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My argument:

• Productionist fd policy triumphed (1940sff):  due 
to timing + evidence + WW2 + legacy of 1930s

• Productionism has succeeded but is now in 
serious difficulty (health, envir’t, culture, energy)

• Food supply chains are ‘locked- in’ unsustainably 
and policy is not helping tackle this

• Policy suffers from ‘crabby incrementalism’
• Policy-evidence mess has been cemented by 

institutional structures, corporate power and neo-
liberal ‘choice’ culture. Not ‘fit for purpose’….        
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My argument (cont)
• Old + new pressures mount: climate, land, energy, 

urbanisation, labour, water, social justice, food 
security, GM, health, etc 

• The social science data and arguments contribute 
greatly to clarifying this complexity

• The world is entering a tricky, ‘1940s’ restructuring 
moment when policy suffers a ‘lock-in’.

• We must now help create new directions / big pictures. 
• This requires interdisciplinary working and firm eyes 

on policy: one role model is IPCC as engaged experts, 
but it’s not the only one
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Argument (cont)
• I see 4 principles shaping our focus: 

–People + planet linkages= ecological 
public health view 

–Redefining progress: culture, public 
expectations etc 

– Explore how / whether choice-editing (not 
choice) delivers  sustainable development 

– How food democracycan be pursued
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1800s 1900s       1950        2000 2050

Productionist
paradigm Food

Wars

The Era of Food Wars
Agricultural 
Revolution

Industrialis-
ation of
Food

Chemical 
Revolution

Transport 
Revolution

Life Sciences 
Intensification 

paradigm

Ecologically Integrated 
paradigm

LEGEND:
= Key Battlegrounds in the Food Wars. These include:

· Diet, health and disease prevention · What sort of food business
· Environmental crisis · Competing visions and ideologies
· Capturing the consumer · Controlling food supply
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The architects of post WW2 Food & 
Agric policy

• Sober optimists @ Hot Springs: Boyd Orr etc
• Vision: Science + Capital + Govt leadership would:

– Get farmers back farming but doing it better
– Improve health by making food plentiful
– Feed the starving (Asia) and poor (everywhere)
– End waste through efficiency

– Invest in technology to increase productivity
= a welfarist, benign and positive vision

• It shaped the Green revolution, the World Food 
Programme, + much more….but….
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Success stalled? Undernourished 
projected by WFS & observed 

source: FAO State of Food Insecurity in the World 2004 p5

8
Source: FAO SOFA 2006 p4
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Plus the plethora of issues crowding 
policy-makers in-trays

• Crises now:
– Climate change, fuel

• Crises shortly:
– Water, NCDs (obesity, CHD, cancers)

• Crises medium-term:
– Food security, H2O

• In all these, societal determinants will be as 
important as material ones: 

• = urgent to improve ‘traction’ with policy-
makers

10

What’s happened? Time to reassess?
• Enough macro-nutrients to feed everyone
• But inequalities widening within and between 

countries; now Africa’s the hotspot  
• Faced by structural problems, many argue for a 

new hi-tech heave (more than GM)
• Social science’s participation in this is important: 

focus on process, justice, power.
• Need stronger voice, to counter classical route of 

policy restriction: denial � attack messenger �
buy-a-professor-to-cause-confusion � blame 
something else � reluctant acceptance � product 
reformulation/diversification � acceptance
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Evidence � policy? Ideal is a 
mutually self-improving relationship

• Evidence informs policy
• Policy feeds the search for evidence
• Mutual benefit from feedback
• Policy is made on best evidence
• Data synthesis is best conducted on a 

systematic basis

12

Evidence into practice: HDA/NICE  

Source: Kelly M, Spellar V, Meyrick J (2004). Getting evidence into practice in public health. London: HDA p 2
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In practice, a more complex / fraught 
relationship e.g….

