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The article deals with theory and practice of ensuring food security
in the Russian Federation in the context of the UN recommendations
and achievements of legal thought of foreign countries. Food security
is considered as a guarantee of sustainable development of agriculture
located at the junction of three types of national security: economic,
social and environmental. The authors prove the need to distinguish
between the categories “food security” and “food independence”, ar-
guing in favor of giving preference, at the national level, to the human
right to food through both production of domestic agricultural goods
and their import from other countries. Stating the consequences of the
food sanctions imposed by Russia against other countries which are
negative for itself, the authors propose their lifting with the suggested
complex of measures to develop Russian agriculture.
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Introduction

The legal category “food security” is directly connected with such hu-
man rights as the right to adequate nutrition and the right to life with-
out hunger in compliance with the International Covenant on Eco-
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nomic, Social and Cultural Rights, 1966, as well as other documents of
the UN. The human right to nutrition provides a clear basis for defin-
ing legal duties of states and other subjects in terms of the fight against
global hunger and is a means of ensuring compliance with these du-
ties, both at the national and international levels'. The category “food
security” is closely related to the issue of ensuring social justice, which
implies development of appropriate measures at the national and in-
ternational levels, adjustment of economic, environmental and social
policies of national governments. Emergence of the term “food secu-
rity” was caused by the grain crisis of 1972-1973, when overproduction
of food in developed countries went hand in hand with hunger in the
third world countries. It was then that the issue of food security went
beyond national borders and was discussed by the world community
for the first time3. In December 1974, the UN General Assembly en-
dorsed the International Commitments on Food Security in the World
developed by the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the UN,
which already mentioned a number of important definitions of a gen-
eral nature*.

Exactly from this moment (although the task of ensuring food se-
curity is entrusted to national governments), we can observe the in-
crease of the coordinating role of the UN (especially the FAO), which
is aimed at development of a common strategy to solve this issue. This
issue is solved both due to framework agreements aimed at imple-
mentation of the sustainable development strategy and through de-
velopment of more specific measures dedicated to certain areas of en-
suring food security, for example, of women, children or other social
groups. A situation where in the future no one will suffer from hunger
or insufficient food is perfect from the point of view of the UN. For
this purpose, it is necessary to provide all people on the Earth with
permanent access to the necessary amount of food, which will require
increase of its production through technological breakthroughs, ad-
equate financing, reduction of food losses and other necessary mea-
sures. However, at the moment achievement of these goals remains
a long-term perspective.

As noted in the UN General Assembly Resolution of December 19,
2017, “The right to food”, up to 45 per cent of the total number of chil-
dren who die every year before the age of 5 die from malnutrition and
hunger-related illness. In addition, according to the FAO estimates,
about 815 million people in the world suffer from chronic undernu-
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trition owing to the lack of sufficient food for the conduct of an active
and healthy life.

The current situation is a direct consequence of failure to accom-
plish the tasks of food security, although the Earth could produce
enough food to feed all its inhabitants.

In this regard, it is necessary to intensify the efforts of all states of
the world, including their local government bodies and civil society
institutions, to develop a new food security strategy based on the UN
recommendations, but at the same time taking into account the na-
tional specific character of a particular country. To ensure adequate
nutrition, it will be necessary to create sustainable and sustainably de-
veloping, balanced food systems in each country of the world.

One of the elements of such sustainability is due attention of gov-
ernments to issues of rational use of natural resources and environ-
mental protection, the relevance of which increases significantly under
current conditions of global climate change. Settlement of these issues
returns the questions about the role of GMOs in securing the right to
food and food security, as well as reasonability of adopting the con-
cepts of “food sovereignty that replace the task of providing food to the
population” in individual states of the world (including Russia), to the
agenda of international and national discussions.

From this perspective, in the first part of this article we will consider
the role of international public law in coordination of the efforts of
national states (in terms of Russia) in ensuring food security, including
the prospects of this influence on the content of national legal acts; in
the second part we will analyze Russian and international discussions
about the concept and components of the concept of food security.
Finally, in the third part of our article we will give a number of recom-
mendations for adjusting the food strategy in Russia.

1. International legal regulation of ensuring food security and
its influence on national law

Several dozens of international instruments having different legal force
and adopted in different years, including within the UN framework, are
dedicated to issues of ensuring food security in some or other contexts.
In its most general form this list should include the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights of 1948, which implies that every person has the
right to such a standard of living that is necessary to maintain his or
her health and well-being, including food; the Universal Declaration
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on the Eradication of Hunger and Malnutrition; the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development, which stipulates widespread elimination of
hunger, ensuring food security, improvement of nutrition and promo-
tion of sustainable development of agriculture. Provisions of the Inter-
national Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the Rome
Declaration on Nutrition and the Framework for Action adopted in
Rome on November 21, 2014 also has had a significant influence on
development of the international legal concept of food security. This
list of international instruments is not exhaustive; however, it allows
formulating several theses on the main areas of ensuring food security
at the international level.

