sense, it seems that eth.lcal' fo.od tastes e;tcr an1
unethical food tastes worse (Kaplan 2015). We can see this w1t%1 sta.rk clarity in the case o people
for whom ethical considerations render many foods entirely inedible, such as moral Vege.tan;;ns
or vegans. Speaking from personal experience, it was not long after bcconung ; vc:igetarla;]jzr
moral reasons that meat became not only something I chose Inot t'o eat, but in c; .som(tt ng
[ found deeply unappetizing. The unethical nature (as [ perceived it) of meat made it taste a
Sm%i:;d;re times when an eater knows of ethical and justice concerns, but tl}ll(;se dlcon:;nz
appear not to affect the eater’s enjoyment of a food. In suc'h cases | would argue that f:b ;01;1 .
narrative content of the food is still one aspect of the experience, but that_aspect doe_s not o
salient due to being overwhelmed by other aspects. For example, soryetlmes food tﬁ re_]eti: e 5
ethical grounds due to the material effects of consuming the food, Tmthout muchf ought gWh0
to what the experience of eating the food would be like, as was ?Jkely the casekor 1rng;:.nn’ly .
engaged in the boycotts of particular grape farms as part of the United F‘.armWor ers’ Eff:d
in California in the late 19505 and early 1960s (see Ganz 2009). Other times, eaters e(;go}:i -
despite knowing the ways in which it is unethical, such' as for those who understan a; turbg
the treatment of workers in banana plantations, yet enjoy bananas,. or those who_ are dis =%
by the production methods of foie gras and yet enjoy it. Howew_.‘rer, in thes.e cases:i, it seer::s if:) o
able that most people who actually hold those values would enjoy an ethical an Jusll: Vi onk
those foods more, much as bland food can be enjoyable despite th.e fact that propetly Si; g
food might be erjoyed even more. If not, we would.have normative grounds tofct;ltl(l:J 20 i
enjoyment of the food as revealing either an insensitivity toward or encliorscment o eters) e
aspects of the food (as happens in some discussions bctwleen vegetarians and meat ea fno-rmﬂ_
phenomenon of the ethical or justice-based aspects of eating has potential asa so‘urh(j;i gzts o
tivity to be harnessed in support of the food-sovereignty m.ovcment. If eating b;(g -
and justice concerns, then food could be an excellent candidate {or a. framework to .
and address the concerns of food sovereignty activists, as the a&ct of eating connects a
tice and ethics issues that are not otherwise easily put into a single framework.
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A food-sovereignty movement may also be supported by another salient element of our expe-
rience of food as eaters: the ways in which food is bound up with our identities, values, and
practices, both as individuals and as communitics. The experience of eating is an experience of
one’s culture and of bonding with one’s community, particularly when we sit down to eat with
others. In a sense we are cating culture when we sit down to the table. This is both an experience
of identity and a performance of identity for anyone eating at the same table.

This is most obvious in people whose eating practices differ significantly from mainstream
cultural norms. The ways in which food is co-constituted with community identity is rela-
tively clear when communities must work to actively preserve their food practices, such as in
the case of kosher practices for observant Jews. It is not necessary to be 2 kosher slaughterer
to recognize that your kosher food values and practices as a consumer are inseparable parts of
your community’s culture and identity in a shared social tmaginary. This phenomenon is less
apparcnt for members of cultures in which food plays a less explicit role, and particularly for
members of dominant cultures for which cultural practices and values are made invisible rather
than brought into relief by the most prominent food distribution and production systerns.
However, despite this invisibility, this cultural component of food is also salient for those domi-
nant cultures with less explicit dietary values. For example, the social imaginary around meat

in Western culture is bound up with what we imagine as a culture of masculinity, patriotism,
and so forth (Adams 1990). This cultural orientation would make it difficult for many North
Americans to change their eating habits overnight to abandon meat in favor of a plant-based
diet; combined with other dominant ideologies, this cultural identity ensures a high level of
resistance to institutional changes that put ranchers out of business or otherwise make eating
meat difficult.