• Policy in search of evidence
• Policy without evidence
• Policy with out-of-date evidence
• Policy lagging behind evidence
• Policy with partial evidence
• Policy denying evidence
• Evidence in search of a policy 
• Policies all with evidence which all conflict
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Examples: policies with problematic 
relationship to evidence

Education will improve 
children’s food habits

Policy claiming evidence

CAPPolicy with out of date  
evidence

Fish consumption advicePolicy with patchy 
/partial evidence

Alcohol reduction can be met by 
health education

Weak policy despite 
evidence

Public loss of faith in MAFF�
creation of EFSA/FSA

Policy with evidence



8

15

Examples of evidence with problematic 
relationship to policy

? Diabetes adviceEvidence in line with 
policy

5 a-dayEvidence blinding policy

Dietary guidelines eg
Eurodiet

Evidence leading to 
policy but little practice

Additives impact on 
behaviour; salt; acrylamide

Evidence with weak 
policy

Obesity; inequalit ies; Global 
nutrition transition

Evidence in need of  
policy

16

1. Choice culture: rampant but edgy
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Supply Chain 
Dynamics: 

farm, 
manufacture, 

retail, 

foodservice

Demographics

Finance &
investmentScience &

Technology

Government 
& politics

Health

Ecology & 
Environment

Culture

Societal 
demands

Consumers

Energy Climate Change

Supply Chain under pressure
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Key success of post WW2 policy has been 
decline of av.% food spend (UK)

Source: Defra (2006). Food Security. Dec 22 p.15
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19Source: IMF/ Financial Times, October 23 2007
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Consumer choice theory

• Presents / wants consumers as market drivers

• Assumes / promotes ‘informed consumers’
• Emphasis on labelling (less on education)
• ‘Consumer votes’ theory posits retailers as rival

governments: why vote? DunnHumby rules!
• Gov’ts retreat to simplistic view that price rules
• Retailers now have more subtle views: price +
• Here is where social science has more to offer on the 

framing of choice, selection within limits
• We need to work overtly on the new Big Picture
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IGD’s model of product choice: 
Functional and Emotional Cues

Principles into practiceDisengaged passiv e

Source: IGD Consumer Unit, 2006

•Country of Origin

•Time taken to reach store

•Standard of animal welfare

•Organic

•GM free

•Ingredients

•Price

•Brand name

•Health

•Freshness

•Taste

•Availability

•Appearance

Shoppers’ drivers of product choice can be grouped into functional and emotional factors. As 
shoppers become more engaged in food choice, they  begin to choose products based on the 

emotional factors, rather than just the functional.

Function Emotion

22

UK consumers say they want ...UK consumers say they want ...
“Very important” factors  (prompted from list)“Very important” factors  (prompted from list)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Brand Name

Country o f O rigin

Season al

Production method

Locally produced

Appearance

Price

Animal welfare

Environment

Food Safety

T aste

Family h ealth

Source:  FSA Survey Oct 2001Source:  FSA Survey Oct 2001
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UK consumers really buy on ...UK consumers really buy on ...

Factors influencing purchases - unpromptedFactors influencing purchases - unprompted

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Animal welfare

Locally produced

Environment

Country of origin

Nutrition

Freshness

Appearance

Production method

Family's health

Quality

Taste

Price

Source: FSA Survey Oct 2001Source: FSA Survey Oct 2001
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Also “positive” ethical behaviour in rich countries
source: Henley Centre Headlight Vision 2006

AUSTRALIA
1. Actively support the local community (53%)
2. Actively improve the environment (45%)
3. Actively treat their workers well (42%)

% Agreeing “I make sure I regularly buy products an d services 
from companies that...”

USA
1. Actively support the local community (42%)
2. Actively treat their workers well (42%)
3. Actively improve the environm ent (33%)

SPAIN
1. Actively improve the environm ent (45%)
2. Actively treat their workers well (41%)
3. Pay a proportion of profits to charity (41%)

UK
1. Pay producers a fair price (41%)
2. Actively improve the environm ent (31%)
3. Actively treat their workers well (29%)

ITALY
1. Actively improve the environm ent (43%)
2. Are transparent about their business 

practices (43%)
3. Pay producers a fair price (33%)

FRANCE
1. Are transparent about their business 

practices (49%)
2. Actively improve the environm ent (45%)
3. Actively treat their workers well (39%)

GERMANY
1. Are transparent about their business 

practices (38%)
2. Actively improve the environm ent (36%)
3. Actively treat their workers well (34%)

JAPAN
1. Actively improve the environm ent (35%)
2. Are transparent about their business 

practices (27%)
3. Pay producers a fair price (24%)

Source: Henley World 2006
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Stopping buying to express dissatisfaction with 
companies Source: Henley Centre Headlight Vision 2006
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Which of the following have you done  in the last y ear to
express your dissatisfaction?