First of all, attention should be paid to the interconnection of the
task of ensuring food security and exercise of human rights, mainly,
the right to food, which is constantly underlined by the UN, as well as
addressing food security issues in the context of sustainable develop-
ment. Within the framework of the first approach, attention is paid to
the fact that the right to food is the right of every individual, alone or
in community with others, to have physical and economic access at all
times to sufficient, adequate, nutritious food, in conformity with, inter
alia, the culture, beliefs, traditions, dietary habits and preferences of
individuals, that is produced and consumed sustainably, thereby pre-
serving access to food for future generations’. Within the framework
of the second approach, social, economic and environmental compo-
nents of food security are underlined in the international documents®.

Declaration in a number of the UN documents of the necessity to
eradicate extreme poverty by 2030 is one of manifestations of the re-
cent trend, so that all people of the Earth could exercise the right to
a basic standard of living due to the success of the fight against hunger
and malnutrition. In this regard, it is proposed to devote resources to
developing rural areas and sustainable agriculture and fisheries, sup-
porting smallholder farmers, especially women farmers, herders and
fishers in developing countries, particularly least developed countries’.

Despite the fact that it is the states that have primary responsibil-
ity for their national food security, the UN documents quite clear-
ly regulate the mechanism of guarantees of exercise of the human
right to food, including recommendations for states to refrain from
applying any unilateral economic, financial and trade measures not in
accordance with international law and the Charter of the United Na-
tions that impede the full achievement of economic and social devel-
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opment, to eliminate and prevent introduction of trade restrictions
and emergence of distortions in world agricultural markets.

The work of the FAO on creation of a trust fund for providing sup-
port to measures in the area of nutrition aimed at promotion of the
efforts of governments to fulfill the assumed obligations is equally
important. This fund will become the main tool for distribution of
non-target and partially target contributions. It will help to perform
mobilization of resources for the needs of state programs aimed at cre-
ation of favorable conditions for improving nutrition, introduction of
sustainable food systems ensuring a healthy diet, as well as to promote
attraction of investments and development of trade with the purpose
of improving the quality of nutrition, etc. Along with financial guaran-
tees, there is also work on development of organizational guarantees
aimed at implementing subparagraph “o” of paragraph 14 of the Rome
Declaration on Nutrition and intended to make the Committee on
World Food Security the main intergovernmental multilateral global
forum on nutrition issues.

Therefore, only collective efforts of all countries of the world will
make it possible to eliminate root causes of lack of food security and
malnutrition, in particular, poverty, inequality and lack of access to re-
sources and the possibility to carry out income-generating activities.

This is important since it becomes increasingly difficult for many
current food systems to provide citizens with sufficient, safe, diverse,
and nutrient-rich foods ensuring a healthy diet because of restraints
caused by the resource shortage and deterioration of the state of en-
vironment, as well as unsustainable production and consumption pat-
terns, food loss and food waste. Unfortunately, in a number of coun-
tries of the post-Soviet space the emphasis is placed not on provision
of citizens with the necessary amount of high-quality and safe food but
on the formal aspect associated with establishment of the percentage
of food produced directly in this country. For example, in the Republic
of Kazakhstan, food security is considered achieved if consumers are
provided with domestic food in the amount of at least 80% of annual
consumption with consideration of the social and demographic struc-
ture of the population, traditional peculiarities, etc®.

In Russia, the Doctrine of Food Security of the Russian Federation
of 2010 proposes to determine, as a criterion for assessment of the
state of food security, the proportion of domestic agricultural, fishery
products and food in the total volume of commodity resources of the
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domestic market of the corresponding products, and this proportion
has the following threshold values: grain - minimum 95%, sugar -
minimum 80%; vegetable oil - minimum 80%; meat and meat prod-
ucts (in meat equivalent) - minimum 85%; milk and dairy products (in
milk equivalent) - minimum 90%; fish products - minimum 80%; po-
tatoes - minimum 95%,; edible salt - minimum 85%. In this Doctrine,
we can clearly trace the thought about the need to gradually reduce
the “dependence of the domestic agro-industrial and fisheries com-
plexes” on the import of technology, machinery, equipment and other
resources, including food.

Therefore, the Doctrine places the main emphasis in achieving the
goals and objectives of food security not on quantity and quality of
food, not on development of trade and international cooperation, but
on consideration of self-produced quantity of food calculated as a per-
centage of the total amount of food available in the country.