At the level of individual identity, too, the co-constitution of food and identity becomes
more visible in cases where an eater’s food practices significantly differ from the norms of
her larger society, such as for someone on a severely restricted diet, someone who refuses
to eat a food on moral or religious grounds, or someone who considers herself a wine con-
noisseur. In such cases, the eater’s identity and its interconnections with food become salient

-at every meal, and this identity is performed to others, whose responses may differ in the

degree to which they ignore, comment upon, or police the behavior against deviation from
the societal norm,

This co-constitution of identity and food is a double-edged sword. On the one hand, it
means that structural change to the dominant food system is difficult, as that system rein-
forces and is reinforced by culture and by food practices. (For this point, it is instructive to
return to the idea of cultural allegiances expressed by Jensen [2006] quoted above.) On the
other hand, it means that food is a daily act of engaging with one’s culture and community,
and thus a vivid place to begin or to reinforce a conversation about Justice and community
flourishing. If that conversation can begin to change food habits, those changes can have
quite profound ripple effects on people’s attitudes toward other institutions. Sometimes this
“conversation” is not a verbal one, but instead a silent change in the discourse. Food choices
by one party can often ethically charge a situation that previously was seen as unproblematic
= what Adams (1990) calls standing in for the absent referent of the victims of particular food
choices, While Adams refers to the non-human animals being eaten after being symbolically
and materially reduced to meat, it is also the case that the producers of the food are also often
an absent referent.

We can see the power of food as a resonant aspect of larger social change, even for mere con-
Sumers, in the historical example of sugar and the slave trade in England. The push for a boycott
of sugar — produced on slave plantations through particularly brutal practices — accomplished
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several important goals. Materially, it affected slaveholders by hurting their economic mtexifi:;:sr.i In
accomplishing this goal it also made every teatime and meal an 'opportumty to show so ty
with victims of the slave trade, beginning or reinforcing conversations about t‘he al?horrent nature
of slavery among those sitting at the same table. This helped reinforce the identity of bfemg tfln
Abolitionist for those who participated in the boycott. It was thus‘ an act of pressure against the
stave trade, a recruitment and retention mechanism for Abolitionists, and a lever to change the