Stopped buying from companies who might act unethic ally
Stopped buying from companies who might damage the environment

Stopped buying from companies who supply unhealthy goods

%
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Consumer trends shaping the food market: Industry 
Executives % identifying key trends (N=77)

11%

11%

11%

14%

16%

26%

26%

26%

28%

30%

39%

39%

40%

42%

77%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Price led

Experiential

Functional

Brand led

Organic

Ethical  

Snack ing

Freshness

Eating out

Indulgence

More informed

Authenticity

Quality

Convenience

Health

Series 1

source: Deloitte (2007) Appetite for Change
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Why this discrepancy between the 
choice-editors and consumers?

• Obesity has rocketed up the agenda

• WHO/FAO 2003
• WHA 2004 Global Strategy 
• MS actions – new wind in public health sails
• Coherence emerging from policy cacophony
• Huge healthcare costs: bad for DCs, crippling LDCs

• Co.s seen as doing litt le even on CSR grounds
• Investors hovering: JP Morgan, UBS, HBOS

28
WHO (2005) Preventing Chronic Diseases: a vital 

investment. Overview. Geneva: WHO p.5
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Increase in obesity-attributable NHS costs to 
2049 (source: Foresight 2007 fig 7.1)

30

Obesity system central engine: example 
of collaborative working

UK Foresight 2007 fig 5.1
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Systems map weighted causal linkages 
Foresight 2007 fig 5.4

32

Full obesity systems map + thematic clusters
Foresight 2007 fig 5.2
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Obesity system map + thematic clusters 
Foresight 2007 fig 8.1

34

Unlocking that lock-in requires an 
analysis of power

• Issue suffers from policy cacophony (noisy special 
pleading), when it needs integration

• Foresight spent 2 yrs unbundling that cacophony. 
Messages to policy-makers still need clarification. 

• Moral: we need longer-term input by social science 
at national and regional level 

• Governments still prefer voluntary systems
– EU Round table on Diet & Physical Activity

• CSR suffers danger of disguising power within 
unequal ‘partnerships’
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Power is real: in EU supply chain (15 MS):
Retailers not Farmers dominate

Source: J-P Grievink, Cap Gemini, OECD 2003

36

CR is weak policy approach:
City Univ CFP 2006 study of top 25 TNCs

• 17 co.s had statements of some kind on diet, physical 
activity and health but only 4 had KPIs

• Only 4 co.s reported action on fat: 2 Manuf, 2 
Quickservice

• Only 2 reported action on portion size
• Only 6 had polic ies on children (despite ‘ready-made’

CARU guidelines)
• Manufs more fully engaged; Foodservice less so; and 

Retailers trailing far behind
• Listed and privately owned companies differ in their 

degree of openness and reporting
• Source: http://www.city.ac.uk/press/The%20Food%20Industry%20Diet%20Physical%20Activity%20and%20Health.pdf
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2. For social science, a big policy 
issue to tackle is choice.

How much choice is needed? Less 
for the rich; more for the poor; 

different for all?

38

The ecology of choice: how much is 
enough?

• 26k items on hypermarket shelves!
• KVIs limited to 20-30 items
• Hence consumers retreat to brands they know 

(a reflection of marketing)
• Consumers juggle competing demands: 

– health vs. environment (e.g. fish)
– animal welfare vs. price (e.g. eggs) 
– Fair trade vs. localism (?)
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Information becomes a battleground: 
e.g. labelling

• Health: GDAs (industry- led) vs Traffic Lights 
(health- led; consumers like)

• Environment: white goods eco labelling 
mandatory but not food

• Competition of labels for space on packets
• Labelling doesn’t change behaviour anyway! It 

reinforces but doesn’t trigger.

40

Retailers are choice-editors

• The power of contracts & specifications
• This role should be open and assessable
• The retailer as gate-keeper not choice-

giver? 
• Social science has great evidence to 

contribute here
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Rethinking choice
Choice-edit ing

Unbridled choice

Restrained / simple choice

Inf ormed choice

Policy Issues:
- What / who frames the choice & how?
- Impact of choice: short / long term? ��� � Lifecycle assessment
- Who gets the choice, who doesn’t & why? 
- Rebalancing Government, supply chain & consumers?

Rationing

Total inst itutions

42

Even if we like labels as mechanism, 
labelling reality is muddled: some e.g.s

Fair-trade branded + LDC focus. No intra-EU 
scheme. LDC rather than UK focus yet migrant 
exploitation in UK?...