The discrepancy between the goals and objectives of food securi-
ty declared by the UN and implemented in Russia has clear doctrinal
ground resulting from many years of discussions. For example, some
authors note that adoption of this Doctrine means the beginning of
a new stage in the life of the country, “food self-sufficiency”, and ap-
prove this®. Other supporters of this concept use a somehow different
term mentioned in the Doctrine itself, “food independence™.

Followers of this concept, speaking about the need for self-suffi-
ciency of the country in relation to the main types of domestic food,
believe that decline of domestic production is a sign of a threat to or
even loss of food security, and they require to strengthen support mea-
sures for Russian agricultural goods producers by limiting the possibil-
ity of food import™. Therefore, supporters of this theory do not make
a clear distinction between the categories “food security” and “food in-
dependence”. At the same time, this group of scholars notes a number
of differences between, first, nations that have the possibility to feed
their people by any means, and, second, nations that have the possibil-
ity to feed their people with the use of their own resources. A country
that can feed its people under any external impact will have sufficient
stability to act with maximum independence. Such a state is difficult
to intimidate or coerce from abroad. However, a number of countries
in the world already suffer from lack of food security (Madagascar).’»

Supporters of the concept of “self-reliance” are opposed by the views
of opponents who understand food security as general security of the

111

Aleksey Paviovich
Anisimov

Nina
Vladimirovna
Mirina
Anatoliy

Jakovlevich
Ryzhenkov



CEJISS
1/2020

domestic food market implying the ability of the state to provide its
population with a sufficient amount of safe food not only on the basis
of national production but also with active use of advantages of in-
ternational trade. In terms of this approach the issue of food security
comes down only to filling the food market, without setting a goal to
limit external supplies of food products. Accordingly, the key objective
must be to provide the population with food both with the use of do-
mestic resources and import deliveries (in case of lack of the necessary
production volumes in the domestic market). Therefore, on the one
hand, the country must develop foreign economic cooperation in this
area, and, on the other hand, within the framework of food security,
give preference to domestic producers™.

We share the latter approach based on rules of international law
and the UN recommendations, and we believe that the best guarantee
of international trade and food supplies will be the country’s peace-
ful policy. Russia has to legislate a direct connection between food se-
curity and the right to food (within the spirit of the UN resolutions)
and shift the focus from the goal of complete food self-sufficiency at
any price towards saturating the domestic market with high-quality
and healthy food, both of own production and imported from other
countries, with establishing guarantees of the right to food for vulner-
able groups of population. All this does not impede development of
national agriculture of Russia at all and does not exclude continuation
of these discussions.

2. Discussions on ways to ensure food security and their
applicability for Russia

2.1. Concept and components of food security

At the moment in legal science of countries of the post-Soviet space
there are still discussions on what exactly should be understood as
“food security” and which role it has in the system of related legal cat-
egories, including the category “economic security”.

Initially the concept “food security” was enshrined in the Model
Law of October 16, 1999 “On Food Security”, which was adopted by the
Inter-Parliamentary Assembly of the Member States of the Common-
wealth of Independent States (CIS), in which national food security
is defined as a state of economy that ensures food independence of
a country and guarantees physical and economic availability of food
for the entire population in the amount necessary for an active and
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healthy life. Afterwards this definition of “food security” was expanded
by Decree of the President of the Russian Federation of January 30,
2010 No. 120 “On Approval of the Doctrine of Food Security of the
Russian Federation”, according to which “food security of the Russian
Federation is a state of the country’s economy that ensures food inde-
pendence of the Russian Federation, guarantees physical and econom-
ic availability of foods complying with the requirements of the legisla-
tion of the Russian Federation on technical regulation for every citizen
of the country, in the amount that is not less than rational norms of
consumption of foods necessary for an active and healthy lifestyle”.

Therefore, in both of the official documents the main emphasis is
placed on “food independence”, that is the ability of the state to in-
dependently provide itself with products, and the second aim is avail-
ability, quantity and quality of food. The existing doctrinal definitions
either reproduce in whole or in part this official definition or propose
particular additions thereto.

For example, within the first approach, V. V. Demyanenko believes
that “food security” is such a state of economy that guarantees physi-
cal and economic availability of food for the entire population in the
amount necessary for an active and healthy life®.

Within the second approach, a number of additions and specifica-
tions is proposed for the official definition. For example, the first group
of scholars believe that food security is “the ability of a state to guar-
antee satisfaction of needs for high-quality ecologically clean food at
such a level at which normal living of the entire population is provided
on a national scale™®. Therefore, this “environmental” approach pays
special attention to issues of quality and safety of food, which seems
quite reasonable in terms of the need to reduce the negative impact
of waste of agricultural production on nature and pollution of air, soil
and water bodies by its products” .