culture.®

Translating food sovereignty

It seems at least possible that food sovercignty as a movement could resonate in coptexts
far removed from those in which it first emerged, even for those_pf‘:ople whose primary
interactions with food are as consumers and perhaps preparers. Thlls is true both f;}r foc?d
sovereignty’s argument that addressing food insecurity requires i?xmg (.ieeper prollz ems 12
society, and also for the argument that food is a good frame \{Vlthln which to wor tfc_n;zard
radical change. However, this does not mean that casual adoptmfl of_' thc_: framework Z 10
sovereignty will be successful for groups interested in food and justice in th_e us a;lﬁl ot ;r
wealthy economies. Such adoptions have been attempred, but they sometlr'nes _d1 se -t e
radical political potential of food sovereignty, properly understood, by r.edu-cmg it to a sim-
plistic — and sometimes even jingoistic -- argument for local food (Fairbairn 2012) to th'e
exclusion of other concerns such as immigrant communities (Alkon and Mares 2012) or solTﬁ
darity and support for distant communities (Navin 2014). These attemnpts to use the rht:—:toru;-
of food sovereignty without sufficient self-reflection in a US context also run the rlsk'f(?
reinforcing neoliberal discourse, such as by focusing 01‘1 ‘market—based approaches, even 1k1t
means pricing food-insecure individuals and communities out of the healthy food market
Mares 2012}.
(A-}I:lotica;:iases, problem)s arise when food sovereignty is reduced to a call to be clo.setr to _the pro(;
duction of food, on the one hand — either by growing some food oneself or by minimizing foo
miles for purchased food — and, on the other hand, a vague sympathy Foward produfcrs in poore’r,
countries. This flattening of food sovereignty allows it to stand alongside st;)—called_ happy meat,
“paleo” diets, and other such food choices, to be added to the ]ist_of opt_lor?s ava]lajble to SIP:I-VI_
leged people living as consumers in a neoliberal system of industrial capitalism. Tl_ns trarI1 UO:;
loses the resistance to neoliberal globalization that is fundamental to food sovereignty. hnsteall.1 -
it is precisely that element of resistance that the work of translation ought to prcserveiT us, ;ﬁg
expansion of food sovereignty as a framework for justicc-sho.uld move from the_modcthprow £
by subsistence food producers resisting neoliberal globalization in poor countrics to ¢ 12 <
of communities in rich countries, producing some food but to a much lcsser- exterft,.ﬁgurmg Oe_
how they can best resist neoliberal globalization from their po-siti(_)n of relative prn-fﬂcgih— c:l[;er
cially by identifying and creating opportunities for radical solidarity and mutual aid with other.
rivileged communities, ‘
1‘:SsItpis not iossible for this chapter to define exactly what that translation should look ]J.k.e. RTa;h:;.?
such a translation must occur in democratic dialogue within and between c_:om]m-lr_nues. i
otherwise would undercut the commitment to maximally local, dcrnocratl_c c.1t3c151()n-1'1(1;-l Cn;
which is the hallmark of food sovercignty (Menser 2008). Such a democratic, justly Cgﬂ L
conversation utilizes the “propaganda of the deed” (Breines 1989; Gracber 2004) to pre ﬁ;‘:ﬂﬁ g
kind of food sovereignty movement that is its goal, and indeed to prefigure the society € "y
sovereignty activists ultimately a2im to achieve.

Individual and community identity

Conclusion

It is perhaps ironic that the worries about translating food sovereignty into other contexts are
usually expressed about moving from a context of production to one of consumption, yet it is
precisely the retention of the production aspect of food sovereignty, as opposed to its radical
political aims, that has caused failures of translation into more privileged contexts. It is perfectly
consistent with dominant US culture, for example, to value the production of food as a noble
goal, and even to value more abstractly the producers of food. Indeed, the celebration of cow-
boys and the use of phrases such as the “heartland” show that this valorization is already a part
of mainstream US culture. If this symbolic appreciation is the meaning of food sovereignty in
a US context, then food movements seem destined to ignore or even support current unjust
institutions. Much more challenging to translate into mainstream US culture is the resistance to
current global economic and political systems, radical solidarity, and maximally local yet transna-
tionally linked democracy. It is important to stress that this work will require translation, rather
than simple importation — for exanple, it is an open question what maximzally local, democratic
decision-making around food systems means in the US, with its dependence on farge numbers of
migrant and immigrant agricultural laborers. Addressing questions such as this one would be of
benefit not only to the US food system, but also to the movement of food sovereignty as a whole,
in part because many laborers in the US food production and distribution systemn come from the
same subsistence food production communities that originated the food sovereignty movement,
and in part because accelerating climate change will vastly increase the volume of migration and
immigration in the future.

Fortunately, such translations may be possible. It is certainly the case that food is a fetishized
commodity for many, cut off from the labor and materials that created it Yot even in this fetishized
state there is a phenomenal character of food that ties it to its origins, and this embeds our cultures
and our communities and individual identities within our experiences as eaters, not only as pro-
ducers. That these connections can emerge every day with such vividness makes food a promising
vehicle for critical self-reflection and change, and one that cannot be avoided or entirely ignored
in any community that is striving for justice.

Notes

For recent scholarly work delving into the complex history of food sovereignty, see McMichael (2014)
and Edelman (2014), While some disagree as to the origin of the term, all sources agree that Via was one
of its most prominent early exponents, and Via has continued to play a prominent role in advocating for
and developing the concept in the years since irs inception,

2 Even within this discourse of transnational social justice there are differences in conceptions of what
these goals require. For a discussion of different conceptions of food sovereignty as either reformist or
revolutionary, see Werkheiser et al. (2015).