VoluntaryWorking 
conditions

Legal definition of free range etc; many welfare 
schemes ‘Freedom Foods’� ‘bird-friendly’

mostly NO; 
some 
voluntary

Animal 
wel fare

Foods deemed safe (FdSafAct ’90); traceability is 
fall-back i f things go wrong � due diligence

NOContaminants

Mandatory when triggered by claim; diverse 
methods (GDA vs. traffic lights)

YESNutrients

YES, if the product is GM source. NO, if the 
product is result of GM process. EU still 
pondering 0.5 vs 0.9% threshold (FSA 2 Aug 07)

YES & NOGM

Deemed unnecessary; but organic is labelledNOPesticides 

Govt PolicyLabel?Issue
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Labelling overload for consumers?
All this in 2 seconds to choose! 

[red=EU mandatory] (also see Ashridge Report 2007)

NORMAL
• Ingredients (by QUID)
• ‘Sell by’ etc
• Maker & contact
• Brand: design etc 

• Logo
• Packaging: recycle?

EMERGING
• Nutrition (if health 

claim)
• Production method 
• Social: fair trade
• Animal welfare
• Allergy 

• Climate: carbon ‘C’

44

Policy ahead
• Choice-editing inevitable if we are to tackle climate 

change, water, obesity, cancer, allergies…

• Putting the onus on consumers to leadon the required 
step-change is absurd. 

• Niches are tiny: Fairtrade £300m out of £120bn
• Task is to raise the bar all round
• ‘ I will if you will ’ (SDC 2006) = better  strategy: 

unlocking the ‘lock-in’ to value-for-money
• Building values-for-moneyas food culture
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3. The ‘Nutrition Transition’ is 
now spreading globally, 

deepening environmental and 
consumer pressures

46

In the Nutrition Transition, 
populations…

CONSUME MORE
• Meat
• Fats 
• Sugar
• Soft drinks

• Energy dense foods

CONSUME LESS / NOT 
ENOUGH

• Staples
• Fruit and vegetables
• Fibre
• Water 
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Nutrition Transition is also a Cultural 
Transition: eg brands normalise sugar

50Source: Pepsico

Example of dietary drivers: soft drinks
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Health ideal vs. TV advertising reality (UK)
Source: IACFO 2003

52

The rise and rise of advertising 

• McDonalds and Coca-Cola spend c$1.7bn 
eachglobally per year

• = more than total annual expenditure of 
WHO on everything

• Policy response to tensions = 
diversification, e.g. sponsorship, virtual, 
viral, texting, whispering, product 
placement, etc…
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4. And what are the 
Environmental pressures on 

food infrastructure?

• Air (climate)
• Water
• Land (soil)
• etc

54

Environmental impacts of food supply chain
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2005 was the hottest year on record;   
the 13 hottest all occurred since 1990, 
23 out of the 24 hottest since 1980.

J. Hansen et al., PNAS 103: 14288-293 (26 Sept 2006)

Green bars show 95% 
confidence intervals

Climate change: the Earth is getting warmer.

°C

56

IPCC 
Valencia 
statement 
Nov 17 
2007

The effect is 
real
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57Percentage change in average duration of longest dry period, 30-year  
average for 2071-2100 compared to that for 1961-1990.

Drought projections for IPCC‘s A1B scenario

Where we’re headed:  droughts

58There’s a consistent 50-year upward trend in every region except O ceania.

Changes in climate are already causing harm

Major floods per decade, 
1950-2000 
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The trend has been sharply upward everywhere.

Harm is already occurring (continued)

Major wildfires by decade, 1950-2000

60
Easter ling and Apps, 2005

Crop yields in tropics start dropping at � T � 1-1.5°C

But temp. rises will lead to lower yields in tropic s 
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Water futures
� 2000-2020 : water availability for humans is 

expected to drop by one-third

� Water scarcity or stress (having less than 1,700 
cubic metres of water per person per year) is 
estimated to affect 40% of humanity by 2050

Consequences: 
1. increased food prices and health threats; 
2. poor countries likely to be most heavily affected

Stockholm International Water Institute (2003). General water statistics: World Water Week Symposium data sheets, 
August 10-16. Stockholm: Stockholm International Water Institute www.siwi.org/waterweek2003

Cosgrave W, Vice-President of the World Water Council, quoted in Houlder V (2003), ‘World in drier stra its’, Financial 
Times, 11 August, p 16

62

.