Other its followers pay attention to the need for additional consid-
eration of “food culture” of peoples of the Russian Federation® (thus
going beyond the Doctrine and borrowing the recommendations giv-
en in the UN resolutions), or in addition to “physical and economic
availability” mention “social access to high-quality and safe foods™.
We should separately mention the point of view analyzing “the state of
the international community being protected from threats associated
with the lack of physical and economic access to a sufficient amount of
safe food aimed at ensuring sustainable development”" 2. Therefore,
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there is a traditional set of components of food security (physical, eco-
nomic access, safety of food), but at the same time its aim is highlight-
ed - ensuring sustainable development, which is uncommon.

In the course of discussion of the question about the concept of
food security, the question about its “levels” often arises. Some authors
consider food security as a hierarchical system, which is divided by
subject into global, national, regional and household food security. At
the same time, they argue in favor of the conclusion that improvement
of the food policy should be aimed at strengthening the economic in-
dependence of subjects of the Russian Federation with shifting the
center of gravity in solving food issues to their level®.

L. N. Deineka distinguishes another list of food security levels:
world (global), mega-regional, national, regional and at the level of
an individual person, family, social group*. V.A. Dadalko distinguish-
es the following food security levels: individual (of person); localized
(of household); local (of city, district, municipal entity, free economic
zone, biosphere territory); territorial (of region); regional (of two and
more subjects of state formation); national (of state)®. Fully agreeing
that in a federal state the subjects of the federation should participate
in solving food security issues much more actively (than now), yet it
should be noted that, based on international recommendations of the
UN and the established national practice, distinguishing the “lower
level” of food security (of person, family, social group) is not reason-
able, since food provision of individual citizens is only a consequence
of the food policy of the state and the international community. Dis-
tinguishing the local level is also debatable due to the limited ability
of the Russian municipalities to influence the food policy. In addition,
the purpose of distinguishing the “biosphere territory”, where wildlife
is present, is not clear at all. It will be more reasonable to be limited to
distinguishing three levels: international, national and regional.

There is also no unanimity of opinion regarding the issue of the
role of food security in the system of other types of national security.
For example, legal scholars of Kazakhstan suppose that food securi-
ty is a part of economic security**. Many Russian scholars share this
opinion too¥. At the same time, other Russian scholars note that food
security, on the one hand, is a “subsystem” in the system of economic
and national security, and, on the other hand, it has its own scope
and integrity. This is why food security is understood as provision,
resistant to negative internal and external impact, of the entire pop-
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ulation with food in the required amount, with the necessary range
and quality®.

Therefore, food security is an independent variety of national se-
curity located at the junction of economic, environmental and social
security. Like it is unacceptable to overestimate the significance of
the environmental factor (although Russian scholars do this) with-
in the framework of the concept of sustainable development®* 3, the
economic factor must not be given priority in the concept of food se-
curity. All the components of this security given above are important
in their own way. Implementation of the concept of food security in-
volves physical and economic access of population of a country (taking
into account the regional peculiar features of consumed products) to
high-quality foods available in the necessary amount, which is one of
the requirements for the country’s transition to implementation of the
concept of sustainable development. We strongly believe that the main
emphasis in implementation of the concept of food security must be
placed exactly on this but not on the amount of goods produced by
the country itself outside the context of their quality, which does not
exclude the need for development of own agrarian production, system
of trade, creation of reserves, etc.

2.2. Influence of global climate change on ensuring food security
The effects of global climate change are often discussed both in the UN
and by legal scholars 32323, and this issue is directly related to issues of
ensuring food security. Agriculture, one of the main sources of anthro-
pogenic greenhouse gas emissions, contributes to climate change, and
climate change threatens global food production, increasing frequency
and severity of droughts, floods and hurricanes, reducing crop yields
and imposing additional load on limited water resources?. Today pro-
duction of goods in agriculture remains an underestimated and poor-
ly understood aspect of the issue of global climate change, though it
is noted that work of tractors, trucks, use of fertilizers, production of
electricity in agriculture make up to 9% of the total contribution to
climate change from the point of view of CO2 emissions, though as
a percentage of all global greenhouse gas emissions, direct CO2 emis-
sions from exactly agricultural activity are only about 1.4%%.

It is no coincidence that par. 8 of the Rome Declaration of the UN
on Nutrition of 20143 recognizes the need to respond to the effects
of climate change and other environmental factors affecting food se-
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curity and nutrition, especially the quantity, quality and diversity of
produced food, by taking appropriate measures to eliminate adverse
effects. Climate change is the biggest threat to developing countries,
where persistent droughts and extreme weather events, land degra-
dation, sea level rise, coastal erosion, ocean acidification and retreat
of mountain glaciers pose a greater threat to food security than in de-
veloped countries and undermine the efforts aimed at poverty eradica-
tion and sustainable development¥. This is why adoption of measures
to mitigate effects of climate change and adapt to them is one of the
most urgent global priorities for all countries of the world including
Russia.