For a good discussion of gender in food sovereignty generally and inVia in particular, see Navin (2015).
See Hochschild (2005) for a good discussion of the sugar boycott in the Abolition movement in England.

References

Adams, C. (1990) The Sexual Politics of Meat: A Feminist-Vegetarian Critical Theory, New York: Bloomsbury
Academic.

Alkon, A. H. and T. M. Mares, (2012) “Food Sovereignty in US Food Movements: Radical Visions and Neo-
liberal Constraints,” Agriculture and Human Values 29(3): 347-359.

Aytes, J. and M. J- Bosia. (2011) “Beyond Global Summitry: Food Sovereignty as Localized Resistance to
Globalization,” Globalizations 8(1): 47-63.

————e———————————————————————



Tan Werkheiser

Berry, W. (1977) The Unscttling of America: Culture and Agriculture, San Francisco: Sierra Club.

Breines, W. (1989) Community and Organization in the New Left, 1962-1968: The Great Refissal, New Brun-
swick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Cloud, B. (2008) “Synthetic Authenticity,” Time Magazine, viewed on 10 November 2015, http://content.
time.com/time/specials/2007 /article/ 0,28804,1720049_1720050_1722070,00. html.

Edelman, M. (2014) “Food Sovereignty: Forgotten Genealogies and Future Regulatory Challenges,” The

Journal of Peasant Studies 41{6): 959-978.

Fairbairn, M. (2012) “Framing Transformation: The Counter-Hegemonic Potential of Food Sovereignty in
the US Context,” Agriculture and Human Values 29(2): 217-230.

Flora, C. B. (2011) (Book Review) Schanbacher, W. D.:“The Politics of Food:The Global Conflict Between
Food Security and Food Sovereignty,” Journal of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 24: 545-547.

Ganz, M. (2009) Why David Semetimes Wins: Leadership, Organization, and Strategy in the California Farm Worker
Movement, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Goodman, M. K. (2004) “Reading T'air Trade: Political Ecological Imaginary and the Moral Economy of Fair
Trade Foods,” Political Geography 23(7): 891-915.

Graeber, D. (2004) Fragments of an Anarchist Anthropology, Chicago: Prickly Paradigm Press.

Hochschild, A. (2005) Bury the Chains: Prophets and Rebels in the Tight lo Free an Empire’ Slaves, Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company.

Jacquet, J. L. and D. Pauly. (2006) “The Rise of Seafood Awareness Campaigns in an Era of Collapsing Fisher-
ies”” Marine Policy 31(3): 308-313.

Jensen, 1. (2006} Endgame, Volume 2: Resistance, New York: Seven Stories Press.

Kaplan, D. {2015) “What Does Ethics Taste Like?” Moral Cultures of Food (Keynote Address). University of
North Texas, March 20.

Koont, S. (2011) Sustainable Urban Agriculture in Cuba, Gainesville: University Press of Florida.

LaVia Campesina. (1996} “Declaration of Food Sovercignty,” viewed on 10 November 2015, http:/ /www.
voiceoftheturtle.org/library/1996%20Declaration%200£%20Food %205 overeigney.pdf.

MecMichael, P (2014) “Historicizing Food Sovereignty,” The Journal of Peasant Studies 41(6): 933-957.

Mepnser, M. (2008) “Transnational Participatory Democracy in Action: The Case of LaVia Campesina,” Jour-
nal of Social Philosophy 39(1): 20—41.

Molleda, J. C. and M. Roberts. (2008) “The Value of ‘Anthenticity’ in ‘Glocal’ Strategic Communicaton: The
New Juan Valdez Campaign,” International Jowrnal of Strategic Communications 2(3): 154-174.

Mustapha, K. (2010} “Taste of Child Labor Not So Sweet: A Critique of Regulatory Approaches to Com-
bating Child Labor Abuses by the US. Chocolate Industry,” Washington University Law Review 87(5):
1163—1195.