Source:http://www.solcomhouse.com/drought.htm

Accessed 17 May  2004
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World population by freshwater 
availability 2000 & 2025

• Source: Marie Stopes International, evidence to All Party Parliamentary Group on Population, Development and Reproductive Health (2007) 
‘Return of the Population Factor: its impact on the Millennium Development Goals’. London: House of Commons. Jan. Fig 22 pg 52 
http://www.appg-popdevrh.org.uk/Publications/Population%20Hearings/APPG%20Report%20-
%20Return%20of%20the%20Population%20Factor.pdf
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GLOBAL URBANISATION

������ ��������	
����

 
�
������	��������	���	����������
� ��������
�������
������	���
��
	�����	
���������	��
�	�� ����	
�����
����
����������
���
����
�������� ���� ����	

���
���
����
����������
���
����
�������� ���		���������������������� !�" #$$%

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

195
0

19
60

19
70

198
0

19
90

20
00

20
10

20
20

20
30

Percentage of
Population (Rural)

Percentage of
Population (Urban)



33

65
US Bureau of the Census, International Data Base
http://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/ipc/idbrank.pl [18 May 2004]

World's Largest Countries 
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Changes in the number of holdings 
in EU-6, 1967-1997

• Source: Thirty years of agriculture in Europe, Arable land, increased size of holdings changes in crop rotation, 
Statistics in Focus, EUROSTAT
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5. What does this raise for food 
policy? e.g. UK?

68

Current Land Use in England
source: Defra

Inland  w ater
1 %

Crops & b are fall ow
3 0%

Gras ses & ro ugh 
grazin g
3 6%

Othe r a gricu ltu ral 
land
5%

Fo rest & w oo dlan d
9%

Ur ban land  & land  no t 
otherw ise spe cified

19%
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Land is a battleground:
hard decisions

• A resource but for whom? 
• For food or fuel?
• Amenity or houses?
• Water for humans or nature or cows?
• Conservation or culture?
• Climate change sequestration or motorways? 

70

Land for food in UK

• 70% of land = farming; produces 0.7% GDP, 
7% GHGs & over 70% of food (Defra figs/ Miliband CPRE speech, 
March 9 2007)

• UK is 63% self-sufficient for food but 73.3% 
for indigenous foods (Defra FISS 2006)

• Imports risen from 27% (1995) to 37% (2006). 
[Farmers Weekly May 24 2006] 

• Labour force fallen from 656k (1995) to 540k 
(2005), ie 17.6% [Farmers Weekly May 24 2006] 
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Ecological footprint
• UK food consumption accounts for 31% of 

all consumption related GHG emissions (source: EC, 

2005, life cycle environmental impact of products [EIPRO]) 

• 5.2 million tonnes of food-related packaging 
waste and 6.7 million tonnes of food waste 
are generated from UK homes each year (source: 
WRAP 2007)

• UK agriculture uses 742 million m3 of water, 
and the food and drink industry 155 million 
m3 used (source: Defra, Water use in the supply chain, 2007)

72

NW England ecological footprint 2000: 
the land, energy and sea-space

• Totalled 43 mt global hectares (gha) = 6.2 gha per 
resident in North West England. 

• UK food and farming’s footprint is up to six times the 
food growing area of the UK itself

• Food = highest single footprint component, estimated 
at 1.4 gha/per capita
– Used 20 mt raw materials to produce 4.2 mt consumed

– Used more than 0,5 mt packaging.

• But c. 1 mt of food and drink uneaten and sent to 
landf ill.

• Source: Birch et al (2005). Footprint North West. Manchester: Action for Sustainability, University of Manchester, and 
Stockholm Environment Institute at York
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Impact of Animals globally…
• 18% of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions (more than transport)
• 9% of anthropogenic CO2, most of which derives from land use 

change
• 37% of anthropogenic methane (= 23x the global warming 

potential (GWP) of CO2), mostly due to ruminants’ enteric 
fermentation by ruminants

• 65% anthropogenic nitrous oxide (=296x CO2’s GWP)
• 64% of anthropogenic ammonia emissions (� acidif ication) 
• 8% of global human water use (mostly feedcrop irrigation)
• (& threatens 306 of the 825 terrestrial eco-regions identified by 