In this regard, all countries of the world will have to make efforts to
support application of agricultural methods with consideration of cli-
matic factors, including agroforestry, conservation farming, water sav-
ing, use of drought-resistant and moisture-resistant varieties of plants
and rational animal husbandry, and to establish and strengthen rela-
tions among scholars, legislative bodies, entrepreneurs and those who
finance science, technology and innovation, as well as to take measures
to increase resilience of vulnerable groups and food systems, paying
special attention to adaptation to climate change as one of the main
issues and tasks facing all farmers and food producers including small
farms3®. At the national level, attention should be paid to protection of
rights of indigenous peoples (for example, Indians), whose traditional
lifestyle is affected by climate change®.

The main issue here is that, first, it is impossible to recover damag-
es caused to agricultural production due to climate change (draughts,
floods) because it is difficult to prove the causal relationships between
activity of an industrial facility producing greenhouse gas emissions
and an occurring natural disaster. The existing judicial practice in the
USA does not recognize this dependence* +. There is no such judicial
practice in Russia and all other countries of the CIS at all. In world
science, it is noted that global climate change leaves two main survival
strategies to mankind: a strategy of adapting to climate change and
a strategy of mitigating such effects. “Climate mitigation” is the result
of anthropogenic intervention aimed at reducing sources or decreas-
ing greenhouse gas emissions.

In its turn, “adaptation” is a regulator of natural or social systems
in response to actual or expected climate change or its effects, which
mitigate harm or provide new beneficial opportunities. Measures to
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mitigate effects of climate change are often preventive because they
address the sources of climate change, while adaptation is created as
a measure to respond to effects of an already changed climate. A num-
ber of climate change mitigation options can be identified: energy pro-
duction with less greenhouse gas emissions than traditional fossil fuel;
technologies for removing greenhouse gases from the atmosphere;
land use, agriculture and forestry methods that reduce greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere*.

In its turn, the strategy of adapting to adverse effects of climate
change may manifest itself in award of grants by the state for breed-
ing of new drought-resistant plant varieties; subsidizing installation of
new irrigation systems (for example, drip irrigation); development of
new pest control products and new technologies for combating soil sa-
linization; acclimatization of new species of flora and fauna; introduc-
tion of new economic models of employment of population affected by
drought. Moreover, it is necessary to create a mechanism of protection
of rights of environmental refugees, develop the healthcare system due
to emergence of new diseases, etc.

However, implementation of these strategies, for example, for Rus-
sia is complicated by two groups of factors. First, the environmental
legislation of Russia (in contrast to, for example, Kazakhstan) does not
know such an object of protection as climate. Accordingly, measures
to mitigate or adapt agriculture to effects of global climate change can
not be developed. Second, the strategy of “self-reliance” excludes the
possibility of establishing international cooperation, winning interna-
tional grants for research and its joint implementation with members
of the scientific community of other countries. Meanwhile, we should
note that, though the effects of global climate change for agriculture
of Russia are regularly studied by the leading Russian research centers
(Moscow State University, RANEPA and other ones), their results are
extremely poorly used by public authorities of all levels when adopting
management decisions aimed at ensuring sustainable development of
Russian agriculture.

2.3. Ensuring food security in the context of discussions on
production of goods using GMOs

According to experts, in order to feed the world’s population, the num-
ber of which will reach 9.1 billion people by 2050, it will be necessary to
increase production of agricultural goods by 70%% 4. One of possible
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ways to solve this issue is to use the latest biotechnologies, the most
famous of which using GMO technology. Today development of this
type of technology is the subject of fierce and lengthy discussions. All
scholars, regardless of science, express their concern about safety of
GMO technology. For example, many Russian doctors do not exclude
the possibility of growth of diseases of the digestive system in Russia
not only because of poor-quality food but also as a result of increased
consumption of products manufactured using GMOs#. Other schol-
ars worry about harmfulness and danger of using transgenic organ-
isms in agriculture and food industry. Genetically modified food has
a new combination of genetic material obtained by methods unusual
for breeding methods; the consequences of human consumption of
such food are unpredictable, which requires production of ecologically
clean products*.

It is also stated in official documents. For example, the Doctrine
mentioned above several times refers to the need to exclude uncon-
trolled distribution of food products manufactured from genetically
modified plants using genetically modified microorganisms and mi-
croorganisms having GM analogues (par. 12).