Navin, M. (2014) “Local Food and International Ethics,” fournal of Agricltural and Environmental Ethics 27(3):
349-368.

. (2015) “Food Sovereignty and Gender Justice: The Case of LaVia Campesina,” in Jill Dieterle {ed.), Jusi
Food: Philosophy, Food and Justice, New York: Rowman and Littlefield, pp. 87-100.

Nyéléni Declaration. (2007) Nyéléni 2007 —Forum for Food Sovereignty, viewed on 10 November 2015,
hitip://nyeleni.org/spip.php?article290.

Our World is Not for Sale — Priority to People’s Food Sovereignty, WTO Out of Agriculture. (2001) La
Via Campesina: International Peasant’s Movement, viewed on 15 Oct 2015, http://viacampesina.org/en/
index.php/main-issues-mainmenu-27/food-sovereignty-and-trade-mainmenu-38/ 396-peoples-food-
sovereignry-wto-out-of-agriculture.

Patel, R.. (2009) “Grassroots Voices: Food Sovereignty”” The Joutnal of Peasant Studies 36(3): 663706,

Plumwood,V. (2000) “Integrating Ethical Frameworks for Animals, Humans, and Nature: A Ctitical Feminist
Eco-Socialist Analysis,” Ethics and the Environment 5(2): 285-322.

Ridberg, R. (2013) “Leading the Fight for Food Sovereignty, An Interview with LaVia Campesina’s Dend
Hofl” World Watch Institute, viewed 10 November 2015, http://www.wotldwatch.org/node/ 6514.

Singer, . (1975) Animal Liberation, New York: Random House.

Singer, P. and J. Mason. (2006} The Ethics of What We Eat: Why Our Food Choices Mallet, Emmaus, PA: Rodal
Inc.

Star, S. L. and ]. R. Greisemer. (1989) “Institutional Ecology, ‘Translations’ and Boundaty Objects:An’lJ.-
teurs and Professionals on Berkeley’s Museum of Vertebrate Zoology,” Sodal Studies of Science 19 (ks
387-420.

Thompson, . B. (1994) The Spirit of the Soil: Agriculture and Environmental Ethics, New York: Routledge:

Individual and community identity

— (2010) 'The Agrarian Vision: Sustainabili
Press.
2 3(120]1)5) Fron? Field to Fork: Food Ethics for Everyone. Oxford: Oxford University Press
I[axenc/ , ad ecl;}a,lratmn of the Via Campésina. (1996) viewed 10 November 2015, hutp://viacampesina.org/
ndex.php/ our—c.:onfcrences—mammenu—ZS/ 2-tlaxcala-1996-mainmenu-48/425-ii-inte ti‘ al
ch]:;lfe_rence—of-I:he—vm—campesina—tlaxcala—mexicoﬁapril—l8—21. e
:;:l ; ﬂcilg%-, I, 18 Tylet, and P. B, Th?mpson. (2015) “Food Sovereignty: Two Conceptions of Food Justice.”
. N1gt{=_)r1;)(ec%)], Just Food: Philosophy, Food and ustice, New York: Rowman and Lirtlefield, pp. 71—86,
, N. “Women of La Via Campesina: Creating and O i i aces;” in L.
Via Campesina’s Open Book: Celebratin - . R o O e s T
. : Book: g 20 Years of Struggle and Hope, viewed 10 N 5
v13cam;3€31na.org/ en/index. php/publications-mainmenu-30, f409—1a—via— e
celebrating-20-years-of-struggle-and-hope.

ittman II. A. Desr narais, and N. W lebe 2010 Food So !gﬂty. Re e tV
] > » .
W ( ) VETE] o thﬂg I ood, Nﬂtu!f, and Cofﬂﬂﬂﬂ'n >

ty and Environmental Ethiss, Lexingion: University of Kentucky

campesina-s-open-book-