WWF)
• Source: FAO (2006) Livestock’s Long Shadow

74

Climate change as Tipping Point? CO2 emissions 
associated with UK food transport (2002)

(Defra/AEA 2005)
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Contribution of food groups to Dutch 
GHG emissions KG/CO2e

Meat, meat 
products & 
fish, 28.2

Oils & fats, 
3

Beverages 
& products 
containing 
sugar, 14.9

Bread, 
pastry & 
flour, 13.3

Other food 
products, 3

Dairy, 22.9

Potatoes, 
fruit  & veg, 

14.6

Source: Tara Garnett, Univ Surrey, City seminar March 
2007

76

Livestock’s multiple impact
• Globally, livestock accounts for 18% of 

greenhouse gas emissions (EC EIPRO life cycle environmental impact study, 2005)

• UK meat & dairy production accounts for 8% 
of total UK GHG emissions. (T Garnet FCRN, Univ Surrey) 

• SIWI figures: (A Berntell / SIWI August, 2005)

– 1 kg grain- fed beef embodies 15 m3 water
– 1 kg of lamb from a sheep fed on grass 

embodies 10 m3 water
– 1kg cereals embodies 0.4-3 m3 water 
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Products’ virtual water content (litres)
• glass beer (250ml) = 75
• glass milk (200ml) = 200 
• glass wine (125ml) = 120
• glass apple juice (125ml)

=190
• cup coffee (125ml) = 140
• cup of tea (125ml) = 35 
• slice of bread (30g) = 40
• slice of bread (30g) with 

cheese (10g) = 90

• 1 potato (100g) = 25
• 1 bag of potato crisps (200g) 

=185
• 1 egg (40g) = 135
• 1 hamburger (150g) = 2400
• 1 cotton T-shirt (medium, 

500g) = 4100
• 1 sheet A4 paper (80g/m20) 

= 10
• 1 pair of shoes (bovine 

leather) = 8000
• 1 microchip (2g) = 32

Source: WWF (2006) rich countries, poor water. 
www.panda.org/freshwater
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Oil & energy
• IEA est. oil / energy demand growth 2000-

30 = 1.7% per yr
• = equivalent to +60% on today’s 

consumption
• 60% of demand growth will come from DCs

(esp. China and India)
• Biofuels no solution � land use pressure: 

food vs biofuels vs amenity vs housing vs
carbon sinks vs identity (views)



40

79

Rise of motorised transport 1930-2000

Michael P Walsh, Motor Vehic le Pollution Control, Paper to China Fuel 
Economy Workshop, Hong Kong, December 13, 2004, 
http://www.walshcarlines.com/china/Apply ing%20The%20Lessons%20To%20
China%20-%20MOVE%20.pdf
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Oil Stocks: World Energy Outlook
• IEA 1974 agreement to keep 90 days oil 

stocks
• IEA calculates oil / energy growth 2000-30 

in demand at 1.7% per yr
• = equivalent to two thirds extra on today’s 

consumption
• 60% of demand growth will come from 

developing countries (esp. China and India) 

Source: IEA (2003). World Energy Outlookhttp://library.iea.org/dbtw-wpd/textbase/nppdf/free/2003/findings.pdf
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World Energy Outlook (cont.)
• Sources are adequate but most to come from 

former Soviet Union and Middle East 
• This assumes they are able to “mobilise the 

huge investments” needed
• $16 trillion needed over next 3 decades… “a 

major uncertainty”
• Can the 3 ‘E’s be delivered: Energy security, 

Economic efficiency, Environmental 
Protection?

Source: IEA (2003). World Energy Outlookhttp://library.iea.org/dbtw-wpd/textbase/nppdf/free/2003/findings.pdf
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Fuel vsfood?

• Palm oil is most energy efficient but hardest 
on the soil

• Indonesia expected to plant 741k acres every 
year; in 2008 production will be 18.5 m 
tonnes (up from 17mt in 2007)

• India imports 73% energy; now encouraging 
biofuels for energy security

• China has now put cap on grain, as fuel food 
prices rose 17.9% (Oct 2006-Oct 2007); 

sources: R Minder, J Aglionby ‘fuel crops cultivate hopes and fears’
FT 23 Nov 2007 p11
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Food industry’s energy deficit: 
EU as case studysource: Andrea Ramirez (2005) NOWO, NL 

• Ramirez’s study of food industry energy use 
in 13 European MS in last 30 years.