In Russia (as in many other countries of the world), commercial
production of agricultural goods using GMO technology is prohibit-
ed (though research is allowed), which is substantiated by its potential
threat for the future mankind. Another point of view is that biotech-
nologies are an effective means to protect people from hunger and dis-
eases. Today about two dozen transgenic plant cultures are grown in
the USA, Canada, China and other countries: potatoes and corn resis-
tant to insect pests, varieties of vegetables and fruits with an extended
shelf life, soybean resistant to herbicide for weed control. They have
developed a variety of rise that is genetically improved due to beta-ker-
atin, which turns into vitamin A in the body, as well as another trans-
genic modification of rice characterized by an increased iron content.
Their lack in the body can cause mental retardation, blindness, and
even death, and genetically modified rice helps to deal with the prob-
lem of the deficiency of these trace elements. However, the long-term
effects of consumption of such products are still little studied. Dan-
ger of GM foods is often associated with a negative influence on the
environment. It is assumed that a transgenic crop may be unsuitable
for local bees, or, on the contrary, attractive for a particular type of
caterpillars, they can multiply and upset the balance of the ecosystem.
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In a number of countries of the world, genetically modified foods are
prohibited or there are requirements for mandatory indication of their
presence among ingredients of products. This is why the EU countries
are very cautious about genetic engineering and impose bans on the
food that can cause adverse effects for human health. In the USA, there
are also some restrictions, but they arise only when harm to health is
proven in court?.

According to many experts, influence of the majority of types of
GMOs on ecosystem processes is of an indirect nature, it is the result
of changes in the management strategy but not a consequence of di-
rect impact of GMOs. In this regard, there is an urgent need to conduct
fundamental environmental and agronomic research to study impact
of GMOs on ecosystem processes in order to assess such possible im-
pact. It is this knowledge gap that lies between European cautious and
American biotechnological approaches to regulation of use of GMOs
in production of agricultural crops+.

Fully supporting the idea of the need for additional research on ef-
fects of using GMOs in agriculture, let us express a number of con-
structive considerations.

I. In order to feed mankind, which continues increasing, on the
available (or even reducing) agricultural lands, it is necessary to
make a technological breakthrough allowing gathering more
crops from the same areas. Other options can be connected only
with expansion of tillage due to natural ecosystems, including
through deforestation. Today the scientific community does
not offer other options for increasing yields besides use of GMO
technology. Prohibition of GM foods in a number of countries
does not have any scientific basis and may be due to the purpose
of fighting more successful competitors.

2. All officially registered cases of harm caused to health of citizens
or nature took place not because of the use of achievements
of genetic engineering as such but because certain companies
producing agricultural genetically modified foods applied the
corresponding technology in a wrong way. Accordingly, genet-
ic engineering is a manifestation of scientific and technological
progress that cannot be prohibited. Regulation of use of genetic
engineering technologies should, in our view, be considered in
the context of the balance of private and public interests, the
purpose of which is to find a compromise rather than general
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prohibition of all modern technologies of genetic engineering.
This is why instead of banning GMOs, it is more reasonable to
develop internationally recognized rules and regulations for
management of GMOs, which should respect the interests of the
business using genetic engineering technologies in agricultural
production and society at the same time without exposing hu-
man health and the state of the environment at real or potential
risks.

3. Lands under cultivation constantly reduced during the last years
of reforms in Russia. Thus, in order to solve the food issue in
Russia, there is no need to develop new areas that have not been
used as arable before upsetting the natural ecological balance.
It is sufficient to use lands previously used for agricultural pro-
duction in the coming years. This will allow providing the mar-
ket with ecologically clean products, which, in contrast to agri-
cultural products containing GMOs, have a much higher price.
Therefore, today it makes no sense to ban production and con-
sumption of products containing GMOs in Russia - econom-
ic prerequisites should be created for growing and consuming
ecologically clean products (there is objectively everything nec-
essary for it), which will allow making a significant contribution
to ensuring food security.

3. Ways to enhance legal regulation of ensuring food security
in terms of Russia

At the moment, at the regulatory and law enforcement levels, Russia
implements a concept within the framework of which the main pur-
pose of ensuring food security is production of agricultural goods us-
ing domestic capacities, with prohibition or restriction of food sup-
plies from some other countries.

This approach can be found in Decree of the President of the Rus-
sian Federation of August 6, 2014, No. 560 “On the Introduction of
Certain Special Economic Measures in the Interest of Ensuring the
Security of the Russian Federation” (as amended on July 12, 2018),
which contains an order for the Government of Russia to make a list
of foreign goods the country of origin of which is the USA, the Euro-
pean Union countries, Canada, Australia and the Kingdom of Norway,
and establish restrictions on foreign economic operations on them as
ameasure in response to sanctions imposed on Russia after the annex-

120



ation of the Crimea. It was assumed that such measures could provide
import substitution by means of increasing production of Russian ag-
ricultural goods, raw materials and foodstuffs, which would support
agricultural goods producers of the Russian Federation. In pursuance
of this Decree, the Government specified a list of prohibited import-
ed products, which included poultry and cattle, pork, fish and other
seafood, milk, dairy products, vegetables, fruit, nuts, sausages, cheese.
Attempts of members of civil society to appeal against these legal acts
with the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation did not result in
success, since the consumer protection legislation does not provide for
their right to contest regulatory acts, especially if they are not subjects
of the relations to which they apply#.

Here, two questions arise: first, if the countersanctions imposed by
the Russian authorities against foreign goods producers were effective,
and, second, what measures to ensure food security of Russia in the
context of the UN recommendations must look like.

Answering the first question, we should note that introduction of
a ban on the import of food from a number of leading European coun-
tries and the USA (without any transitional period) led to several con-
sequences. First, since the beginning of 2014 food prices have increased
in the country by 14.9% on average. As the reasons for the growth of
prices, we should mention the weakening of the ruble and the cost
increase leading to the higher transportation cost and customs duties,
as well as lack of competition and monopolies in the food market. As
a result, in 2014-20106 the share of expenses on foodstuffs in the struc-
ture of expenses for end consumption of households grew from 28.5 to
33.5 % on a national average, and this share exceeds 40 % in the rural
area. In most Russian regions, the share of expenses on food in the ag-
gregate expenses for end consumption of population comprises from
35 to 50 %°.

Second, the restrictions on import of products to Russia from
a number of foreign countries did not strengthen the positions of do-
mestic agricultural producers. As a result, there was just a redistribu-
tion of import flows: now Russia buys products not in Europe, but in
Turkey, Argentina and Brazil. And if sanctions were imposed against
Europe, then new quotas for supply of meat and vegetables were
opened for Brazil®. In addition, the quality of the products coming to
Russian markets from such countries is not always highs>. Moreover,
no matter what the volume of investments in Russian agriculture is,
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the situation will not change quickly. There is a natural, biological cy-
cle: in order for gardens to appear, they must first be laid out, and only
in 4-5 years it will be possible to harvest apricots, plums and so on. As
a result, in 2015 the share of the aggregate import from countries of
Latin America exceeded the share of the EU countries, the main part-
ners of Russia before: in 2014, import from these countries amounted
to 19.3 % and 29.5 %, respectivelys.

Third, there is information that, instead of high-quality European
and American agricultural products, the market received low-quality
Russian and foreign products (for example, milk) made using palm oil
(import of which to Russia, after the Government of the Russian Fed-
eration introduced “countersanctions”, for example, only in January -
November 2018 increased by 24% compared to the same period last
year)*. Meanwhile, there is noteworthy data about harm of palm oil to
human health%. As a result, this is one of the reasons why an increase in
the incidence of diseases among the population is registered in Russia.

Fourth, the decision of the Russian authorities to destroy “sanc-
tioned” products caused an ambiguous reaction of the population.
One part of it adheres to the point of view that the Russian Federation,
to the full extent, has the possibility to provide its population with all
the necessary foodstuffs without involving supplies from abroad. An-
other part is an obvious opponent of disposal of foodstuffs, as burn-
ing products is a real crime, especially in a country where a sufficiently
large part of the population is hungry and lives below the poverty line.
For example, according to a sociological survey, which was conducted
by Levada-Center, about half of the citizens of Russia are opponents of
destroying sanctioned productss® that could be transferred to orphan-
ages, the army, schools, etc.

Fifth, there has been no “rapid growth” of Russian agricultural pro-
duction. For example, according to official statistics, in 2017 all farms
collected 21708 thousand tons of potatoes, or 96.6 % of the level of
2016; 2682 thousand tons of fruit and berries, or 87.8 % of the level of
20165. The gross yield of agricultural crops in farms of all categories
also notably decreased in 2017 (for example, in the Central Federal Dis-
trict 87.8 % of the yield in 2016). Cattle production in 2017 comprised
08.6 % of 20106, though there is a slight increase in milk production
(101.3 % of 20106)®. Therefore, we can observe or either decline in pro-
duction or not very significant growth, which has quite clear reasons
related to the system crisis of economy of the Russian Federation.
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As the key issues of import substitution in the agro-industrial com-
plex, Russian experts point out the low investment activity and attrac-
tiveness (investors have uncertainty about duration of the embargo),
lag in technology, underdeveloped infrastructure, low diversification,
lack of effective competition in the domestic market, insufficient level
of financial stability of goods producers and low efficiency of market
regulation in the field of the agro-industrial complex.