• Production growth has increased overall 
energy requirements by 1.8% p.a.

• Energy savings only amounted to 0.2% p.a.
• Therefore net deficit has grown

84

The Eternal Triangle (Lord Oxburgh)
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Biodiesel 11.75bn litres (est) (2007), % global production, by crop

Soya
43%

Rapeseed
34%

Sunflower
8%

Palm
7%

Waste oi l
4%

Callow
4%

Governments now look to biofuels

86

Bioethanol 45bn litres (2006), % global production,  by 
crop

sugar
50%corn/maize

36%

others
5%

wheat
9%

sources: FT/Kingsman/Frost & Sullivan / FT 23 Nov 2007 p11

…bioethanol…
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Global social justice: who emits the 
most carbon dioxide?

• Source: World Resources Institute (2006) climate 
analysis indicators tool version 3.0 (www.wri.org)
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5. Modernity’s struggle to tackle 
food-related health problems
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Global Prevalence of Underweight and 
Obesity in Adults for year 2000, by level of 

development

• Source : Nutrition for Health and Development, A Global Agenda For Combating Malnutrition, WHO 2000
• www.who.int/nut/db_bmi.htm
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Types & effects of malnutrition

Obesity fast 
rising

1.2 bn +Calorie excess, 
some vitamin & 
mineral 
deficiency 

Over-
consumption

Yes but patchy2 – 3.5 bnDeficiency of 
vitamins and 
minerals

Micro-nutrient 
deficiency

Rare but 10-
15% go 
without. 

1.2 bnDeficiency of 
calories & 
protein

Hunger

UK?People globally Nutrition effecttype
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Deaths, by broad cause group and 
WHO Region, 2000
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WHO (2005) 
Preventing 

Chronic Diseases: 
a vital investment. 

Overview. 
Geneva: WHO p.4
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WHO (2005) Preventing Chronic Diseases: a vital 

investment. Overview. Geneva: WHO p.5

94
WHO (2005) Preventing Chronic Diseases: a vital investment. 

Overview. Geneva: WHO p.12
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6. Where does power lie in the 
food system?

96
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Shifting power in the food value-added chain

Emerging  DominantMinorUncertainReturning2000s-??

EmergingDominantRapidly 
Declining

DecliningDeclining1980
2000s

LatentEmergingDominantDominantRebuilding
(CAP!)

1960
1970

Declining 
(but WW2)

MinorMajor in 
many trades

DominantDeclining 
(but WW2)

1900
1950

DominantVery MinorMajor in a 
few trades

MinorDominant� 1900

FOOD-
SERVICE

RETAILWHOLE-
SALE

MANU-
FACTURE

FARMINGPERIOD

adapted from: C. von Schirach-Szmigiel (2005) “Who is in Power Today and Tomorrow in the Food System”, keynote speech 
to the Policy and Competitiveness in a Changing Global Food Industry conference, USDA Economic Research Service, 
Washington DC, April 28
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UK rise of multiples, 1990-2010

IGD (2006) Grocery retailing. Letchmore Heath: 
Institute of Grocery Distribution
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Supermarketisation globally

100

Milk: who gets the margins from land?
Source: MDC 2007
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Who makes the money from bananas? Ecuador, % final price

2% 10%

31%

17%

40%
plantation worker

plantation owner

trading co.

ripener / dist ribut or

retailer

source: Banana Link (2003). The Banana ‘Split’. http://www.bananalink.org.uk/
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International dimension

• For every £1 spent on cashew nuts in Brit ish 
supermarkets, 77 pence goes to importers and 
retailers, 22 pence to traders and processors, and 
just one pence to farmers[1]

• 1 million people in rural Africa are supported by 
the fresh fruit and vegetable trade with the UK, 
injecting an estimated £200 million into rural 
economies in Africa[2]

•
[1] Who pays? , Action Aid, 2007

• [2] Insert ref. – DFID report or IIED?
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UK fairtrade sales 1998-2005
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7. A new Ecological Public 
Health agenda is emerging
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Ecological in two senses

• Thinking: joining up / linking  
disciplines and discourses

• Multi-dimensional: earth, society, 
economy, culture ie cross-disciplinary

• i.e 2 meanings of ‘ecology’:
– Ecology as our place in nature and the 

environment (natural ecology)
– Ecology as inter-relationships in society (human 

ecology)

106

To meet WHO/FAO guidelines, how 
would global farming change? 