Answering the second question about what should have been done
(instead of banning the import of high-quality European and Amer-
ican foodstuffs) to ensure food security of Russia, we note that such
measures could include enhancement of land improvement®, resto-
ration of disturbed lands®, correction of the civil legislation making
it difficult to take into account the risk-related and seasonal nature of
contractual relations with agricultural goods producers®. Moreover,
among these measures, we should point out tax mitigation, availability
of credits, marketing possibility, holding back the factors that can de-
stabilize the situation (fight against monopolies, fight against crime)®,
creating a favorable climate for investments and innovations, constant
modernization of production, raising the professional level of rural
workers®, estimating environmental costs of agricultural production
and taking measures to protect land, water and soil (which will allow
exercising both the right to food and a healthy environment)%. Along
with the abovementioned recognized measures to ensure food securi-
ty, it is necessary to use also the possibilities provided to us by science
and technology of the 21 century, in particular, to use biotechnologies
(including GMOs), nanotechnologies in agricultural production more
widely, as well as to develop a legal mechanism of consideration of food
needs of socially vulnerable groups of population, including women,
children and indigenous small-numbered peoples. Exactly these mea-
sures are necessary to ensure sustainability and food security of Russia.

A number of measures implemented by the Government of the
Russian Federation deserve approval and support, including develop-
ment of digital technologies in agriculture, provision of agricultural
goods producers with budget financing (subsidies) from the state on
arepayable and non-repayable basis, and development of the system of
reserves. Therefore, without changing the available model of the Rus-
sian economy there is no point in expecting some or other qualitative
changes in the area of ensuring food security.
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Conclusion
Food security of a country is a component of national security char-
acterizing the degree of exercise of the human right to food in the
country and achievement of goals of sustainable development, guar-
anteeing physical and economic availability of high-quality and safe
foodstuffs for citizens, in the amount necessary for a healthy diet.
Advantages of this definition consist in consideration of interna-
tional recommendations as well as avoidance of narrow economic
perception of the goals and objectives of ensuring food security in
the Russian Federation or another country. Ensuring food security
is a strategic social and economic goal for any state. When solving
this task in Russia, it is necessary to clearly distinguish between “food
security” and “food independence”. While the first category charac-
terizes the degree of provision of population with quantitative and
qualitative foodstuffs, their physical and economic availability and
safety, within the framework of the second one, the emphasis is
placed on “import substitution”, that is a percentage between goods
produced in the country and imported ones. In the Russian Federa-
tion, the main emphasis of public authorities is placed on ensuring
food independence to the prejudice of goals and objectives of ensur-
ing food security. In our opinion, availability of imported foodstuffs
itself does not pose a particular threat to national security (a much
greater threat comes from systemic corruption, poverty, bureaucracy
or the destruction of ecological systems). When determining priori-
ties, it is necessary to rely on provisions of Article 2 of the Constitu-
tion of the Russian Federation, according to which recognition and
protection of human rights is a duty of the state. This is why the au-
thorities need to rely on the priority of the human right to food but
not on the desire to take revenge on the EU countries or the USA for
the sanctions imposed in 2014, limiting the rights of Russian citizens
to consumption of high-quality foodstuffs from the leading countries
of the world. The artificial restriction of the competitive environment
led to entry of the products in the Russian food market that could not
have appeared there before in the competitive environment. This led
to deterioration of the quality of foodstuffs and an increase in their
price. Thus, lifting of food sanctions imposed by the President of the
Russian Federation as soon as possible is in the interests of the Rus-
sian population, these sanctions have reduced the level of guarantees
of human rights in Russia.
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Undoubtedly, one of the priorities of the food policy in Russia must
be development of agriculture, which will be possible in case of chang-
es in the credit and tax policies, ensuring the rule of law and justice,
increasing guarantees of rights of owners and tenants of agricultural
lands, improving the environmental situation in the country. Most of
the other measures taken in Russia today by the state to ensure phys-
ical and economic availability of food for population, create strategic
reserves, develop transport and trade networks, food quality standards,
etc. do not cause any objections and deserve full approval and support.
Food security is one of the guarantees of sustainable development of
agriculture, it is located at the junction of three types of national se-
curity: economic, social and environmental. This balance must not be
disrupted, just like for ensuring sustainable development. Russia has to
take more part in international division of labor exporting some types
of foodstuffs (wheat) and purchasing other ones (fruit, meat), without
politicizing trade and economic relations. Ensuring food security can
be achieved only by economic methods, which will allow creating con-
ditions for development of the national agrarian sector through suc-
cessful competition of rural goods producers, with the understanding
that this task can be solved only due to the efforts of the entire inter-
national community.

In order to achieve food security at the international and national
levels, it is necessary to revise the existing negative attitude towards
agricultural goods produced using biotechnologies (GMOs), as well as
to develop a system of measures that takes into account the effects of
climate change. At the moment, GMOs are completely prohibited in
the Russian Federation, and the climate is not an object of environ-
mental legal protection. Special mention should be made of the need
for consideration of the UN recommendations by the Russian Federa-
tion in terms of measures of food protection regarding the interests of
vulnerable groups of population.
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