Pig meat DOWN by 5%
Butter DOWN by 13%
Cream DOWN by 18%
Animal fat DOWN by 31%
Soybean oil DOWN by 14%
Rapeseed oil DOWN by 30-35%

Source: Irz, Shankar, Srinivasan (2003). Univ Reading for IFAP & IEFS. November
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New questions arise
• How to get biodiversity in fields � throats
• NCD food rules mean less fats but +50% fruit 

and vegetables (B Trai ll) = good news for growers 
� how to get agric policy to deliver?

• New cultural rules for ‘choosing’ food: food 
miles vs carbon vs seasonality vs life cycle vs
workers money?

108

Global hectares of av. Scottish diet

Source: WWF Scotland 2006
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Impact of eating a ‘healthy’ diet (gha)

Source: WWF Scotland 2006
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‘Best’ vs ‘worst’ eco-footprint diets

Source: WWF Scotland 2006
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Echoes WCRF report (Nov 1 2007)
• Be as lean as possible within the normal range of body 

weight. 
• Be physically active as part of everyday life. 
• Limit consumption of energy-dense foods. Avoid sugary 

drinks. 
• Eat mostly foods of plant origin. 
• Limit intake of red meat and avoid processed meat. 
• Limit alcoholic drinks. 
• Limit consumption of salt. Avoid mouldy cereals (grains) 

or pulses (legumes). 
• Aim to meet nutritional needs through diet alone. 
• Mothers to breastfeed; children to be breastfed. 
• Cancer survivors: Follow the recommendations for 

cancer prevention

112

8. This has profound 
implications for the 

relationship between state, 
civil society and supply chain. 

Unlocking the lock-in
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Civil 
society

State

Supply 
chain

The ‘ traditional’ model of state, supply chain and 
civil society: law as arbiter

Law

114

Civil 
society

State

Supply 
chain

The ‘modern duality’ model:
state law competes with company regulations

Law

Company 
regulations
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Civil 
society

State

Supply 
chain

Emergence of ‘ triangular dynamic’ : 
civil demands and campaigns

Law

Company 
regulations

Demands & 
campaigns
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Implications
• Not shortage of evidence but of leadership?
• Signs of change: pressure of ‘events’ + NGOs
• Emerging consensus across single issues: 

animals, climate change, energy, health
• Signposts (FAO, Stern, Wanless, Marmot, 

Eco-Assessment, etc) 
• BUT business model cannot yet deal with the 

challenge: locked in niches, CSR/ SR, etc
• Cost internalisation arguments not yielding yet
• E.g. Carbon Emissions Trading not working
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We know what a nutritionally ‘good’
diet looks like (WHO/FAO 2004, WCRF 2007 etc)

• Lots of fruit and veg (‘Fruit’)
• Lots of cereals
• Good role for nuts and other sources of micro-

nutrients (‘Nuts’)
• Fish for +ve fats (but source?)
• Restricted fats: implications for meat & dairy
• Restricted / minimal NME sugars
• Low/no alcohol

118

Many factors need to feed into a true 
Eco-Nutrition / Ecological Public Health 

for Sustainable Development
Citizenship

• Health
• Nutrients

• Full cost 
prices

• Quality
• etc

Ecology 
• Energy use
• Land use

• Resource 
footprint

• etc

Economy
• Fair prices
• Efficiency

• Work 
• Good resource 

use
• etc
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Ecological PH’s 4 levels of existence
• Material …the world of nature and transformed nature – the 

built environment, urbanisation – and the extractive relationship 
with the environment. …nature as the reserve on which 
existence draws

• Physiological: …the importance of the bodily and neuro-
physiological processes.. how physiology embodies and 
interacts with built environment, nature, etc.

• Social: …human relationships and all the societal 
institutions and interactions that frame how humans live…The 
institutional framework to society – government, markets, 
institutions, law – and our place within these

• Cultural/cognitive / lifeworld: …the interpretive 
structures within the human mind that are necessarily personally
experienced and yet have meanings that others may share.
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Thanks

• The shape of the challenge is becoming 
clear

• There are pointers
• New ground rules are emerging
• People are working on different aspects
• The big picture needs to be pulled together


